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CHAFTER 1

THE NEED FOR COOPERATIVE RELATIONS AMONG ORGANIZATIONS

latreductien

In conplex societies, progqrams develuped and sponsored
vy fotmal orcanizations are a major means through which
rational etforts to alleviate social problems are achieved.
Formal organization represents the opposite of fate or the
unintended outcome of innumerable intentious. Formal organi-
zation in these terms refers to the coordination of inten=-
tions and actions that makes the actual outcome 0f an activi=-
ty correspoud more closely to its intended outcome (Warner,
1968) . Attempts to plan for rural development activities re-
quice an understanding of the formal organizations involved
and their deqree of willinyness to enter into cooperative re-
lations with one anothe.,

An understandinqg of the willingness of a set of organi-
zations to enter into cooperative relations with one another
becones especially important as the number of development-
related orgqanizations increase. A conspicuous aspect of trural
development efforts is the proliferation of interested
orqanizations--related and unrelated--operating at vai_.ous
territorial levels, neighborhood, city, county, state and na-
tion. A. a result of the proliferation of gqroups, effective

development acticn becomes dependent upon not only the per-



fetmance of individual organizations but on the interplay
amohqg all relevant organizations. Currently, development ac-
tivities are being carried out by numerous organizations and
each is er-ected sonmehow to contribute to the overall devel-
opment effott. And as rural developament is viewed by nmore
peoble as requiring a “wholistic" approach to d4eal with the
inequities between rural and urban areas, it becomes even
more obvious that rural development is iarqer than the scope
of any single organization.

An exanmination of the array of federal, state, aud local
development orgqanizations and their progqrams suggests the
magnitude of the probleus facing 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 fedaral agency that offers rural de-
velopment programs. The Gu.de_ to Federal Programs _for Rural
Development identifies the broad range of programs that are
available to rural areas. USDA programs for rural areas in-
clude rural housiig loans. ncnfarm enterprise loans, rural
electrification loans and extension proqrams for improved
family living.

Other federal progqrams related to rural development and
the agencies responsible for their delivery include neighbor-
hooi centers (Housing and Urban Development), rural mass

transportation (Office of Econonuic Opportunity), employment
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services qraats (Labor), facility loans for depressed areas
(Economic Development Adainistration), economic opportunity
loans (Small Business Administration), Hill-Burton funds
(Health, Education and Welfare), and domestic travel promo-
tion (Pacrk Service). Federal proqrams for rural dsvelopnont
are currently being offered by more than fifty different
agencies.

A review of the proqrams offered by agencies in differ-
ent states reveals the same, although on somewhat of a small-
er scale, breadth Jf services as occurs at the federal level.
In Iowa, a review of the Catalog of State Services to_Local
Goverhments reveals that at least 60 diftferent programs for
impioving the quality of life in cural areas are being of-
fered by 17 different ayencies (0Office of Planning and Pro-
gqramming, 1970.) Exauples of a few of these programs are
those for the agesd (Commission on Aging), rural fire protec-
tion equipment (State Conservation Commission), law
enforcement planning (Iowa Crime Commission), industrial de-
velopment assistance (Iowa Development Commission), manpower
vlanning 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 governments through 44



agencies.

Public progqrams at the federal and state levels repre-
sent a8 major 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
ptivate social service agencies.

The problem in rural developmgnt activities appears to
be more of coordinating the efforts of a set of special-
interest organizations than the lack of adequate programs or
funding possibilities. Coordination is necessary when admin-
istrators attempt to mount a broad basad attack on probleas
and try to overcome the fragmentation of services.

Fragmentation 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 funding provided to increase the levels of agricultural
production thereby raising the income of individual farmers.
Increased mechanization and the gqreater 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 vua) only the aqricultural.secto:. & 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 assiqned the responsibility for
both activities.

Currently, different federal agencies offer many of the
same kinds of proqrams, although often to different client
systens. Furthermore, some state agency proqrams tend to du-
plicace federal progqrams. Through time, a series of special
interest agencies and orqanizations has emerqed and each of
these gqroups must somehow justify their operation to funding
groups at the state or federal level. In the past, attempts
to encourage qroups with similar objectives to work together
have often been met with resistence. The fear that cutbacks
will occur wh2n it is learned that two or more agencies are
working together on a common problem seems to be a rea. 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

bring greater coordination in rural development activities



was the formation of the Rural Affairs Council. In Novambear
1969, President Nixonh announced tha formatioh of this cabinet
level council (see appendix I). The council consists of the
gecrataries of Aqriculture; Interior; Commarca; Housing and
Urban Developaent; Health, Education and Weifare; Lahor; and
the Directors of utfice of Economic opportunity, Rureail of
the Budget, and the Chdairman ot the Council of Econoaic
Advisors. Following the prasident's actioh, the Secretiry of
Auriculture established a Japartaental rural davelopment com-
mittee staffed by aduinistrators and deputies of the Soil
cOnseryation dervice, Farmers Home Administratioh, Coopera-
tive Extension sSe.vice, Forest $arvice, ind the Rural Elec-
trification Adminiotration (see appendix II). The emphasis in
the Secretary's directives was on the need for coordination
amony 2xisting lepartmental daqencies. An underlying assump-
tion in these directives seemed to be that increased coonrdi-
nation would .2ad to increased effectiveness in the planning
and 1mplementation of rural development programs,

The formation of the U$DA Rural Development Committee at
thae faderal leval yave increased emphasi- to the need for co-
ordination among the USDA agencies currently jroviding
development-related services. Faderal and state officiais
were assigned to assist local l21iers wn establishing appro-
priate liaison with othar igenciaes, both public and privats,

that contribute to the developmant of local communities, But



g

the major respcnsibility 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 USODA 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, mombership was limited entirely
to USDCA agencies while in others the USDA agencies constitu-
ted less than a fourth of the membecrs. In 738 percent of the
committees, (JSDA aqencies were in the majority. About a
fourth of the committees hii at least one member who repre-
sented a non-USDA federal agency and (or) a citizen group.
Eiqaty percent of the committees had at least one state
agency as a participating menmber.

Of the fifty states with rural development committees,
27 percent had established county-level rural development
committees in all their counties and just over half (59 per-
cent) had created county-level units in some counties.

In December 1969, a State Rural Development Commictee
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 interaqgency cooperation. The first recommen-

dation called for the local county committee tO serve as a



means for joint consideration of rural development needs and
to suggest ways to increase the effectiveness of each
aqency's proqraa. The second reconmendation asked the local
county committee to support and facilitate developmental ac-
tivities of private and other public organizations. Included
among the possible methods of providing support were develop-
ment of a broadly representative County Rural Development
Commiiiwe and assistance to local organizations in the study,
analysis and implementation of developmant projects.

A third quideline suggested the need to assist individu-
als and communities.to obtain services offered by existing
agencies. Specifically, the committee is to identify existing
programs, to circulate this material to rural clientele, and
to refer clients to appropriate agencies. The fourth quide-
line described the need to examine the adequacy of existing
proqrams and to suqgest improvements where needs are not
being met. The fifth quideline called for involvement of non-
USDA agencies. The final quideline called for the local Con-
mittee to collect information about USDA programs and their
accomplishmentse.

Each of these quidelines requires some form of iutera-
gqency cooperation. Some form of cooperation is needed for
communication and joint decision-making among public and pri-
vate groups. Cooperation also is needed to identify existing

programs, to provide new approaches, and to involve public



agencies that are not ;urt of the USDA.

"What is the best way to set up a cooperative develop-
ment system in vhich federal, state, and private qroups will
be willing to participate?" Related to this general question
are a series of more specific questions associated with plan-
ning for cooperative relations amonq development nelated or-
qanizations. What problems are likely to arise in conductiné
cooperative activities among several groups? What alternative
strategies can be used to create a council of development or-
ganizations? What assurances will administrators need before
joining 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
larger collectivities e.g., councils or committees. It will
evaluate administrators' views about collective action among
development groups, and it will consider alternative strate-
gies that might be used to coordinate the activities of conm-
munity groupse.

Four specific objectives 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 progqraans.

2, To identify the extent of interagency cooperation
for these orqanizations.

3. To identify the factors associated #ith interagency
cooperation,

4. To explore alternatives that may be used to increase

cooperative activity amonq development groups.
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CHAPTER 2

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

dntroduction
Many of the problems associated with planning for coop-

erative relations amonq development organizations arise from
questions about the scope of rural developaent activities aud
from the organizational model used by public agencies. Plan-
ning is difficult when the nature of the problem is unclear
and when there is little or no consensus amonqg administrators
about the scope of the approach that should be used to solve
the problem. Planning is made even more difficult when pri-
vate qroups nust be mobilized and public administrators are
unable to use conventional administrative procedures to

insure local involvement and acceptance,

Scope of Rural Development Activities

Secretary of Aqriculture, Earl Butz (see Butz, 1972) de-
scribed the ranqge of problems confronting rural America in a
recent address. Amonqg the problems he mentioned were: insuf-
ficient 7jobs, inadequate housing, 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 agencies., Private groups also have programs for dealing
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with these problems. If each public agency were permitted to
pursue its own narcow objectives independent of the objec-
tives of other organizations, rural areas might solve one
problem, but at the same time they might intensify other
problems. If a private qroup working independently of other
orqanizations was encouraged and given financial support, the
result likely would be one-sided ratier than comprehensive.

An example of the results of uncoordinated planning is
described in a paper by Kaldor (1972). In describing the
trend toward narrower service offerings in rural communities,
he reports that with the heavy out-migration from agricultur-
al areas, there has been a reduct ion in the relative size of
the farm market for some of the goods and services offered oy
rural towns. He also sugqested that residents in rural touns
experiencing such a decline leave the area in search of bet-
ter employment opportunities. This treand further reduces the
demand for services in the town. Among the nore visible of
the consequences of the decrease in required services are
vacant and abandoned business buildings, unused school rocms,
obsclete public capital, and smaller church congregations, as
vell as the less visible feelings of frustration and hope-
lessness among residents.

Recently the scope of the rural development problem has
heen expanded even beyond defining it as a rural problenm.

Heady (1972) takes the position that rural development is not
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a problem that can be solved totally by individual communi-
ties, nor is it a probiem that can be solved totally by or-
ganizations that provide progqrams for rural people; instead
he suqgests 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 among the various qeoqraphic, 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) high 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-
stantiated with data collected on a natiomal leval.

If rural development is viewed as a comprehensive
process for dealing 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



14

ic difficult because the meanings associated vith rural de-
velopment vary greatly, and, furthermore, they do not seem to
be drawving closer together. If anything, rural developaent
seems increasingly to be defined in terms of the spacific
interests of those who propose the definitions.
dost definitions of rural development emphasize
improving the quality of life in rural areas. These defini-
tions are very general and almost any activity could fall
within their scope. Among the movre general Jefinitions of -de-
velopment are the following:
Rural Development refers to special efforts to
provide expanded farm and nonfarm employmeat, in-
come opportunities, and more attractive living con-
ditions in nonme“ropolitan areas of the nation
(Campbell, 1969).
Rural Development means making attractive op-
portunities in rural towns and in the countryside

so people have a hetter choice in where they live
(Butz, 1972).

Community Resource Development is a process

through which people analyze the situation and

ident ify problems. evaluate the alternatives, and

establish and achieve goals that enhance their

quality of living (Task Force, Community Resource

pevelopment, 1972).

Whether rural development is an end, or a process tc
achieve a pa.ticular end, there tends to be agreement on what
needs improving and on which inequities need to be removed.
The same, however, cannot be said for the activities which

are considered a legitimate 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-
siqned to accomplish. Por example, Secretary Campbell's
(1969) Memorandum No. 1667, described the objectives of de-
velopment as including but not limited to: more jobs, higher
income, quality education, modern community services, and ef-~
ficient units of local qovernment. The President's Task Force
on rural Development (1970) indicated that the purpose of
rural development is to create job opportunities, community
services, a better quality of living, and an improved social
and physical environment in the small cities, towns, vil-
lages, and farm communities in rural America. In this same
report thke qrals of development also were described as:
bringing jobs, opportunity, and a better life to low incone,
underemployved people in rural America, not only for their own
qood, but for the welfare of all Americaas. Although adminis-
trators who are plarnning rural development activities have
reached some :ousensus about what needs to ke improved, very
few herc suqggested even very general ideas about how these
improvements miqht be achieved.

Kirby (1972), Administrator of the USDA Extension Serv-
ice, described some of the elements necessary for planning
rural development projects. He proposed that rural develop-
ment is aimed toward a more balanced national growth and is
concerned with all of nonmetropolitan America. He indicates

that rural development requires an inteqrated approach, de-

w..
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centralized planning and local initiative, and a balanced mix
or partnership of qovernment and private effort.

These elements sugqgest several criteria against which
presen development efforts can be evaluated. If present de-
velopment effocts are aot 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 these ele-
ments are necessary for successful development programs. Our
discussion will focus, therefore, on the importance of pro-
qram integration, local initiative, and a balanced mix be-
tween public and private sectors.

Although there is not much 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. Integrated and decentralized planning
and incorporation of the private sector are difficult tasks,

as many previous development efforts have demonstrated.

Program_Integration

Why is an inteqrated approach neccssary? A review of the
definitions of rural development suggests that this process
and the ends to be achieved are hbeyond the scope of any
sinqle public or private organization. Since it is political-
ly impossibie to locate the wide range of programs needed for
rural development in any single organization, the typical

pattern has been to assiqgn different activities to
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specialized agencies. pPublic and private orqanizations both
have tendéﬁ.to specialize. They identify a specific goal,
hire personnel who are competent in a small range of pro-
grams, and return each year for appropriate funding and are
supported by special interest qroups. Since no organization
can rerform a balanced development function by itself, some
process for encouraqing individual organizations to cooperate
in their activities and proqranms, therefore, becomes a neces-
sary condition for rural development.

Specialization of orqganizations 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 the interdependence among units. Although
interdependence among agencies has been overlooked, it is as
pervasive as the interderpendence that occurs among business
orqanizations. Some community agencies and groups provide
financial resources; others provide technical assistance,
political influence, and legitimation. Individually, they can
provide part of the resources necessary for developnment.
Collectively, they can provide a much wider range of serv-
ices, financial advantages, and community acceptance.,

One of the major assumptions qoverning 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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sane organizations. This assumption is very obvious in the
recent decisions nade by the USDA.

An important caution needs to be discussed here. In-
creases in-the number of and/or amount of cooperation among
units involved in development is not being defined as devel-
opment. Both changes are viewed as means for achieving conmnu-
nity develorpment or improvement in quality of living. Cooper-
ative planning among development groups 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 cooperation among units is that it will lead to

increased effectiveness.

