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services and lo'cal government finance, rural youth and youth in
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ABSTRACT
I4

The land-grant system functions as a primary stimulator of rural dekvel-

. . L
opment research in the'United States. This paper presents a broad overview

of rural development research within the land-grant environment, focusing

primarily upon 1862 and 1890 institutions in the Sbuth. Several key-aspects

of the rural research enterprise are discussed, including the

institutional.context in which RD research is undertaken, past and current

rural ,development research successes, and emerging directions in the RD

'research agenda. General recommendations about the land-grant systemir
,

rural development research activities ark offered.

40.
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INTRODUCTION

The'United States Department of Agriculture, with ite constitudnt and
. .

cooperating agencies,
4

has served since its inception.as the primary policy

making agency and delivery system for-pUral development (RD) prpgrams are

policies in the United States. This iA nottO.slight the important con-

).

tributions made by other governmental agencies (e.g., Department of Commerce,

-
Department of Housing ind'Urban Development) amp prit4te sector Organizations

A

(e.g,,%Rural America, Inc.,'National Rural Center, Co uritrk. Life Commission,
- .

Farm Foundation). However, the uspA has consistently held the position of

adVocate fox rural farmarea% and has received the bulk of resources desig-
.

nated,