Local Initiative

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
aqgencies draw on the resources, pover, and other assets of
society at larqe rather than being limited to the resource-
qenerating capacity of the local community. Rural develop-
ment, as a consequence, probably will not be successful with-
out the contributions of these orgauizations. But, a;l too
often, comprehensive plans prepared by specialists in public
aqencies are rejected by the very persons for whom they were

prepared.



19

Several interest qroups are becoming visible and
expressing concern about changes beinqg planned for their
areas. Private orqanizations interested in environmental
quality are amonq the strongest of these interest qroups.
Other private qroups are also heginning to demand a role in
various gqovernment proqrams including a role in planning
rural developnent proqrams. Some of the more articulate of
the interest qgroups involved in rural development are farmers
and their concern with farm prices; chambers of commerce
and/0r more specialized industrial development corporations;
and civic leaders in small towns with declining popuilations.
Each of these qroups often has different interests, each may
pursue developmeant for different reasons, and each may use
different means for achieving their ends.

One of the apparent shortcomings of many of the present
rural development efforts is the lack of opportunity for
local residents to influence development plans in their area.
At the same time that governament leaders are advocating local
initiative, they also are orqganizing conmnmittees consisting of
qovernment officials to initiate proqrams 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 planning for development. There are residents who

serve in USDA agencies, but what is their role in the rural
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development proqram? What steps have been taken to expand
agency devalopment committees to include private qroups and
what have these conmittees done to make participation nmore
attractive for private qroups?

Directives from top administrators in public agencies
indicate that the development process is the responsibility
of local organizations, qroups 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 quide local leadership in detarmining 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
aprropriate liaison with other agencies and organizations,
both public and private, who can contrihute to the develop-
ment of their communities.

Secretary Hardin (1969) indicated that rural development
begins at home. He said, "Development is the responsibility
of state, and local organizations, groups, aad lsaders. They
will provide the channel throuqh which the people may improve
their local needs, assessing their local potentialities,
matching their community potential with private and public
programs at all levels of governnment."

Secretary Butz (1972) has reaffirmed this conmitment to

decentralized planning in the area of rural development. He
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indicated that, "The main support for rural development will
come from private citizens, local qovernments, community
qroups, and business and industries in rural America." The
President®s Task Force on Rural Development (1970) argued
that the strength of rural development is that it mobilizes
local enerqies anrd is operated by local people who know their
own problems, capabilities, and priorities better than anyone

else.

Balapnced Partnership

Why is a partnership between public and private organi-
zdqtions necessary? Several units are central to the develop-
ment process, Warner (1971) proposed that institutional
agencies~-units involved in governmental, econoamic, 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 offe:c an impor-
tant source of ..cas, manpower, and finance. He described the
need for a balance between public and private associations in
the following manner:

If public orqanication is the only medium for so-

cial developmen, there is no way to prevent

political domination and attendant depression of

life changes foir larqge numbers of people. If pri-

vate organization is the only choice available,

there is no way to obtain voluntary suprort for

many kinds of development that are collective or

nublic goods, and especially support with the nec-
essary scale of resources.
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Both public and private orgqanizations have unique re-
sources that they can bring to bear on develppment efforts.
Public agencies may bring financial resources via loans and
qrants that are beyond the scope of local private associa-
tions. They also bring personnel trained in skills which are
central to any developnent efforts. The private grours. 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 comnitments and
provide the support for any progranm.

The need .for understanding how local orgamnizations
relate to each other in developiﬁq, administering and imple-
menting proqrams is acute, especially at a time when the num-
ber of proqrams and of agencies that provide such programs at
the local level has qrown 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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hgency Administrative Model

Cooperative planning among publié agencies and between
public agencies and private associations requires a different
organizational model than the one typically used to coordi-
nate relations among 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 amonqg public agencies follows a conventional authority
pattern. This pattern is characterized by: 1) centralized
authority, 2) formally prescribed rules and procedures, 3)
set of clearly Jdefined duties for each position and collec-
tion of positions or subunit, and 4) financial incentives to
motivate participation.

Authority is delegated downward througqh a series of
hierarchical leveis. Each position in the hierarchy derives
its authority from its relationship to the position immedi-
ately above it. In this systenm of superior-subordinate rela-
tionships, each superior holds his subordinates responsible
for complying with his instructions. And subordinates in turn
look to their superiors for directions as to policy programs,
tasks to be completed, personnel to be assiqned and measures

of success. Coordination is achieved through the operation of
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a single line of command that permeates all levels and passes
onh a set of directives from above to each successive subordi-
nate level.

Standardized policies, tasks and procedures are used to
bring greater coordiration amonq the diverse activities and
actors, Relations between individuals are formalized through
elaborate systems of rules and requlations, 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 sanme
set of policies and procedures so that their performances fit
together to improve the total outcome.

Specific tasks and duties are assigned to individuals on
the basis of their ability to perform certain operations.
Tasks are divided amonqg participants to maximize the use of
individual skills especially in situations in which the tasks
involve a complex set of operatioas.

Administrators have several kinds of rewards that can be
used to motivate performance in assigned tasks. Included
among these rewards are financial incentives e.9., salary and
bonuses, promotions and non-vconomic incentives r.g., status
and power. These rewards are distributed to participants ac-

cording to their positiot and performance.



25

Alternative Adminjstrative Model Needed

When rural development is vievwed as requiring a broad
comprehensive approach and involving a wide range of orgqani-
zations, the conventional appropriateuness of thé¢ authority
pattern of adninistration is reduced. An example of a situa~
tion where a broac coaprehensive approach is being tried is
the USDA Rural Development Committee. In some states expan-
sion of the committee has meant the introduction of non-USDA
agencies into the decision-making process. Attempts are
presently underwvay to expand other committees at the state
and county levels to include other agencies and private
qroups whose participation is optional and over which the
USDA qroups have no formal authority. Eacl non-USDA unit has
latitude in terms of its level of participation and the types
of contributions that it feels it can make.

Interorgqanizational councils or committees that coasist
of groups who enter as a matter of choice tend to assume an
influence pattern. There is no single source of authority.
Instead, the gqroup operates on the basis of influence and
throuqh common aqreement. 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 group and types of control depend on
agreements that the members of the group work out amonqg them-

selves. With the exception of a limited number of informal
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sanctions, interorganizational councils lack the range of in-
centives available in agency situationms.

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

Sample_Counties

Data reported in this study were obtained in interviews
vith thec top administrator in 169 public and private
development-related organizations. The organizations in the
study were drawn from 16 counties in Iowa. The counties (see
Fiqure 1) were selected to represent some of the different
types of social and economic problems encountered in the
state.

Counties were purposively selected to represent the dis-
tribution of the state's population living in urban and rural
areas. Seventy-six percent of the counties in the state are
rural, and 62 percent of the sample counties are rural (see
Table 1).

An attempt was made to include counties with different
sized populations and counties that had increased, as wvell as
decreased, in size over the last 10 years. The two largest
population catejories in the sample were 10,000 to 19,999 and
20,000 to 29,999. Thirty-one percent of the sample counties
fall in each of these groups. In the state as a whole, the
two largest population cateqories are of the same magnitude
as those in the sample but have slightly different percent-

ages (48 and 18 percent respectively).
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Table 1. Comparison of Selected Statistics in Sample Counties
with Total State

Population Size Sample Counties State
Number Percent Number Percent
0 - 9,999 2 12.5 15 15.2
10,000 - 19,999 5 31.2 48 48.5
20,000 - 29,999 5 31.2 18 18.2
30,000 - 39,999 0 0.0 2 2.0
40,000 - 49,999 2 12.5 6 6.0
50,000 - 59,999 0 0.0 1 1.0
60,000 - 69,999 1 6.3 1 1.0
70,000 - 79,999 0 0.0 1 1.0
80,000 - + 1 6.3 7 7.1
Population Change Sample Counties State
Number Percent Number Percent
107% increase or more 2 12,5 6 6.0
0 - 10% increase 2 12.5 15 15,2
0 - 10% decrease 9 56.2 51 51.2
10% decrease or more 3 18.8 27 27.3
Rural-Urban Residence Sample Counties State
Number Percent Number Percent
Urban Courties 6 38.0 24 24,2
Rural Counties 10 62.0 75 75.8
Poverty Level Sample Counties State
Number Percent Number Percent
0 - 20% 1 6.3 7 7.1
21 - 30% 7 43,7 64 64.6
31 - 40% 8 50.0 26 26,3
41 - +% 0 0.0 2 2.0
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It wvas assumed that counties experiencing a-population
decline miqht assiqn different priorities and use different
development approaches than counties where the problems and
needs might not be as acut2 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 0 to 10 percent population decrease
cateqgory had the largast number of counties (51 percent).
Thus, the largest proportion of the sample counties was se-
lected from this same cateqory, vielding 9 counties or 56
percent of the sample.

Wwe 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 larqer percentages of residents living below
the poverty level. Twenty-six percent of the counties in the
state are in the 31 to 40 percent~below-poverty quideline
cateqory, but 50 percent of the sample counties are in this
same range.

One final consideration influenced the selection of
sample counties. We wnere interested in compa:iiny counties ex-
periencing substantial gqrowth with those losing population.
Three of the major growth centers in the state were identi-
fied (Mason City, Ottumwa, and Dubugque). These areas, plus

the counti2s immediately adjacent to these areas, were stud-
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ied. The results of these comparisons qo beyond the scope of

this study and will be discussed in later reports.

Sapple of Organizations

In each of the counties, 16 organizations were purpos-
ively selected for study. Organizations were included if they
met two criteria: (1) they were currently participating in,
or offered a potential for participating in, development ac-
tivities, and (2) they had countywide responsibility in their
proqranming. Organizations participating in, or having poten-
tial for participation, in development were determined
through interviews with comaunity resource development
specialists, local rural development committees, and other
individuals knowledgeable about the development process and
activity. Orqganizaticns offering countywide programs were de-
termined by a review of the territory over which each is re-
spoasible. Organizations with programs limited to a single
conmunity in the county were not included except for the one
excepticn ncted below.

The organizations studied were categorized into three
groups. These groups and the number of organizations in each
are as follows: USDA agencies included the Agricultural Sta-
bili.ation and Conservation Service (16),-Soil Conservation
Service (16), Cooperative Gxtension Service (16), and Farmers
Home Administration (14). The state and county agencies in-

cluded welfare (16), forest service (5), conservation board
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(13), planning and zoning (6), employment (8), community
action agencies (6), and county supervisors (15). The private
associatiors included: Rural electric cooperatives (9), Farm
Bureau (16) , bankers' associations (9), ministerial associa~
tions (6), and industrial 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 being countywide organizations. Since industrial
development qgroups play an important role in county develop-
ment, we were interested in the extent to which 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.

ence the organizations had been selected for the study,
county organizations with state offices were contacted. State
level administrators in each of these orqganizations 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 organization telling him about the study
and its obijectives and asking 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 agencies are examples of this arrangement,
When an organization was set up on an multi-county basis, we
interviewed the administrator in the sample county if there
was an office located in the county. If there was no office
in the county, but one was located in an adjoining county and
this office had jurisdiction 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 jurisdiction in other counties as well.
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CHAPTER 4

NECESSARY CONDITIONS FOR INTERAGENCY
COOPERATION IN RURAL DEVELOPMENT

Introduction

Cooperation amonq 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 comnitments to rural development will have to be
made by appropriate organizations., Development groups may be
willing to comnit resources to their own "development' pro-
qrams, but at the same time they may be unwilling to comnmit
resources to arn ir“eraqgency project. Third, information about
costs, authority, responsibility and benefits of interageacy
projects wi.ll be needed to give to prospective developnent
gqroups. Administrators are likely to ask for these types of
information before taey decide to participate. Fourth, a cer-
tain deqree of consensus must exist amonq administrators
about which groups should participate in local developaent
activities. Cooperation among groups may be limited if par-
ticipants cannot agree among themselves about which groups

have the "right" to participite in development activities.
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Definitions. of Rural Development

Cooperation among development qroups depends upon their
reaching some aqreement as to what constitutes rural develop-
ment. In short, cooperation amonqg development organizations
will be difficult to achieve when administrators do not aqree
on the meaning of development,

To discover the range of meanings associated with the
term “rural development® and to identify groups in which
conmon definitions are used, we asked each administrator,
"How would you define rural development?" Por purposes of re-
porting the data, these definitions were classified into a
series of general categories. Tabl; 2 shows the perceﬁtaqe of
administrators, by type of organization, who gave definitions
of rural development that fell into each category. Some ad-
ministrators mentioned more than one idea, so the total num-
ber of responses was greater thar _he number of respondents.

A wide range of definitions was given by administrators.
Most of the definitions were quite abstract and referred tc
general improvements in the economy, the community, agricul-~
ture, and industry. A smaller number of administrators de-
fined rural development in more specific terms such as
recreation, housing, conservation, services to the disadvan-

taged, and employment.
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Table 2. Administrators Definitions of Rural Development Categorized in
General and Specific Terms

Organizational Type (Percentage)

USDA State- Private
Definitions of Agencies County Associations
Deve lopment (N = 60) (N = 53) (N = 50)
General Categories
Economic Development 67 42 50
Community Resource 18 15 12
Develcpment
Human Resource 15 6 6
Development
Agricultural Development 10 o 8 18
Industrial Development 5 10 18
Specific Categories
Recreati .n and Tourism 10 15 2
Housing 0 8 2
Conservation and Land Use 1U 9 2
Services to Disadvantaged 0 6 0

Tmployment Opportunities 2 2 4
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The most frequently mentioned category contained state-
ments relating to our category -- econonic developmént. Sonme
of the definitions placed in this cateqory were: econonmic
progress in rural areas; improve financial status of raral
areas; and raise the standard of living, Community resource
development, the second most frequently mentioned category,
included ideas such as: improve aspects of the rural commu-
nity; 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
and increased involvement of residents in community programs.
The aqricultural development category included statements
about improvements for farmers such as: furthering actions
and progqrams to benefit those engaged in agriculture and
improving farm conditions and opportunities. Each of the spe-
cific categories included narrower definitions of development
then did the general cateqories and was usually limited to a
sinqle area of focus. |

Among the USDA agencies, the nost 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 agencies and 50 percent
of the private administrators. The next most frequently used
cateqory included references to community resource develop-

ment. Amonq the USDA administrators, 18 percent made sone
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reference to community resource development in their defini-
tions, and 15 percent of the state-county administrators dr-
fined development in these same terms. Community resource de-
velopment was mentioned third most frequently among the pri-
vate qroupse.

USDA agency 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 housing. 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 aqreement 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 consemsus
among the administrators teamded to occur in the general areas
of agqricultural, communitv, and economic development. There
were areas in which each cateqory of organizations stood
apart from the other two. Human resource development for

USDA, housing and services for disadvantaged for state-county
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qroups, and agricultural and industrial development for the
private qroups are ezanmples of these differences. The range
of definitions offared by these administrators pointed up
some basic differences with respect to their approach to
rural development.

Since qroups that share a common definition will be more
likely to cooperate in development than those holding differ-
ent views, some areas in which cooperation could be success-
ful are suqqesied in the data. Development programs designed
to improve the economic and living conditions of those living
in rural areas could be expected to achieve higher levels of
coaperation among the various qroups studied. Cooperative in-
dustrial development, on the other hand, might be less well-
received among USDA administrators than among the other
qroups since industrial development was mentioned by only a

small member of administrators.

Cooperation amnong development groups depends upon the
ability of such qroups to complement each other's programaing
efforts. Therefore, any attempts to recruit groups to partic-
ipate in interorganizational projects 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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#e asked administrators, "Would you say your organiza-
tion is presently involved in development activities in this
county? Tf yes, which ones?" The development activities re-~
ported by the administrators were cateqorized 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, amonqg the USDA ad-
ministrators, the most frequeatly mentiqned development ac-
tivity related to some aspect of agricultural development (37
percent). The sacond most frequently mentioned type of activ-
ity related toc the conservation of natural resources category
(35 percent). The third and fourth most frequently mentioned
development activities related to housing (22 percent), sani-
tation (15 percent), and to rural development committee ac-
tivity (15 percent).

There tend2d to be very little similarity between activ-
ities in which USDA agencies participated and those in which
state-county ag=2ncies were involved. The greatest overlap oc-
curred in the areas of housing and planning. The most fre-
quently mentioned development activity for state-county
agencies related to recreation and tourism (33 parcent). The
second and third most frequently mentioned activities re-
ferred to employment cpportunities (19 percent) and to health

and wvelfare (17 percent).
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Table 3. Percentage of Administrators Who Indicated Their Unit was Invelved
in Selected Development Categories

Organizational Type (Percentage)

USDA State- Private
Agencies County Associations
Development Activities (N = 46) (N = 42) (N = 26)
General Categories : /
Community Resources 4 2 4
Agriculture 37 0 12
Industrial 4 5 39
Specific Categories
Recreation and Tourism 11 33 12
Housing 22 14 4
Conservation and Land Use 35 10 8
Employment Opportunities 2 19 15
Rural Development Committee 15 2 0
Planning and Zoning 9 12 4
Health and Welfare 4 17 4
Electricity 0 0 12
Education 9 0 8

Sanitation 15 2 0
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The largest deqree of overlap between state-county
agencies and private associations related to employment op-
portunities and recreation. tinlike the other two qroups of
orqanizations, 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 organizations are to cooperate with one
another, they need to identify common areas of interest and
concern. The data seems to suqgest, however, that each gener-
al cateqory of orqganization is involved in activities closely
related to their own immediate goals or objectives. USDA
agencies tended to be involved in activities classified as
aqricdltural development and to conservation and land use.
State-county agencies were involved in providing recreation,
enployment, 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 agencies or from

state-county qroupse.
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The probability of attracting new qroups into a coopera-
tive development program will be higher among groups that

have had some previous experience in such activities than it
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will be amonq groups with 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 project related to development in
your county? If yes, which one(s)?" For those administrators
vho indicated iuvolvement, we asked about the nature of their
projects and we arranged their responses into the categories
shown in Table 4.

The heaviest concentration of interaqency.activity among
USDA agencies related to participation in the county rural
development committees. Two-fifths of the USDA administrators
reported comnittee activity as one of their interagency ef-
forts. The second most often mentioned interagency proijects
related to health and welfare and sanitation. USDA agencies
also reported some involvement in conservation, recreation,
and general aqgriculture projects with other units. Many of
these more specific activities may have been conducted within
the context of th« rural development committees mentioned
above. The USDA units as a qroup reported four times as many
interagency project 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

involv2ment in interagency development orojects than did the
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Talle 4. Percentage of Administrators Who Indicated Their Unit was Involved
in Selected Interagency Activities or Programs _

Organizational Type (Percentage)

USDA State Private
Interagency Development Agencies County Associations
Activities (N = 58) (N = 43) (N = 23)
General Categories
Community Resources 2 2 4
Agriculture 12 0 4
Industrial 4 0 0
Specific Categories
Recreation and Tourism 12 14 9
Housing 0 2 0
Conservation and Land Use 14 9 0
Employment OUpportunities 2 5 4
Rural Development Committee 41 7 13
Planning and Zoning 4 12 9
Health and Welfare 16 33 9
Educational 2 0 0
Sanitation 16 2 4
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USDA, but a higher level than did the private groups. The
nost frequently mentioned cooperative activities among the
state-county groups related to health and velfare, recreation
and tourism, and planning and zoning. Generally, howvever,
there was little similarity between the USDA and state-county
agencies with respect to the type of development projects in
which they cooperated with other groups.

The private groups reported an even smaller number of
interaqency projects than did the USDA and State-county
groups. The largest amount of interagency involvement among
the associations was participation in a county rural develop-
ment committee., The second most frequently mentioned areas
vere health and welfare, recreation, and planning and zoning.

Some examples of interagency projects in which organiza-
tions had participated included: meals on wheels, resource
and conservation development projects, civil efense commit-
tees, rural development committees, healfh councils, emergen-
cy food and medical programs, soil surveys, labor survevs,
and reqional planning comamissions,

In summary, the definitions of rural development, activ-
ities associated with development efforts, and types of in-
teragency development programs varied widely. There was a
small degree of consensus among the administrators as to the
means and qoals of development. and th->re were areas in which

disaqreements about procedures and goals were found.
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The involvement of several qroups and the resources
which they make available may be an advantage to rural devel-
opment efforts, but additional problems may also arise. John
5. Bottom. (1972) has characterized the preseat rural develop-
ment system in the following manner:

I'm continually inpressed with the observation

that most departments and most agency efforts in

rural development focus on qetting programs SQLD to

the comnunity-=-promoting their own qgrant, loan or

technical assistance programs. Many begin to view

these programs as the sum total of comaunity devel-

opment.

The tendency seems to exist for administrators to define
rural development in terms of their own organization's spe-
cial activities or programs.

The lack of a concise d=¢inition of rural development
permits administrators a gqreat Jeal of latitude in Jdefining
their role in development. Furthermore, it permits the admin-
istrator some flexibility in programming since there is no
well- defined set of development activities. Administrators
who are instructed to participate in development activities
can qo at least two ways. They can be innovative, create new
proqrams, increase staff, and enlarge their budgets all in
the name of rural development, or they can continue to pro-
vile tneir own orograms and arque that these represent devel-
opment prograns.

Excessive precision in th2 definition of development, on

the other hand, might hinder experiments and innovative pro-
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grams by orqanizations, hut at the same time, it makes an
agency's contrioution or lack of contribution to Javelopment
more visible to interested qroups such as adainistrator: or
the public,

When development is defined in Jifferent ways by Jiffer~
ent people, development programs may b2 able to accommodate
diverse and at times inconsistent programse. In the absenc2 of
a set of clear objectives it is possible to form a izvalop-
ment*t council made up of representatives from industrial de-
velopment corporations and representatives of local groups
who are working to develop and protect natural rasourc2s.

The intanqgible nature of levelopmant goals permits flex~
ibility in an organization®s structure, goals, and programse
Administrators have a greater latitude in adjusting thair
proqrams to changes in their social environment.

There also are certain disaivantajes associated with the
abstract or iantangible nature of development goials. (Warner
and Havens, 1963), Residents in an area might take these
statements about improvements seriously and expect visible
changes in the short run. Adainistrators may £inil some Jjirfi-
culty in showing that the expacted changes have occurr24 in
thair area. Increased flexibility in programming also has a
counterpart-—ambiquity at times producas anxiety and frustra-
tion among personnel. Administrators may findi that a lack of

precision associated with the rural development process may
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have heavy costs. One of these costs is the danger of mis-
reading what their superiors or local residents expect of
their organization.

Finally, the lack of precisely defined 1joals or oonjec=
tives makes 1t difficult ro evaluate agency prograns. 2ne of
tha difficulties in determining the deqgree of success o3f de-
vel(pment programs i3 the inability of superiors and ra2si-
dents alike to 2valuate or assess the performance of davelop-
ment units or committees. Until performance canh be assessed,
1t will not be vossible to say with any degree of confidence
whether a particular program's activities or anproach has

bean successtul.

Intraorganizational Compitpent to Rural Developmant

Before organizations can be expect2d to participate in-
cooperative development efforts, some commitment to Jdevelop-
ment per_se must be present (Klonglan and Paulson, 1971).
Inviting an organization to participate in development activ-
ities may not b2 successful if the group does not feel that
it should be involved in this type of activity. If an organi-
zation has made some type of commitment to Jevelopment relat-
ed programs within its own syst2m, the probability of its

participation in interorganizational proijects could be ex-

pected toc be higher.
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We asked administrators, "Is your unit involved in any
rural devalopment activities?" If they indicated that they
were not involved, we asked, "In terms of the goals ani ac-
tivities of vour orvanization as it now exists 310 you believa
your unit shoull, in any way either now or in the future
become involved in development activities in this county?"

Table % shows that among the organizations studied,
four-fifths of the administrators reported involvement in
sone rural development activity. An additional 12 percent of
the administrators indicated that, although they presently
were not involved in development, they should be. Out of the
169 units studied, 96 percent raoported either current in-
volvement or, hised on statements by the administrators, a
“"potential for involveasent" in rural developnent.

USDA agencies had the largest percentage (95 percent) of
units presently involved in development., The lowest percent-
age of units involved occurred among the private organiza-
tions. However, this fiqure was still at the 6B percent
level. although the current levels of intraorganizational
commitment varied among the qroups, there tenied to be little
difference when current plus potential levels were combined.

The data in Table 5 show that a large propor+tion of the
organizations were already involved in rural development. J3ut
of even qreater importance in terms of planning for develop-

ment, groups in the private 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-
vata units have not been encouraged or invited to participate
in development activities. Or in a more positive light, the
private sector contains several qroups that would participate
in rural development activities if the opportunity were pre-

sented.

LR R-——¥ ] . G e e S G GBS VS T TUR SN Gm W S - evm mn

Even though groups may contribute to development through
their own unique programs, they may not be willing to partic-
ipate with other units in 3 joint effort where they would be
expected to share the costs, or where thair own proyranms
might be affected.

We asked each administrator, “Has your unit been in-
volved in any interagency program or project related to de-
velopment in vour county?" If they indicated their unit was
not involved, we askz=d, "In the future, do you feel that your
unit would in any way be willing to either pa:ticipate 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 interagency pro-
jects.

Levels of interorqganizational commitment to rural devel-
opment were not as high as were the levels of

intracrganizational commitment (72 and 84 percent, respec-
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Table 5.
Organizational Type

Level of Intra-agency Commitment to Rural Development by

Organizational Type (Percentage)

USDA State- Private Total
Intra-agency Commitment Agencies County Associations Organizations
to Rural Development (N = 62) (N = 54) (N = 53) (N = 169)
Our unit is presently involved
in rural development. 95.2 87.0 67.9 84.0
Our unit is not presently
involved in rural develop-
ment but gshould be involved. 3.2 9.3 24,5 11.8
Actual plus potential involve-
ment in rural development. 98.4 96.3 92.4 95.8

Table 6.
Organizational Type

Level of Interagency Commitment to Rural Development by

Organizational Type (Percentage)

USDA State Private Total
Interagency Commitment Agencies County Associations Organizaticns
to Rural Development (N = 62) (N = 54) (N = 53) (N = 169)
Our unit has been involved in
an interagency program or project 93.5 75.9 43.4 72.2
Our unit has not been involved
but should be, 6.5 20.4 47.2 23.7°
Actual plus potential involve-
ment in interagency programs or
projects 100.0 96.3 90.6 95.8
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tively) . But past iavolvement plus potential levels of
intraorganizational and interorganizational involvement for
all units occurred at the same level (96 percent). The two
total fiqures were brought close together by including those
units not presently involved in an interagency program but
would be willing to contribute to such an effort.

As expected, USDA agencies reported the highest lavels
c¢f interaqgency commitment. Over the past several y=ars there
have been numerous committee systems including the USDA Tech-
nical Action Panels and the USDA Rural Developmnent Commit-
ters. The public agencies as a whole participated more fre-
quently in joint programs than did the private groups. With
respact to the private gqroups, the data show that, although
less than half of them were involved in joint proqrams or
proijects, the majority of those not presently involved would
be willing to participate in an interagency program. The
probanility of bringing tin2 -~rivate sector into the develop-
ment process in conjunction with the public sector seems to

be quite hiqh for the qgroups included in this stuly.

Some attempts to attract qroups into interagency cooper-
ation are apt to be met initially with resistance. Adminis-
trato>rs past experiences inh similar activities may not have
been rewarding or the uncertainties associated with such a

decision may be too large.
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Previous research (Mott, 1968) suggests that when an ad-
ministrator is invited to join an interagency program, he is
likely to ask: Who will have authority? what will be our
unit's responsibility? What are the goals and objectives of
the project and are they consistent with our own? How will
recogqnition be given to participants? And what will be our
costs? With these questions in mind we asked administrators,
“If a new interagency proqram were created, what information
do vyou believe your unit would need to know to decide whether
it would or would not participate in such a program?¥

The greatest concern (shown in Table 7) expressed by the
total qroup of admirnistrators centered around the goals of
the interagency program. They wouald nead assurance that the
progqram goals would be compatible with their own unitct's
qoals. This was slightly more important for the USDA agencies
(33 percent) than for the other categories. The second
largest cateqory expressed concern related to the costs of
the program (34 percent). Financial costs, sctaff time, mate-
rials, or use of equipment, as well as the increased possi-
bility that other groups might now influence their decision-
making, may all be relevant cost ractors. The private organi-
zations tended to be more concerned with program costs than
were either of the public agency cateqgories.

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

Organizational Type (Percentage)

USDA State- Private Total
Assurances Needed By Agencies County Associations Organizations
Administrators (N=56) (N = 53) (N = 52) (N = 161)
That program goals are
similar to those of our
organization. 92.9 83.0 80.8 85.7
Of the detailed costs of
the program. 73.2 80.8 98.1 83.8
That our organization
would have clear respon-
sibilicy for programs. 73.2 66.0 61.5 67.1
That public recognition
will be distributed among
the organizations, 42,9 60.4 55.8 52.8

That our organization would
have some administrative
authority for the program. 41,1 43.4 50.0 44,7
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cent) . When several aqgencies aqgree to work together, some
type of division of labor is usually arranged. This is often
done by reaching aqreements amond the parties involved about
clients, sarvices 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 fragmented
parts of the client, is more apt to be served. Concern about
specific responsibility was sliqhtly higher among the USDA
agancies than among the other categories.

The fourth most frequently mentioned concern was how
recognition would be distributed among the participants. Th:
state-county aqgencies expressed the gr2atest concern in this
area (60 percent) and the USDA agencies the least (43 per-
cent). Although it may not be a major issue for some organui-
zations, others may need assurances that public recognition
will be qgiven to each of the units involved in a cooperative
program.

The least crucial of the issues studied is whether an
organization will have some administrative authority for the
program. Less than nhalf 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 ma, be important for effective coopera-
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tion. First, it is important to define the goals and onjec-
tives of an interagency effort. Second, once Joals are speci-
fied, it is important that other qroups become awar2 of these
goals and the means by which they will be achieved. Adminis-
trators will want to know whether some modification of their
organizationt*s unit will be necessary. Thiri, in addition to
identifying the various co3sts of invoivement, it is important
that the nenefits of interorganizational activity be clari-
fied. The committ2e may s2rve as a sounding board for ideas;
it may increase administrators' awvarenass of the objectives
of other organizations; it may reduce threats from interest
groups in the county; it may improve exchange of inforamation
between units, or i1t may increase organizational effective-
ness.

Fourth, a strateqy for applying the resocurces of each
organization to the best advantage fcr the qroup to be served
(e« J., individual, community, or county) will have to be de-
veloped. And fifth, whenevar success is achieved, credit will

need to be shared by all organizations involved.

Oorganizational Domain

Another condition, which often influences cooperation
among organizations, is the amount of conseisus or agreement
among administrators about the right of different groups in
the county to participate in specific issues (Klonglan and

Paulson, 1971). We refer to this agreement as domain cousen-
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sus when a larqe number of administrators agree that a par-
ticular organization "“should"™ be involved in development ac-
tivities. When administrators are involved in an
interorqanizational devalopment project, we would expect that
basic problems in cooperation will occur until all of the
members aqree that eaca qroup in the project should be in-
volved. Furthermore, attempts to expani on-going development
groups may also experience idifficulty in securing cooperation
among administrators until questions about which groups
should be involved have been resolved.

We provided each administrator with a list of 17 .county-
wide orqganizations that in the past had been involved in some
aspect of rural development. We asked each administrator,
"Which of these organizations do you think should b2 involved
in development?" The five response cateqories ranged fronm
"jefinitely should be involved," to "definitely should not be
involved." For our analysis, only the %“definitely should be
involved" response was used since it seemed to discriminate
best amonqg the respondents. The distribution of responses is
shown in Table 3.

Althouqh there was a relatively high degree of consensus
overall about which units should be involved .n dzvelopment,
thele were also some noticeablz differances among each of *he
cateuor .25 of organizations. The Cooperative Extension Serv-

ice and “he County Board of Supervisors received the largest
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Table 8. Organizations Which "Definitely Should" Be Involved in County
Development by Organizational Type

Organizational Type (Percentage)

USDA State- Private

Agancies County a Assoclat;ons Total
Organizations (N = 62) (N=53% (N=53 (N=169%)
USDA
Agricultural Stabilization
and Conservation Service 77.4 47.2 32.1 53.6
Soil Conservation Service 83.9 bg .1 4g, 3 60.7
Cooperative Extension Service 93.5 56.6 54.7 69.6
Farmers Home Administration 79.0 39.6 k5.3 56.0
State and County Agencies
Board of Supervisors 75.4 73.6 57.7 69.3
District Forester 65.0 45.0 26.8 48.2
County Conservation Board 53.4 kg.o 43.1 4L8.8
County Wel fare 38.7 47.2 28.3 38.1
Community Action Program 32.3 k2.0 30.0 34.6
Employment Service 37.1 54,7 42.3 b4 .3
County Planning Commission 71.9 65.3 68.8 68.8
Private Associations
County Ministerial Society 27.8 ko.8 20.0 29.4
County Medical Society 18.0 38.5 25.0 26.7
County Bankers' Association 50.8 37.7 53.8 47.6
Rural Electric Cooperatives 37.7 26.9 39.6 34.9
County Farm Bureau 16.1 26.4 35.8 25.6
Irdustrial Development 56.5 57.7 67.9 60.5

Corporation

2 The number of respondents varies downward slightly because of missing
data,
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number of “"definitely should" choices from the total set of
respondents. The County Planning Commission and/or Zoning
Commission was third; the Soil Coanservation Service was
fourth; and industrial development corporations were men-
tioned fifth.

Among the qroups which received the lowest number of
vdefinitely should" choices were the county Farm Bureaua, the
Medical Society and the Ministerial Association. Some 9f the
less frequently 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 answering the Juestion about who should be involved, and
(or) since thesa uhits did not exist in all counties, they
might not have been relevant to some of the administrators.
It should be noted, however, that even thougqh county planning
commissions occurred in only 6 of the counties studied, they
still were viewed as an important organization in development
efforts.

One of the patterns that seemad to emerge when the re-
sponses of the three groups of organizations were compared
was that administrators in each of the categories tended to
mention their own and similar types of orqanizations more
frequently than did administrators of units in other catego-
ries. USDA administrators placed themselves in the develop-

ment arena hearly twice as frequently as they were placed in
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this arena by the other two groups. In a similar manner, the
state-county ddminisfrators 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 groups. Administrators of private groups mentioted
their own units more frequently than did administrators of
either of the other two groups.

The number of times private g~~ups were mentioned by all
three categories of orqganizations was lower than for the
state-county units ani for the U!SDA units. With only a couple
of exceptions, the USDA adainistrators gave fewer choices to
private qroups than to all other groups. With only a single
exception (industrial development corporations) the state-
county administrators replied that their own groups should be
involved in development more frequently than they indicated
the private qroups should be involved.

The most frequently mentionad organizations amung the
state-county gqroup were the board of supervisors and the
planning commission. Among private groups, the local indus-
trial development corporations and the county bankers associ-
ations receiveld the largest number of mentionse.

For development groups in the process of forming or ex-
panding, the organizations mentioned most frequently in Table
7 would seem to be appropriate candidates for inclusion.

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 projects.

Another observation suqgested by these responsas is
that, although the USDA agencies view their programs as being
central to rural development, other administrators in these
counties did not share this view with equal strength. With
the exception of the Cooperative Extension Service, less than
half of the administrators of private associations felt that
USDA agencies definitely should be involved with development

in their county.
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CHAPTER 5

PRIOKITIES FOR DEVELOPMENT AND
COOPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT PLANNING

Introduction

To evaluate the current position of, and the future
outlook for planning cooperative development activities, an
assessment of the priorities for development perceived by the
leadership of development organizations is important. B8y
identifying administrators' priorities for developnment, we
should be able to understand current development effor:ts
underway in an area. ldentifying areas that administrators
believe should receive priority in a county may provide indi-
cations of activities that should he taken into account in
future developmant planning. A comparison of the activities
being given priority with the activities that should receive
priority may help planners detect whether the priorities in
counties are in line with the perceived needs of counties.

In this chapter, administrators* judgements about which
activities “are being agiven® and "should be given" priority
are examined. No attempt was 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 dn you feal has the highest priority

in your county?" Then each was asked to select the activities
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receiving the secondi, third, fourth, and fifth priority.
Rankings 1 to 5 were combined in Tables 9 and 10 to reflect
the frequency of times each activity was ranked as opposed to

unranked.

Perceptions_of Areas Currently Beceiving Priority

The data in Table 9 show that "schools and education"
was mentioned more frequently as receiving priovity than were
all other items. The largest percentage of respondents
ranking this activity occurred among the state-county admin-
istrators followed by private and USDA administrators.

The second and third priority areas were agricultural
activities with farmers and agriculttral related business and
industry. The USDA administrators mentioned agricultural ac-
tiv. vi2s with farmers more frequently than d4id the other two
qroups. Agiricultural related business and industry was men-
tioned wit" nearly equal frequency by USDA and private admin-
istrators, but the state-county groups listed this area less
frequently. Water and sewer facilities and health facilities
or services were menticned fourth and fifth, respectively,
and received akout the same number of mentions among public
and private administrators.

Among the areas mentioned least frequently were emphasis
on local initiative, training and retraining of workers, and
familiarizing citizens with resources for development. There

was little variation among the different administrators about



64

Table 9. Percent of Organizational Administrators Who Ranked Activities
as Currently Receiving Priority in their County

Organizational Type (Percentage)

USDA State~ Private Total
Activities Currently Agencles COuntya Associations Organizations
Receiving Priority (N =62) (N = 54%) (N = 53) (N = 169%)
Schools and Education 59.7 . 80.8 66.0 68.3
Agricultural Activities

with Farmers 77.4 0.4 50.9 57.5
Agricultural Related :

Business and Industry 53.2 32.7 54.7 47.3
Water and Sewer Facilities 35.5 30.8 35.8 34,1
Health Facilities or

Services 33.9 36.5 30.2 33.5
Employment Opportunities - 16,1 Lo.4 4.5 31.7
Hous ing 35.5 28.8 26.4 30.5
Land Use and Treatment 4o.3 19.2 28.3 29.9
Recreation or Tourist

Enterprises 25.8 30.8 32.1 29.3
Development and Protection

of Natural Resources 32.3 26.9 18.9 26.3
Other Business or Industry 19.4 34.6 22.6 25.1
Youth Opportunities 9.7 25.0 20.8 18.0
Transportation Facilities 4.8 13.5 13.2 10.2
Food, Nutrition, and Home

Management 14.5 5.8 7.5 9.6
Familiarize Citizens with

Resources for Development 8.1 9.6 7.5 8.4
Training or Retraining of

Workers 4.8 7.7 11.3 7.8
Emphasis on Local Initiative 6.5 5.8 3.8 5.4

dNumber of organizations varies downward slightly because of migssing data,
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the ranking of these three areas. The issues on which the
qreatest differances between the administrators of the vari-
ous orqganizations seemed to cccur were: agricultural activi-
ties with farmers, land use and treatment, and employment op-

portunities,

Perceptions of Areas Currently Needing Priority
Takle 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 cateqories of administrators rated this ac-
tivity with nearly the same frequen~y. Agricultural activi-
ties wit! farmers, which had been ranked second as an activi-
ty receiving priority, was replaced by employment opportuni-
ties as the second mcst often mentioned area that should re-
ceive priority. Emplcyment opportunities had been ranked
sixth as an area éurrently receiving priority, but was rated
second as an area needing pricrity. A ccmparison of the as-
signment of priority by the three cateqories 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

the 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

Organizational Type (Percentage)

USDA State- Private Total

Activities Currently Agencies County Associations Organizations
Needing Priority (N=262) (N = 54) (N = 53) (N = 169)
Schools and Education 50.0 57.4 52.8 53.3
Employment Opportunities 35.5 50.0 47.2 43.8
Agricul tural Related

Business or Industry h1.9 24,1 60.4 42.0
Agricultural Activities

with Farmers 89.7 13.0 4.5 39.1
Development and Protection

of Natural Resources k5.2 - 29.6 26. 4 34.3
Land Use and Treatment £3.5 24.1 34.0 34.3
Health Facilities or Services 35.5 38.9 24.5 33.1
Youth Opportunities 25.8 46.3 28.3 33.1
Water and Sewer Facilities 29.0 27.8 30.2 29.0
Hous ing 24.2 31.5 24,5 26.6
Recreation or Tourist

Enterprises 19.4 25.9 32.1 25.4
Training or Retraining

of Workers 17.7 29.6 11.3 19.5
Familiarize Citizens with

Resources for Development 19.4 18.5 15.1 17.8
Emphasis on Local Initiative 12.9 1.1 13.2 12.%
Other Business or Industry 6.5 16.7 13.2 1t.8
Food, Nutrition, anu Home

Management 9.7 16.7 5.7 10.7

Transportation Facilities 1.6 9.3 11.3 7.1
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Agricultural-related business and iidustry was mentioned
third as an area needing priority. It received 42 perceat of
the total priority ratings. The spread among the three groups
of administrators on this issue was larger than occurrad in
the first two choices. Over 60 percent of the private admin-
istrators mentioned aqricultural related business and indus-
try but only 24 percent of the state-county adnministrators
rentioned it as a priority. There also were major differences
among the administrators with respect to what priority should
be given to agricultural activities with farmers. Thirteen
percent of the administrators of state~-county organizations
mentioned this activity, but 60 percent of the USDA adminis-
trators rated it as a priority area.

Transportation facilities, food, nutrition, and hone
management, and other business were mentioned least frequent-
ly by all respondents. There tended to be only small varia-
tion among administrators from the different groups on these
itens.

Areas in which the largest differences among ratings oc-
curred were: agricultural related business, aqricultural ac-
tivities with farmers, development and protection of natural
resources, and land use and treatment. In all but one of
these areas, USDA administrators mentioned these activities
more frequently than did administrators from othsr groups.

Youth opportunities, and training and retraining of workers
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were also areas ;n 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. AcC-
tivities focused on improving schools or cutting educational
costs, attracting new industry, providing health facilities,
and upqrading water and sewer facilities seem to be issues on
which successful joint development action might be

’

undertakene.

To further explore the differences and similarities in
priorities among 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 through fifth
rankings and may have covered up some of the variation among
the respondents, which the use of only the first priority ac-
tivity might uncover. Table 11 shows the percentage of times
an activity was ranked number one divided by the total number
of times it was ranked one througa five.

Agricultural activities with farmers, received the
largest percentage of first priority mentions as an activity
receiving first priority. Administrators from each Jroup of

organizations ranked this activity number one more often than
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Table 11. Percent of Organizational Administrators Who Ranked Activities
as Currently Receiving First Priority in their County

Organizational Type (Percentagéf

~ Activities Currently

Receiving a Number USDA State~ Private Total
One Priority Agencies County Associations Organizations
(N = 62) (N =54) (N = 53) (N = 169)

Schools and Education Lo.5 33.3 34.3 36.0
Agricul tural Activities

with Farmers 54,2 66.7 63.0 59.4
Agricultural Related

Business and Industry 6.1 23.5 17.2 13.9
Water and Sewer Facilities 9.1 12.5 21.1 14.0

Health Facilities or

Services 4.8 5.3 0.0 3.6
Employment Opportunities 0.0 14.3 36.4 20.8
Housing 18.2 13.3 7.1 13.7
Land Use and Treatment 20.0 10.0 0.0 12.0
Recreation and Tourist

Enterprises 6.3 12.5 0.0 6.1
Development and Protection of

Natural Resources 10.0 28.6 0.0 13.6
Other Business or Industry 25.0 11.1 33.3 21.4
Youth Opportunities . 0.0 0.0 9.1 3.3
Transportation Facilities 0.0 14.3 0.0 5.9
Frod, Nutrition, and Home

Management 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Familiarize Citizens with

Resources for Development -20.0 20.0 25.0 21.4
Training or Retraining of

Workers 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Emphasis on Local Initiative 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

aPercentages are based on the proportion of times an activity was ranked first
o 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 seems to
result in part from the number of two-through-five rankings
received. Each Jroup of administrators mentioned schools and
education as a first priority item with about the same fre-
quency. Employment opportunities, business and industry, and
familiarize citicens with resources ware meationa2d as weceiv-
inqg highest priority by about a fifth of the total respond-
ents.,

Table 12 shows the percentage of adminisirators who felt
that a particular activity curresntly should be rankad number
ons. For the total group of administrators, agriculturil ac-
tivities with farmers was mentioned most frequeatly. This was
followed, in order of frequency, by employment opportunities,
other husiness and industry, schools and education, land use
and treatment, and develooment and protection of natural re-
sources. A review of Table 12 iniicates that agricultural ac-
tivities with farmers, employment opportunities, ani business
and industry appear to be areas in whicu emphasis couli be
given in future planning.

Some of the largest differences among administr=’~rsS
were fcund in Table 12. Employment opportunities was ranked
first by 44 percent of the state-county agencies, by 40 per-

cent of the privats groups, and by 18 percent 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 (Percentgég)a

Activities Currently USDA State- Private Total
Needing First Priority Agencies County Associations Organizations
(N=62) (N=54) (N-= 53) (N = 169)

Schools and Education 29.0 38.7 17.9 28.9
Employment Opportunities 18.2 by 4 4o.0 35.1
Agricultural Related Business

or Industry 0.0 30.8 18.8 14.1
Agricultural Activities

with Farmers 51.4 28.6 4.5 by .1
Development and Protection of

Natural Resources 25.0 37.5 7.1 24,1
Land Use and Treatment 22.2 30.8 27.8 25.9
Health Facilities or Services 4.5 0.0 23.0 7.1
Youth Opporturities 0.0 4.0 6.7 3.6
Water and Sewer Facilities 11.1 0.0 25.0 12.2
Housing 33.3 11.8 7.7 17.8
Recreation or Tourist

Enterprises 16.7 21.4 "~ 5.9 14.0
Training or Retraining of Workers 9.1 6.3 0.0 6.1
Familiarize Citizens with

Resources for Development 8.3 30.0 12.5 16.7
Emphasis on Local Initiative 12.5 0.0 14.3 9.5
Other Business or Industry 25.0 33.3 28.6 30.0
Food, Nutrition, and Home

Management 16.7 0.0 0.0 5.6
Transportation Facilities 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

“Percentages are based on the proportion of times an activity was ranked first
divided by the total number of ranks.
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ajJencies. Agricultural related business and industry, aealth
facilities, water and sewer facilities, and housing were also
areas in which some of the largest differences occurred.

Administrators of private associations gave more first
rankings to aqricultural activities with farmers, employment
oppor.unities, business and industry, and land use and treat-
ment than to other areas. Depending on the particular county
in which development efforts are undertaken, most of tae
areas previously mentioned are likely to be activities around
which private groups can b2 mobilized.

To compare the priorities qiven, with the priorities
which should be giten, we assigned a w=2ighted score to each
activity. Five points were given to a tirst priority, four
points to a secoiud and so on. The difference between "given®
and "should be given" was obtained by subtracting the smaller
number from tne larqer. If priorities "given" and “should be
given" are balanced, the percentaqge dif ference will be zero.
4 positive score indicates those activities that received
more “should"™ than *"given" choices. A negqative score indi-
cates those activities that received more %given" than
"should" choices. These scores are presented in Table 13.

Activitiss where greater priority was being given than
should be agiven 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 Scores®

Activities Assigned Currently Receiving Currently Needing Percentage
Priority Rankings Priority Priority Di fference
Schools and Education b1y 306 ~26.1
Agricul tural Activities

with Farmers Lo9 254 -37.9
Agricultural Related

Business and Industry 243 223 - 8.2
Water and Sewer Facilities 163 131 -19.6
Health Facilities and

Services 146 245 +67.8
Employment Opportunities 135 : 132 - 2.2
Hous ing 135 186 +37.8
Land Use and Treatment 132 152 +15.2
Recreation and Tourist
"Enterprises 129 113 -12.4
Development and Protection

of Natural Resources 120 68 - 43.3
Other Business or Industry 120 186 +55.0
Youth Opportunities 76 133 +75.0
Transportation Facilities L3 25 -41.9

Food, Nutrition and Home
Management 42 82 +95.2

Familiarize Citizens with
Resocurces for Development 35 12 -65.7

Trainirg or Retraining of
Workers 31 72 +132.3

Emphasis on Local Initiative 21 ol +157.1

3The weighted score was calculated by assigning 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 act.vities with farmers (~38). Activities which re-
ceived larger “currently needing priority" than “currently
receiving priority" scores were emphasis on local initiative
(+157), training and retraining of workers (+132), and food,
nutrition, and home management (+95). None of these, however,
vere mentioned very frequently in the one to £ive ranking
system. Among activitiass that ware mentioned mor:2 fregquently
and where larger differences occurred were health, housing,

ani other business and industry.
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Administrative Perceptions_and_grganizational Affiliation
Administratars tend to describe priorities in their
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 development activities mentioned
by administrators were often associeted with the type of or-
ganization with waich they were identified. This pattern
raises two questions: 1Is this to be expected? Wwhat impact if
any will it have on planning for development?

Dearborn and Simon (1958) ia a study of business execu-
tives found that executives more frequently perceived or urn-
derstood the activities and jJ03ls of their own department
than activities that relat=zd to the larger.organization as a

whole. Dearbozn and Simon found that:

Presented witn a compiex stimulus, the subiject
perceives in it what he 1is 'ready" to perceive; tone
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more complex or ambiquous the stimulus, the more

this perception is determined by what is already

"in® in the subject and less by what is in the

stimulus.

Rural development is a complex process involving saveral
groups and approaches. For the group of administrators in our
sanple, 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 needing priority those activities with which they
are most familiar because of their training, experience, and
responsibility.

Since there is considerable variation in program empha-
sis among the general cateqories of organizations used previ-
ously, we classified each organization as belonging tc an ag-
ricultural interust or employment interest categorvy and com-
pared these categories with all the organizations not in the
cateqgory. The organizations placed in the agricultural cate-
qoiy were: Agricultural Stasilization 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 orgJanizations did not fit in

either of these categories and were not included in the2 anal-
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ysis.

In Table 14, we combined the priority ratings of one
through 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 judgement, reflected most closely the interests of each
category of organizations. 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 agricultural 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 groups rated ayricultural activities nearly
twice as frequently as dii administrators from other units.

The pattern in the employment interest qroup is the
same. Using business and other industry, training and re-
training of workers, and employment opportunities as
priorities, administrators of employment related organiza-
tions consisteatly rated these activities more frequently as
priority areas than did administrators of organizations in

which employm2nt was likely *to b2 of loss concern.



77

Table 14. Administrator's Ratings of County Priorities by Organizational
Interests

Type of Organizational Interests (Percentage)

Activities Which Currently )
Should Be Given Priority Agricultural Nonagricultural
in the County (N = 92) (N = 90)

Agricultural Activities

Agricultural activities with

farmers 54,3 26.7
Agricultural related business
and industry 50.0 36.7
Development and protection
of natural resources 43.5 23.3
Land use and treatment 48.9 18.7
Employment Nonemploy
(N = 52) (N = 130)

Employment Activities

Business and industry 21.1 ' 7.7

Training and retraining
of workers 34.6 14.6

Employment opportunities 73.1 25.2

f
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Those attempting to coordinate the programs of organiza-
tions in which administrators have received specialized
training and where the major goals, while not in conflict are
not the same, will likely encounter serious rroblems. If the
administrators had a more general education and training, or
sdministrators were permitted considerable latitude in pro-
qran development, or they were evaluated in terms of improve-
ments in the quality of life among all groups in the communi-
ty, planning fcr cooperative relations would likely move ahead

mcre rapidly.
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CHAPTER 6

CHARACTERISTICS OF DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATIONS AND COOPERATIVE PLANNING

Introduction

Any discussion of cooperation among development organi-
zations must of necessitv deal witn tae characteristics of
the units involved. Structural features of organizations are
associated with their level of cooperation with other groups
(Klonglan and Paulson, 1971),. If administrators understand
the characteristics of qroups with which they hope to work,
thsy might be better able to anticipa.2 problems and explore
mechanisms for initiating or expanding coop2rative efforts.
In this chapter we will Adiscuss a numb=r of charicteristics
associated with the willingness «f organizations to become

involved in interagency coopera.ion.

- e . €T M smiatn aa ths S % %

One of the problems in building cooperative relations
among organizations involves the question of organizational
domain. At any qgiven time, a number of different groups in a
community or county are identified as part of the developnent
system. Public and private interests, however, are continu-
ously creating new agencies and associations relateid to the
development effort. Typicaliy, the establisheil groups, those
that have performed development functions over a long period

of time, are slow to accept new jJroups into their area of
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service. Some of these new groups may be accepted if their
services are not viewed as threatening to established pro-
grams; others may meet with resistance.

To find the length of time 4different groups have
existed, we asked administrators, "Could you tell us what
year your organization began to function in this county?" Or-
qanizations varied in the leaqth of tinme they have been oper-
ating in their respective counties. The dates of th2ir incep-
tion in the county, as shown in Table 15, ranged from the
early 1900's to as late as 1970. Many of.the jevelopment or-
ganizations at the county level have been in operation for a
considerable length of time. The largest percentage of organ-
izations originated during the 1930's. There was also some
increase in the number of development related organizatious
in the last 10 yvear period among the state-county units and
aanong the private associations. Included among these are
county planning and zoning comaittees and commnunity action
igencies,

Nearly all the USDA organizations began their operations
kefore tha 1950*'s, and only a small number were started with-
in the last 10 years. USDA agencies, in terms of tenure and
proaram emphasis, have been established longer than most of
the other public and private groups. Many of the state-county
an? private associations recently have begun to relate more

diractly to development efforts in their counties and they
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Table 15. Organizations' Length of Service in Thelr Counties

Organizational Type (Percentage)

USDA State- Private

Agencies County Associations Total
Years of Service (N = 62) (N = 54) (N = 50) (N = 166)
1900~-1930 22.6 3.7 36.0 20.5
1931-1940 43.5 Lo.7 30.0 38.6
1941-1950 27.4 7.4 4.0 13.9
1951-1960 3.2 24,1 18.0 14.5
1961-1970 3.2 24,1 12.0 12.7

Table 16. Number of Administrative Levels in County Development Organizations

Organizational Type (Percentage)

USDA State- Private
Number of Administrative Agencies County Associ.utions Total
Levels (N = 62) (N = 54) (N = 32) (N = 145)
One 0.0 15.7 34.4 13.1
Two 17.7 25.5 34.4 24.1
Three 56.5 19.6 6.3 32.4
Four 25.8 31.4 ~18.8 26.2

Five 0.0 7.8 6.3 4,1




might be expected to play an increasingly larger role in

future county development activities.

Nupber_ of Adpinistrative levels

Development orqanizations vary in the extent to which
they are ocrqanized hierarchaically. Some are very complex and
nave 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-
vonding to chanjes from outside the organization, but seem to
nave a greater capacity Zor impleme~ting change within their
own units,

we asked each administrator to list the titles of all
the paid positions, both part-time and full time, held by
persons working in their ofrice. Five levels were identitied
ani used in calculating thes2 percentages: top administra-
tor, assistants to top adainistrator, professional staff,
s2cretarial and clerical staff, and skill=ad and unskilled
WOrK3r5e Tible 16 shows the percentage of organizations with
ii1fferent numbers of administrative levels. Only 4 percent of
+he units indicated that tune.r orgqanizations had as many as
tive levels. Although ro I3DA agancies reported having five
lavals, 82 percent repor+t2i1 three or four levels as compared
with 58 p2rcen*t of the state-county units and 31 percent of
.2 private associations. S5ixty-nine parcent of the private

or7anizations had ornly o2ne or two levels. But an adiitionat
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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 tended to have more

administrative levels than did the private associations.

Nunber_of Positions

Another frequently used indicator of organizational
structure is the number of diffarent job specialties in an
orjanization. A larger number of specialties usually indi-
cates a qreater diversity among the staff in their training
and experience and in their contacts with outside grouns. Po-
sitions rzfer to the occupational categories (such as secre-
tary, clerk~typist, social worker, extension agent, account-
ant, and enqineer) that were reported by each administrator.

We counted the number of different positions raported by
eact administrator and grouped them into three cateqdries for
reportiny our data. The iata in Table 17 show that organiza-
tions were about equally divid2d among the three levels.
There were some differences amony the three groups, however.
Private associations tended to be less speéialized and had a
sraller number of positions than did the other two groups.
State-county agancies had the largest percentage of their
units in the high category. The probability of contacts be-
tween Adevelopment groups and state-county agencies would be
fairly high because of the diversification of these units and

the range of activities in waich they are engaged. At tne
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Table 17. Number of Positions in County Development Organizations.

Number of Fositions

Organizational Type (Percentage)

USDA State- Private
Agencies County Associations Total

(N=262) (N =250) (N= 22) (N = 144)

Low
Medium

High

12.9 36.0 68.8 33.3
56.5 18.0 6.2 31.9
30.2 k6.0 25.1 34.7
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same time, the probability of contacts between public organ-
ized development qroups and private associations could be ex-
pected to be fairly low because of smaller staffs and more

specialized interests among private associations.

Total Number of Personnel
Size of organization is an important characteristic for
understanding involvement in interagency proqrams because of
the relationship of organizational size to the amount of re-
sources, diversity of personnel, and range of programs of-
fered. Larger organizations often have more resources, a
wider range of personnel and programs and might be less in-
terested in entering into cooperative relations with other
qroups since they are more self-supporting (Klonglan et.al.,
1972) . We asked adrinistrators for the number nf paid staff
who were employed el ther fﬁll-time or part-time during 1971,
Table 18 reports the number of paid staff in county organiza-
tions. The number of personnel randed from one to over a hun-
dred. Some of the agencies employed lardé numbers of parson-~
nel on a full-time or part-time basis. These included the ag-
ricultural sStabilization and Conservation Service, community
action groups, and the Cooperative Extension Service.
One—fifth Gf the organizations had a staff of 10 or more
emplovees. Fourteen percent of the USDA agencies reported

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

ccunty category listed more than 10 staff, and 26 percant of
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the private organizations reportad a staff of 10 or more paid
employees. Private groups tendad to have a smaller number of
paird staff, but there were also a few private groups with a
staff of over 10 employees. Having a smaller staff and limit-
ed resources should mean that private groups more than public
qroups will be interested in cooperative development activi-
ties,

Just over a nalf of the organizations have voluntzers in
stiftf positions. As migh% be 2xpected, the private associa-
tions had the greatest number of units using volunteer staff.
Sevaen of the USDA units 3alsc reported the use of volunteer
staff, with some agencies reporting the use of upward to 100
veidnteers. This occurred mainly within the Extension Service

~hroudh their use of 4-H club leaders.

Rural development activities, whether they are conducted
oy single organizations or through cooperative eifforts among
sevaral qroups, require financial resources. Planners might
ask, "where 15 the acney Joing to come from?" "Which organi-
zations have financial resources, and how willing are they to
comnilt these resources to fural levelopment?" "How much money
15 available ani are there any restrictions on its use?" Each
of these Juestions hbecomes more important when planners rec-

oqnize tha+t local resources are insufiicient to carry out

large scale development vprojects,
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We asked administrators, "Approximately how much were
your organization's total expenditures for younr last calendar
or fiscal ye4ar? The expenditures reported included the costs
of operating tpe office and monies paid out to clients either
through loans or direct assistance. Four-fifths of the organ-
izations had budgets of $100,000 or qfeater (see Tapnle 19).
Ninety percent of the USDA and sta*te-county agencies had bud-
gets exceeding $100,000 ror year. A smaller number of private
associations had budgets of this size, Half of the state-
county orqganizations reported expenditures exceeding $500,000
per vear. Much of this money was made available througa pro-
grams desiqgned to prcvide for the aged, the handicapped, the
unemployed, and tanose wita low incomes.

Adding the doliar fiquras toqether for all the organiza-
tions in any given county shows the large amount of financial
help available through existing development related groups.
USDA agencies,which draw on resources outside the state, ani
3tate-county groups, which draw on resources outside the
county, can bring an extremely large amount of financial re-
sources to bear on local problems whether these occur at the

iniividual, comamunity, or county level.

Types_of Services
What types of services exist in a county and where can
they be found are central questions in planning for develop-

ment. When cooperation among groups depends on being familiar



88

Table 18. Number of Paid Personnel in County Development Organizations

Organizational Type (Percentage)

USDA State- Private
Number of Paid Agencies County Associations Total
Personnel (N = 62) (N=49) (N= 31) (N = 142)
1-3 27.4 28.6 67.7 36.6
4-5 38.7 12.2 6.5 22.5
6-9 19.4 32.7 0 19.7
10-19 3.2 12.3 12.9 8.5
20 or more 11.3 14.3 12.9 12.7

Table 19. Annual Expenditures of County Development Orgaiizations

Organi zationa! Type (Percent.2-\

US DA State- Private
Annual Agencies  County Associations iotal
Expenditures (N=260) (N=46) (N=4) (N=147)
S 1000- 10,000 5.0 0 14.6 6.1
S 11,000~ 99,000 5.0 10.9 14.6 9.5
$103,000-49%,CCO 56.7 39.i 45,3 48.3

e’

$50C,000-998,%10 33.3 50.0 25.5 36.1
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with each other's objectives and programs, it becomes impor-
tant to identify the objectives and services provided oy each
grour. Attempts to plan development activities may be inm-
proved if community resources (e.q., services proviied by
public and private qroups) are known by those involved in the
planning process. If certain types of services are neeled to
broaden the development effort, where can the planner 3o to
obtain these services?

We asked each administrator to indicate whether or not
eacn of the following services was provided by his organiza-
tion: tinancial assistance, referrals to other agencies,
rormal educational services, mass media education services,
planning assistance, technical assistance and assistance for
attracting new industry.

Seventy~-five percent of the administrators reported
thelr orqanizations provided planning assistance (see Table
20). The USDA and state-county units had the greatest number
in this service category. Referrals to other organizations
were provided by over three-fifths of the orgauaizations, and
ajain the USDA agaencies had the gqreatest proportion of units
involved 1in this service area.

Sixty-eignt percent of the organizations provided mess
reila 24ducarion services tu their clients or members. Techni-
c1l assistance ani financial assistanc2 were provided by

redarlv half of the organizations studied. The largest per-
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Table 20. Types of Services Provided by County Development Organizations

Organizational Type (Percentage)

USDA State- Private

Types of Services Agencies County Associations Total
Offered (N = 62) (N = 548) (N = 533) (N = 1698)
Planning Assistance 85.5 79.2 56.9 74.7
Provide Referrals 88.7 69.8 56.6 72.6
Mass Media Educatiun 80.6 59.3 62.3 68.0
Technical Assistance 71.0 44,2 23.1 47.6N
Financial Assistance 51.6 48.1 39.6 46.7
Attract New Industry 30.6 44,4 52.8 42.0
Formal Education 27.4 35.2 15.1 26.0

%The number of organizations varies downward slightly because of missing
data and because of those not offering the services,
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tentayw ot orqganizations that provided ¢echnicsl and
financial assistance occvutted among the USDA agencies.

Three otrganizations out of the total number studied proe
vided all seven services. Comaunity action agencies, eanploy-
rent service adencies, and welfare agqencies reported offering
tho widest ranga of the services astudial, Private assnclds
tions reported the larcast percentaye of units invblvei in
the areda of attracting new industry. Some ot tae other serv-
ices proviled by the private qroups were mass media educa-
tion, reratrals, and planuning dusistance.

Although a latqe number of organizations provide plan-
ning assistance, each unit usually Jdoes sv for a ditrerent
cilent systems USDA agencies have worked primavily with indi-
viiual tarmers. Some state-county agencies have worked pri-
marily with low income families, other adgencies have worked
with the unemployed, and other agencies have worked with peo-
pie living in swall communities without basic services. Othetr
county agencies work with local businessmen and coamunity
leaders who at? interested in the wxpansion of local communi-
tin.4. The same pattern of delivery to special qroups also
occurs with the othetr services. Fach of the oryanizations
studied teads to proviee for part of the needs of & particu-
lai c¢iient system rather than attempting to meet the total

e ds 0f 4 commanity.
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joupce Qof New Pragtams

Gtoups that initiate their avwh nev vLrograms usually have
qreater local discretion and tend to exercise greater contrsl
ovoer thelr own operation. These qroups are able to move into
jolnt i{interagancy programs with more ease than ovrganizations
in which docisions about projects are made at hignetr admini-
stravive levels, Just tue oppositea may be the case, howevar,
wher hiqher adwinistrative levels direct the loval unit to
coupwrate with other local jroubks, Understanding whate the
decis1on making prerogatives lie mdy sugygeat the difficulty
ot wase with which qioups might be attracted to devalopnent
puLa freta,

We dsked each administrator, "Wwill you (ndiicate the fre-
quancy with which new programs become initidted by each of
the tollowing sources: national level, state level, district
oL 4rea level, and county level?®

The treguency ot times each level initiated new proyrams
ior the local unit is shown in Table 21. Just over threoe-
fifths of the alministrators reported that nevw programs wele
initiated at the nationral level. Over one-third (39 percent)
of theaoa alninistrators indicatel that this happened fre-
guiitlye A was expacted, the USDA organizations, which are
tied more closely to a feleral system, had the largest pro-
por+ion teporting +that new prourams were initiated by this

level, Forty-one percent ot the state=-gounty uhits also re-
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Table 21, Source of New Program Initiation {n County Development

Organizations
Organizational Type (Percentasge)
USDA State- Private

Frequency of Agencies County Associations Total a
Initiatlon Level (N=6238) (N = 548) ("= 532) (4= 1697)
NATIONAL (N = 150)

Never 0.0 23.9 47.6 22.7

Sﬂldﬂm 9.7 6.5 11.9 9.3

Scmetimes 38.7 28.3 21.4 30.7

Frequently 51.6 41.3 19.0 39.3
STATE (N = 154)

Never 25.4 22.4 28.3 25.3

S¢ ldom 8.5 10.2 10.9 9.7

Sometimes 47,5 46,9 34,8 43,6

Frequently 18.6 20.4 26.1 21.4
DISTRICT OR AREA (N = 136)

Never 0.7 50.0 36.6 41.9

Seldom 10.2 16.7 26.8 16.9

Sometimes 25.4 25.0 22.0 24,3

Frequently 23.7 8.3 14.6 16.9
COUNTY (N = 156)

Never 3.9 18.4 22.9 25,6

Seldom 13.6 14.3 10.4 12.8

Sometimes 30.5 34,7 22.9 29.5

requently 22,0 32,7 43.8 32,1

8yvumber of organizations varies downward slightly because of missing data,




94

ported frequent proyram divection from the federal level. The
ptivate associations had the smallest proportion reportiny
nationally initiated proqranms.

Three-fourths of the administrators repotried nhaw pro-
yrams wele initiated by the state level, One fifth reported
that the state level “frequently" initiated new programs,
There were no major difterences amony the USDA, state=county,
and private organizdtaons with respect to the frequancy of
state level initiated progyranms.

District or area level of initiation of new programs was
teported by 79 administrators. seveltean percant of tham ine
dicated that Jistrict or ared levels frequently initiated new
prograns, and 42 percent indicated that this level never ini-
tiated new programs. The (ISDs agencies had the greatest pro-
pcrtion (24 percent) teporting that new programs were initia-
ted trequently by district or area personnel.,

Three-fourths ¢t the administrators indicatad that the
county level was the source of new programs. Three-firths of
these organizations specitfied that new programs were tre-
quently or sometimes initiata2d by their own unit, but 26 per-
cent indicated that their own local unit never initiatad new
progqrams. The private organizations had the largest propor-
v+ion (44 percent) who reported frequent initiation by county
units. USDA agencies had the greatest proportion (34 percent)

cf units wh» indicated that the county qroup never initiated
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uew programs,

Ac:iountabilisy ef_ Unit
Anotuer indicator of %he local organization's deqree ot

control is the distance between the local unit and the final
source ot authority. In soma organizations, the losal unit is
qoverned by a local bcard of directors; in others, there are
adninistrators at area or district levels and (or) at the
state level., Some units may answer to more than one decision
Making body because of multiple funding arrangements. The
abllity to participate in cooperative development efforts and
the level ot coanitment t» such efforts may depend on permis-
sion beinq qranted by several levels, one or more of which
may be located outsic: the area covered by the planning et-
tort.

Each administrator was asxed, "To what parson or yroups
or versons are you directly respoasible, i.e., to whom do you
Leport directly to as a higher authority?"®

The dat# in Table <2 show that nearly two-fifths of the
adminigscrators reported to a board of Jdirectors or council at
the county level. This pattern wds more common among the pri-
vate groups since most were either local or were part of @
federated state or national system. The USDA qroups had the
largqest percentage of administrat«ors answering to area admin-
istrators and who also reported Lo a local council. Each ot

the 1J5DA agencles has a local lay committee that sets poliny



Table 22,

9

Accountability of Local County Development Organizations

lLevel of
Accountability

Organizational lyje (Percentage)

Board of Directors,
County Council

Area or District
Administrator

State Administrator

Local Council plus a
Higher Administrator

USDA State- Private
Agencies County Associations Total
(N = 62) (N = 54) (N = 52) (N = 166)
17.7 40,7 55,8 36,9
41.9 11.1 1.9 14.6
4,8 16.7 3.8 8.3
24,2 5.6 0.0 10.7
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and dovides on the acceptability of program applicaants, in
addition to adminiserators at the area and state levels. The
state=-county units, cn the other hand, answernd mainly to a
local board or council and less to state leval aiministra-
tors. The private associations had the smallest number or ad-
minlsirative levels. As a result, decisions, especially those
telating to cooperative eftorts petween two groups, will nmost
likely be made at the local level rather than being referred
¢0 a hiqher administrative level. Although not all joint ef=-
forts in which a public agency miqht participate will require
perpission by higher levels, most proj2cts iﬁvolvinq funds,
statf time, or physical facilities are likely to require ap-

proval by hiqher levels.
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CHAPTER 7

DEVELUPAENT ADMINISTRATORS' AITITUDES TOWARD
COOPERATION IN RURAL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

Introduction

Although research on the relationship between attitudes
and behavior has shown weak to nojerate associations between
the two, the evidence is strong enougqh to support'the posi-
tion that attitudes influence bhehavior. The specific manner
in which attitudes influence behavior is still somewhat un-
clear, but indaividuals attitudes are important factors in
some aspects of behavior. Administrators who hold n=gative
attitudes about development o:- especially about cooperative
development efforts can he expected to be less enthusiastic
about the activities than those who hold more positive atti-
tyles,

In this chapter we intend to show the similarities and
Jif ferences in percefrtions and attitudes among administrators
of public and private organizations. Perceptions of the pres-
ent level of cooperative e.forts, and of the relative empha-
sis placed on individual versus collective development action

will be examineli.
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Porceived Cooperative System_in_Countiss

Each administrator was asked a series of questioas about
the extent to which cooperative development aceivities have
occurred in his county. Each of tha questions asked is shown
in Table 23.

Two-fifths of the administrators reported that sevaral
naw development groups had been formed in their c¢~unty within
the last two yvears. The number who reportad this situation
was higher among the USDA agencies than among the other
1coups. Most of the administrators felt that county Jdevelop-
ment proqrams ware characterized by joint decision uwaking.
This feeling was shared with nearly egqual strength by admin-
istrators of each of thos three organizational types. Just
ovar three~-fifths of the administrators felt that organiza-
tions in their counties often participate in joint devslop-
ment action. Administrators of eacn of the groups shared the
same perceptions. One-fourth of the respondents felt that one
gqroup made most of the decisions affecting development in
their counties. The administrators of private groups tendead
to feel tanis way more so than di. administrators of the pub-
lic groups. This migqht reflect the marginal role that they
seam to have played in idevzlopment.

In view of the previous tour stat2ments, we might have
exvected administrators €0 report an expansion in their

contacts with development yroups, but this was not *he cuse.
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Three-fifths of the adaministrators reported that their own
orqanizatioa's contacts had remained the same over the last
fev vears. This vas more true of the private gqroups and the
state-county qroups than of the USDA agencies.

Administrators of different types of organizations vare
led in their perceptions of whether they were usually invited
to participate in cooperative development efforts. 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
adainistrators, felt that this statement characterized their
relationship to development efforts in their counties. A
sliqghtly smaller percent of state-county administrators (62
nercent) reported that their organizations often join with
other qroups in carrying out their activities. USDA adrinis-
trators reported the hiqhest involvement with other groups
(77 percent), and the private administrators reported the
lovest involvement with other qroups (41 percent). The state-
county administrators were in an intermediate position. Con-
sistent with 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 was the case as compared with less than a

fourth of the USDA administrators.
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Pepceived Nesd for cooperative Action_in_Developasnt
The data in Table 24 indicates that a large number of

adninistrators qave strong verbal support to the need for
collective or cooperative efforts in development progranms.
aAbout 90 percent of the total qroup of administrators ce-
sponded that each statement shown in the table was true,
These statements contained the following ideas: collective
effort is nacessary to make a measd:eable change in quality
of life, collective activity will yield the best results, G -
velopment will be successful only when orqanizations learn to
cooperate in pursuit of qoals larger than their own, resi-
dents have a riqht tc¢ expect cooperation among davelopment
qroups, and each organization has a responsibility to con-
tribute to the larqer development effort. Although the varia-
tion amongq the qroups was small, what little variation did
occur showed .hat the private administrators tended to feel
less strongly about the need for cooperative action than did

administrators of the public agencies.

Attitudes_ Toward Collective Versus Agengy Jriintations
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 effotts
since this is what they were being paidi for. Administrators

in each of the gqroups responded in about the sauwe way to this
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statenent. When the question about their own unit's effec-
tiveness vas asked, just over half of the administrators in-
dicated that it is more important to consider the objectives
of their own unit than to participate in progranms where their
personnel did not have special training. There were wide dif-
ferences anmong the state-county, USDA, and private adminis-
trators on this item. Seventy-two percent of the state-county
adeinistrators indicated that this statement was true, a
lower 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 groups had reduced their effec-
tiveness. A sliqhtly larqger 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 orqanizations.

In summary, administrators in our sample held a very
positive attitude about the need for action anong development
groups. A majority of the administrators felt that several
groups were involved in making decisions about development in
their counties and that groups often worked together on joint
projects. A majority of the respondents indicated that their
orqganization was invited to work with other units, and that
they in fact had worked with other groups in their counties.

Almost all admiaistrators expressed strong positive feelings
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about the neel for cooperation in devalopment projrams. Some
of the adminuistrators felt, howsver, that they wers not baing
paid to participate in larqer development projects, and a
slightly larger number of responients telt that their own
unit's asfactiveness would ba increased by focusing on its
own objectives rather than getting involved in programs where

their personnel nad no special training.
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CHAPTER 8

COUNTY RURAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEES

Iatroduction

This chapter focuses on the county Rural Development
Conmittee system: its goals, benefits, methods of operation,
meaber evaluations of success, and areas where improvement is
needed. We found that of the 169 administrators interviewed,
nearly half knew about the committee. Eighty-four perceat of
those vho were aware of the committee were members of one of
the conmittees. Although the visibilitv 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
presents information collected from the 67 administrators who
were nembers of one of the County Rural Development Commit-
tees. The number of meabers in county committees ranged from

3 to 7.

Compmitiee Goals

Cooperation within an interorganizational committee is
often limited when each organizational unit defines the
larqger conmittee's goals in terms of its own programs. Among
other things, this leads to misunderstandings among the mem~-
ber units about what the committee is supposed to do. Fur-

thermore, if joint projects are developed, they may he an ex-
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pansion of the ongoing proqrams of one or more of the momber
agencies. Finally, if the committee's qoals are defined only
in terms of USDA agency programs, the likelihood of involving
other public qroups or private associations may be reduced
vhen the other qroups' goals differ from USDA goals.

Each member of a RD Committee was asked, "What ara the
goals or objectives of the RD Committee in your county?" Many
of the administrators described their conmittees' 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 inm-
prove the environment in which we live, to promote develop-
ment of rural areas, and to improve rural conditions. Al~-
though each of these statements reflected a general awareness
of committee qoals, they revealed little more than what is
sugqested 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 give technical aid and educational assist-
ance to development groups; to serve as a communicatioas
vehicle between organizations and to stimulate interest in
rural development anonqg these organizations; to help coordi-
nate “he efforts of organizations in the county; to explore
problems in the county and to make appropriate persons aware
of these problems so théy will take action; and to inventory

resources, determine needs, help wn planning, carry out pro-
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fects to meet our needs, and mobilize resource groups.

There vere also some concrete goals mentioned that tend-
ed to reflect the unique goals of the agencies from which
senbers were drawn. For example, some goals were described in
terms of improving the condition of county housing, or
developing the land through approved soil and water comnserva-
tion techniques, or to provide information on agricultural

improvements to farnmers.

Committee Benefits

One of the major problems in planning for cooperative
prograns is how to make concerted decision making attractive
to administrators. Previous research suggests that benefits
associated vwith committee activity are an important factor in
attracting 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, "Has
your organizaticva 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) vas
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 inforration®, "increases awareness of other orgami-

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 Percent Reporting

Benefit ‘Wery important'
Commi ttee Benefits (N = 67)
Enables members to take a
united stand. 97.0 L6.8
Improves exchange of information
between organizations. 95.5 65.)
Increases awareness of objectives
of other organizations. 94.0 52.5
A sounding board for ideas. 94.0 4o.o
Helps involve influential mem-
bers of the community. 84.8 43.6
Reduces the possibility of one
organization being played off
against another. 80.6 21.6
Provides better services for .
(clients/members). 8C.3 33.3
Increases organization's effec-
tiveness. 75.8 34.7
Reduces competition among member
organizations. 43.3 34.7
Reduces threats from interest
groups in the county. 17.2 20.0

Reduces pressures from superiors. 2.1 0.0
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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-
ternining their organization's level of participation in the
committee. Exchange of information among members of the com-
nittee was rated "very important® by three-fifths of the re-
spondents. "Increusing awareness of the obijectives of othet
organizations” was reported as an important benefit by half
of the adminis*:ators. These last two benefits, "improves ex-
changes of information between organizations" and "increases
awareness of objectives of other organizations," were the
most highly rated henefits.

The fifth nost frequently mentioned benefit dealt with
the committee’s potential for iavolving influential members
of the community. A qroup or council of organizations may be
able to recruit influential members of the comrpunity when a
single qroup is turned down. Most development projects need
inputs from the private sector, especially from groups or in-
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 involvemeat in

their conmitt es.
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Two benefits each of which were mentioned witha about the
same frequency, dealt with the provision ot 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 beaefits, an even
larger numbe. 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. Less
thanm a fifth (17 percent) felt the committee reduced inter-
ference by interest qroups in the county, and 12 percent re-
ported that committee activity had reduced pressures fron
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
attracting additional groups to the existing committee sys-
tenm.

Very little systematic information about the dynamics of
interagency committees is available. To understand how groups
work together, we asked committee members, “How often do each

of the following procedures occur in your committee?®
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Specifically, ve were interested in four strategies for con-
ducting interagency activities. ‘

The first strateqy shown in Table 27 deals with tﬁe
problem of whick items are presented to the committee for
discussion. Connittee members were asked, "How often are all
decisions mpade hy nnanimous consent?" Eighty-four percent of
the members reported that this approach was used "most" or
"all 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 indicate that committees do not discuss
controversial issues, this strateq, might also indicate high
consensus amonqg 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 majority is unwilling to impose its will
in the minority. The response pattern in the answers suggest-
ed that an issue was introduced and discussed ever though
soae 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 issue. This seems to suggest that the threat of inter-

nal conflict was not an overriding concern in these commit-
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Methods of Operation Among Selected County Rural

Development Committees

Frequency of Occurance (Percentage)

All of

Methods of Operation the time

None of
the time

Some of
the time

Most of
the time

All decisions are made
by unanimous consent. 30.2
Committee will not pur-
sue questions if one or
more of the members are
opposed. 1.6

Members do not get
involved in an issue
area unless their organ-
ization's interests

are affected. 3.2
The organization with
the largest stake in
the outcome of a decis-
ion is given leader-
ship in studying the
issue.

54.0 12.7 3.2

12.7 33.3 52,4

17.5 39.7 39.7

55.7 18.0 14.8
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teas.

There was indication that the committees aad worked out
a system for dividing tasks amonqg the members. One-fifth of
the respondents reported that most or all of the time members
would not get 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 percent c¢f the men-
bers who indicated this pattern was followed at one time or
another. Organizations whose specific interests overlap the
qeneral interest of the committee appear to take the initia-
tive and develop a particular program, while the other groups
remain passive on the issue. In most cases, there may be no
advantage for an administrator to get irvolved in an issue
that does not affect his own unit's operation. In fact, by
doing so, administrators may run the risk of displeasing
others needlessly.

The last question asked of the administrators showved a
rather common committee practice of assigning the most inter-
ested parties the respoasibility 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 vith the interested qroupe.
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Although the data in this table were aggregated for all
16 county comnittees, a general pattern of dealing wath
issues within the Rural Development Ccmmittees seemed to
emerqe. It must be recognized, however, that variations fronm
one county to the next may occur and all counties may not fit
this pattern. There tended tc be relatively high consensus or
agreement on issues within th: committees, and comuittaees
were fairly open in terms of their willingness to discuss
issues on which all members might not agqree.

These qroups have develoupei a strateqy Lor protecting
the interests of the agencies that make up the comnmittee.
This was achieved by qiving responsibility for developing
conmittee programs to agencies most knowledgeable about an

area of concern.

Member Evaluation of Committees

Respondents were asked to evaluate their committees as a
vhole. Four separate questions were us2d to obtain member
evaluations. Administrators were asked, “To what extent do
the members of the Rural Development Committee make an effort
to avoid creating prcblems or interferring with your duties
and responsibilities?" Table 28 shows that nearly four-fiftis
of the members reported that other committee members went to
great lengqths to avoid creating problems or interferring with
their agencies. About 13 percent of the administrators re-

ported that other members exercised small or very small ef-
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-

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

Extent Frequency Percentage
Very Great Extent - 22 34.9
Great Extent ' 23 44,4
Fair Extent 5 7.9
Small Extent 4 6.3
Very Small Extent 4 6.3

Table 29. Perceptions of the Extent to Which the Commit.ee has been able to
Achieve a Singleness of Direction

Extent Frequency Percentrage
Very Great Extent 16 23.9
Considerable Extent 22 32.8
Fair Extent 17 25.4
Small Extent 6 9,0

Very Small £ -ent 6 9.0
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forts to avoid creatinq problems with other units.

A second question asked was, “In general, how smoothly
do the gmembers of the RD Committee work toqe§her?" Sixty~-£four
percent reported that committee members vcfihd together “very
spoothly", None of the respondents indicated that the comnit-
tee members failed to work together smoothly. The only varia-
tion among responses occurred in terms of "how smoothly" the

committee worked.

Although the menmbers 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 efforts of its groups,
interests, and individuals?®

The data in Table 29 show that just over half of the re-
spondents reported that their committees have been able to
agree on a single direction or goal. A fourth of tle respond-
ents rated their committees as only fair in this regard. This
could be expected since there was little similarity among
menbers! 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

major 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 conm-
mittee as being "outstanding" or "excellent." Over half rated
their conmittees as "“good" to “excellent". But two-fifths of
the members did not give their committees very high effec-
tiveness scores.

In summary, many members seemed unsure what their con-
mittees should be doing. 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.

Changes Recommended by Members

Each administrator was asked, "®Which changes (in the
committee) would be of greatest help to your organization2"
The most frequently mentioned suggestion was the need to
expand the committee to include other orgarizations in the
county. The second most frequently mentioned suggestion dealt
vith the need to clarify the goals and objectives of the conm-
nittee. A smaller number of administrators were uncertain

about what their own agency expected of them in relation to

the committee, and suggested that, if quidelines were provid-
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Table 30. Percepcions of Commitiee Success

Degree of Success Frequency Percentage
Outstanding 3 4.5
Excellent ' 6 8.9
Very Good 13 19.4
Good 18 26.9
Fair 13 19.4
Rather Poor 4 6.0

Poor 10 14.9
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ed tor the committee, it would make their work as a repre-
sentative of a specialized agency nmuch easier.

Another point meutionad by respondents dealt with the
perception that ssome administrative superiors felt committee
activities occur outside the normal range of expectations for
the local administrator. The suqgested change involved pro-
viding time and rewards for administrators who participate in
committee activitizs during reqular hours and defining par-
ticipation in the Rural Development Committee as a reqular
activity.

Finally, members were asked, "Which changes would be of
most benefit to the operation of the committee?" The most
frequently mentioned change was that the State Rural Develop-
ment Committee should set up quidelines for the county com-
mittees. There seemed to be a gqreat deal of ambiguity within
membership of the committees as to what they are supposed to
do. This ambiquity was reflected in the goals described by

members and in their requests for additional clarification.
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CHAPTER 9

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Introduction

In this chapter, we will attempt to summarize our find-
ings. Since our major focus was on cooperative relations be-
tween organizations, we have not emphasized the several
unique contributions to rural development made by each of the
organizations studied. Instead, we have chosen to emphasize
areas in which cooperative planning efforts between develop-
ment qroups seem possible. Also, we have some of the p:oblems
that planners might expect to find as they attempt to develop
cooperative programs aimed at rural development.

This approach was chosen after reviewing material deal-
ing with rural development efforts in America. Because ¢f the
range and the interrelatedness of the many inequities between

ural 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 foi our analysis: (1) integration of
units involved, (2) decentralized planning 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 own
more specialized programs. Rural development, as a decentra-
lized approach was viewed as one in which the iﬁitiative and
planning for development occurs at the local lsvel, 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

making inputs into the development progranm.

Research Objectives_and Methods

our specific research obijectives were: to ascertain
from among a selected set of organizations which public and
private organizations participate in county development pro-
grams; to identify for this set of organizations the extent
of interagency cooperation; to identify the factors associ-
ated with interagency cooperation; and to explore alterna-
tives that may be used to increase cooperative activity among
development groups. To reach these objectives, we purposively
sampled orgqanizations 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 organizations studied were categorized into
three qroups---USDA agencies, state and county public
agencies, and private associations. Information was gathered
through the use of questionnaires and personal interviews

with the top s2iministrators from these 169 units.

Bural Development: _Definitioans

The definitions of rural development solicited from the
administrators of ou. sampled organizations included a wide
range 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 adm.nistrators of the USDA agencies indicated that
econonic development represented their comception ¢f rural
developraent more often than did the state-county qrqaniza-
ti1:r.s and the private associations. Recreation and tourisam
received the gqreatest number of mentions as specific improve-

nents defined as developmente.
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The most frequently mentioned development activities, in
which the groups 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 siqgqnificantly. USDA administrators stated that their
agencies were mostly involved with the general category of
agricultural activities and more specifically with conserva-
tion and land use activities. The state-county organizations
were endJaqged to a greater extent in cecreation 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 interagency development programs in which
the organizations were involved varied widely. These programs
mirrored to a qreat extent the specific progqrams and goals of
each organization. USDA administrators indicated that the
type of interagency development program that received the
greatest attention was the counfy rural development comamit-
tee. The state—county organizations were involved in the
county rural development committees, recreation and tourisa,
plarning and zoning, and health and welfare programs. Types
of interagency activities, as did the definitions of rural
development and development activities, showed that all
development-related organizations did not engage in similar

programs. The USDA agencies had the largest amount of in-
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volvement in interagency development programs. They had four
times as amany project contacts as did the private associa-
tions and twice as many project contacts as did the state-
county public orgqanizations. The state-county organizations
reported higher level of interagency development contacts
than did the private associations.,
Organizational Commitment to Rural Development

Measures of commitment to intra-aqgency and interagency
development programs showed a larqge number of the organiza-
tions sampled were involved in development. Levels of both
intra~agency and interagency coamitment were about the same
for the total sample of orqamizations. The USDA agencies had
the highest levels of current participation and were followed
by the state-county public organizations and private aésocia-
tions. In both instances of intra-agency and interagency com-
mitment to rural development, adding the potential for in-
volverent to actual levels of involvement brought the state-
county orqganizations and the private associations in closer
aliqgnment with the level of involvement of the USDA agencies.
It is evident, that although the private sector and state-
county agencies were no. involved to as great an extent as
were the USDA agqencies, they still felt they should be in-
volved.

Commitment and involvement to interagency development

efforts may be aftected by the types of assurance that can be
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qiven to prospective organizations interested in joint devel-
opment programs. Previous research suggests that cooperation
anong orqganizations 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 the more frequently required assurances relate
to the qoals and costs of the effort and to the delegation of
responsibility. The USDA agencies and the state-county organ-
izations placed gqreatest emphasis on assurances that goals of
the interagency proqram would be similar to those of their
own. The private administrators felt they needed information
about the costs of the progranm.

Knowledge of which organizations to include in coopera=-
tive development planning and action is necessary for effec-
tive development proqrams. 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 orqanizations should be involved in development. The
Cooperative Exteasion Scrvice, 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
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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 4id the administrators in the

other two categories.

Priorities for Developpment

A necessary condition for organizing rural development
is the identification of the issue areas in which cooperation
amonq groups is possible. We surveyed the administrators from
several organizations in each county to identify their per-
ceptions of development priorities. The survey revealed some
issue areas where there was conseasus among administrators
about activities currently receiving priority and activities
currently needing priority. Further examination of the
results showed 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 agencies 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
vhen the administrators ranked the activities that currently
need priority. In this situation the top four activities were
schools and education, employment opportunities,
agricultural-related business or industry, and 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 agencies.

The type of orqgamization that an administrator was af-
filiated with was found to be associated with his perception

of activities currently needing priority.
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The structure and function of development organizations
vere assessed to help qgive additional insights into organiza-
tional factors that migat influence the level of cooperation
among development organizations. The size and scope of an or-
gqanization were measured by th2 number of administrative
levels, the number of positions, the total number of person-
nel, the annua. expernditures, types of services, source of

new programs, and accountability to a higher administrative
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level,

A majority of the total sample of organizations began
their operations before 1941, and less than 13 percent of the
orqanizations began their operations after 1960. The USDA
agencies seemed to have had the longest history in their re-
spective counties, with a large percentage of these units in-
dicating service to their clients beginning before 1941 and
an even qreater percentage being in operation before 1951,
The state-county public organizations had approximat :ly half
of their units beginning their operations after 1950 and over
40 percent beqinning their operations before 1941.

Private associations tended to have fewer administrative
levels, positions, paid persoanel and volumteer staff, and a
smuller budgqet thau did the USDA agencies or the state-county
orqanizations. The USDA agencies tended to have larger staffs
and tadgets than did the private associations and in some
cases larqer than the state-county public organizations. an
exanination of the type of services provided by USDA organi-
zations shoved that planning assistance, referrals, and mass
media education services were mentioned the largest number of
times. The private associations tended to have the greatest
freedor at the local level in initiating new programs and
also were found to have the greatest freedom in operating
their orqganizations. New programs in the USDA agencies and

the state-county orqanizations were initiated nmore 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 jreater
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 bodrd.

Organizational Administrators' Attitudes Toward_Cooperation
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The amount of orqganizational cooperation in their re-
spective counties as perceived by the administrators varied
only sliqghtly and tended to be quite highe. A large number of
administrators félt that joint decision making in county de-
velopment programs, joint participation in development
action, invitations to participate in cooperative development
efforts and joint activities were prevalent in their coun-
ties. The USDA administrators ind ated a greater awvaraness
of a cooperative system in their counties than did the state-
county public orqanizations and the private associations.

Nearly all the administrators perceived a need for coop-
erative action in county development. Therg was strong agree-
ment among administrators that collective effort is necessary
to make a measureable change in gquality of life, thac
collective activity will vield the best results, that devel-
opnent will be successful only when organizations le2arn to

cooperate in pursuit of goals larger than their own, that
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residents have a right to expect cooperation among develop-
gent qroups, and that each organization has 2 responsibility
to contribute to larger development efforts. what variation
existed among the administrators showed that those froa 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.

County_ Rural_Development Committees

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 qoals-as detlned by the menmbers
were mainly abstract apd called for general improvement in
the quality of life and improvement in life chances. A few
administrators mentioned specific goals and some defined the
goals in terms of their own organization's obj..ctives.

The benefits of pavticipation in the rural development
committee system were identified and ranked by the adminis-
trators. Over 90 percent of the administrators mentioned that
participation in the committee systenm enabled members to take
a united stand, to improve exchange of information between

organizations, to iacrease awareness of objectives of other

organizations, and to provide a sounding board for ideas.
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Conmittees were characterized as being smooth-running
and decision making by unanimous conseut was the most fre-
quenglv mentionad style of opecation. Controversial issues
have occurred and were presented and discussed within the
connittee structure. Reports about the committee's operation
also showed that a form of division of labor exists within
.the handling of issues. The responsibility for 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 aember organizations go to great efforts
to avoid creatinqg problems for, or interfering with, other
member agencies. A majority of the committee administrators
also indicated that their committees were run smoothly. Al-
though the operation of the committee can be characterized as
compatible, the committees generally were not able to achieve
a kiqgh degqree of comumon focus in their efforts. Consequently,
the effectiveness or success of the committees was given as
"very gocd" to "outstanding" by a third of the sample.

Changes for improving the committee system were suaqest-
ed by the administrators. Their recommendations related to
changes that would be of greatest help to their organization
and to the committee. The most common recommendation was the
need for formal quidelines. Other suggestions for improvement

included the need to expand the committee to include other
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orqganizations in the county and the nead to clarify the goals

and objectives of the committeas.
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CHAPTER 10

IMPLICATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT PLANNING

In this final chapter we will 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
amonqg development qroups, and to the operation of county

rural development conmittees.

General Versus Specific Guidelines

our findings point up one of the attributes of federal
or state initiated programs 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
exvected to be slower than would occur if specific guidelines
were given. The USDA rural development effort initiated in
Washington is characterized by general guidelines. The guide-
lines given were very qea2ral 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 cut of production) that
flow through USDA agencies. Additional time, therefore, is
likely to be consumed by loca® administrators in their ef-

forts to deftine wvwhat is inclu. 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
attracc additional orqganizations into cooperative planning
once they have been identified. Administrators may not be
villing to spend this extra time if it means they have to
take time away from 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 charactgrized
by high uncertainty. The presence of higher administrative
support for a more comprehensive approach to rural develop-
ment, which goes beyond the established activities of indi-
vidual public agencies, must also be recognized as an impor-
tant factor in the success of any development program.

The absence of precise and commonly accepted quidelines
for collective development efforts is likely to raise
obstacles in the development process. @hen there is great
latitude in defining objectives and approaches, the possibil-
ity of inconsistent programs is increased. Furghermore,
intangible goals 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 programs is more difficult when adminis-

trators lack precise quidelines against which performance may
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be judged.

Necessary Condicions for_Cooperative Planning

our findings indicated that rural development, either as
a means or as an end, v¥..s often defined by administrators as
more comprehensive than the scope of any single organization,
and it often was viewed as broader than the programs offered
by either the public or private sectors. On=.of the coaclu-
sions reached in our study may be described as follows: A
necessary condition for comprehensive rural development is
the participation by more than one organization in the devel-
opment effort. We presented data that suggested organizations
should be drawn from both the public and private sectors
since organizations in each sector have something unique to
contribute. The range of development activities cited by ad-
ministrators also suqgests 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 interagency development progqraas seem to suggest a
general willingness to participate in development efforts. A
large number of organizations not involved at present indi-
cated a willingness to participate in interagency programs.
The level of cooperation between public and private sectors

could be high if our findings accurately represent the con-
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nitments 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
administr.tive direction or to the demands of the situation
is unimportant. What is important is that administrators at
some level perceived the need for cooperative developnment
programs.

Areas in which cooperative development planning may be
established with the least amount of "set-up" time are those
activities currently beinqg performed by single organizations
and those activities currently being addressed by interagency
programs. If administrators responsible for development plan-
ning identify in a particular geographic area the groups par-
ticipating in common issues and can help these gqroups see the
potential for combining resnurces, ideas, and manpower, it
may be possible to increase program success.

Interagency 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-
ing in interagency proqrams could be a socurce of suggestions
and technical assistance to any new attempts at planning. Un-
derstanding 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
goals and objectives. Only when the goals of an
interorganizational project are precisely defined will it be
possible for an organization, which is invited to participate
in a joint effort, to verify the compatibility of its goals
with those of the cooperative progranm. |

If interagency goals 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 involved
in development activities will affect the degree of coopera-
tion among qroups. Low levels of consensus will reduce the
amount cf cooperation in a grcup. Organizations attempt to
"establish" themselves--to identify a progqramming effort, to
identify a client.le, and to identify a problem arena in
wvhich they have special expertise. Unless all members in a
committee aqree that each should be involved, planning
meetings may be spent trying to resolve the question about
vho shculd participate.-A knowledge of which grouwvs to in-
volve also facilitates the expansion of presert interagency
systems. Thus, if a planner Xknew in advance which groups in
the county other administrators expected tc¢ participate, he

coulld seek out these qroups and involve them without fear of
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" objections being raised by the present menmbers.

our research showed that USDA agencies tended to be the
sost frequently mentioned development groups. Other groups or
organizations zentioned were political units, such as the
county board of supervisors, and finaucial uanits, such as the
county bankers' associatiois. 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 programs might 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 couﬁty, as well as provide an important link with other
qroups.

Pianners should qo further than identifying which organ-
izations should be involved in development activities. They
can ascertain which qroups presently are involved. This could
be done through a fairly simple questionnaire. This would
reveal which qroups are nhct involved but would be willing to
participate. Such an inventory of organizations in a communi-
ty, a county, or a reqgion 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 planaing for joint programs since it would permit planners
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to create a wide resource base for dealing with complex de-

velopment problens.

consensus_on _Development Prjorities

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. Oour findings 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
programs are defined in terms of specific agencies, develop-
ment planning will 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 orqanizations 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 program to provide leaders with a description of the

social, economic, and environmental conditions in their
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county. A survey could be used to point out the problem areas
and to increase the level of consensus about areas that need

attentione.

organijzational Chapacteristics

An organization's characteristics will influence its in-
volvement in cooperative development programs. The number of
years an orqanization has served 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 immediately obvious to organizations
that are already well established in the development systen,
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 gqroups.

The amount of resources, ‘the diversity of personnel, the
rangqe of programs, and freedom to participate in local pro-
gqrams can be expected to ianfluence an organization's partici-
pation in <oint development programs. The ability of an or-
ganization to participate in cooperative programs and its
level of participation may be restricted if its financial re-
sources are low. Organizations with a small staff may find it

nmore difficult to allocate staff time to cooperative pro-
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jects, whereas those with a large specialized staff may be
able to make such an investment. Organizations with a narrow
range 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 (&.9., community action or welfare) may find it
easier to enter into cooperative arrangements with other
qroups because of their wide range of interests. A loca. or-
ganization's freedom to initiate new programs, to alter exis-
ting ones, and to drop old programs also will affect its
ability to participate in joint development efforts. When all
decisions about programs uwre 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
joint programs. Public or private organizations that are
accountable to advisory boards at their own level can be ex-
pected to respond more quickly than those that are supervised
by administrators seJeral levels above then.

Attitudes aneld by administrators will likely affect
their participation in cooperative development efforts. Coop-
erative developmnent may be handicapped if administrators hold
neqative attitudes toward cooperative action. Whether by
conscious decision or because of a lack of past participation
in joint 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 develop-
ment programs reduced in areas where positive attitudes have
not been devel~rid and encouraqged., The attitudes od local ad-
ministrators ay be shaped to a considerable extent by what
area and state administrators do and say about rural develop-
ment. There is high verbal comaitment to cooperative action
among all the administrators in our study, but their level of
activity does not approach their level of verbal commitment.
This may result in part because the state-county organiza-
tions and private associations have uot been invited to par-
ticipate in cooperative programs oOr because they do not
presently feel cooperative eftort is a necessary condition

for organizational effectiveness.
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November 6, 1969

Ofiice of the White House Press Secretary

THE WHITE HOUSE -

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT

Shortly after I became President, I established a new Cabinet-level

Urban Affairs Council to help me develop an overall strategy for meeting
the problems of the cities and to coordinate the wide variety of government
efforts 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
towns and villages, farms and forests, mines and ranches, mountains

and rivers and lakes. The people who live in rural America have urgent
problems which deserve our attention. More importantly, they represent
a great resource upon which all of us can draw.

It is 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 Commerce, the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development, the Director of the Office of Economic
Opportunity, 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.

. Tt is to 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 is also important to note that the population of our country is likely to
grow by 50 percent in the next thirty years. Where these next hundred
million persons locate is a tremendously important question for our society.
After an era in which people have moved steadily from the countryside

to large 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 OI THE SECRETARY
WASHINGION, D.C., 20250

SECRETARY'S MEMORANDUM NO. 1667

Rural Development Program

1. PURPOSE

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 rxelated instriictions.

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 Zmportance of

rural America to the national econocmy and to society. This Council is

to assist the President in devel: sirg 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 comnunities 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
lmprovement 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 toc give aggressive leadership and
assistance to the rural development program. Our goal is to utilize
our existing authorities to provide more jobs and income opportunitinsg,
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,

it 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 committee 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 th: 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 evaluatirg 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.
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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 communities, 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 Serxrvice. 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 govermmental 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 Committee 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 Committee, through its elected chairman, should develop an
annual plan of operation for carrying out its responsibilities as
indicated above. [ach 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 professional 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.
é / j

J. Phil Campbell
Under Secretary
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Cooperative Extension Service

IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY p°
Ames, lows 50010 p

Admintstrattve Offices

Curtiss Hall
uriss Ha April 21, 1970

To: Area Extension Directors

Dear Co-workers:

The Iowa State USDA Rural Development Committee approved the following
guidelines for Area and County USDA RD Committees:

1. Provide a means of communication and joint consideration of
rural development needs and suggest ways of increasing the
effectiveness of each agency's program in meeting these needs.

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 programs.

c. Assist organizations in study, analysis and the process of
implementing development projects.

3, Assist individuals and communities 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. M

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.

Sincerely,

Marvin A. Anderson
~ Dean and Director

MAA:jfk

cc: M, W. Soults



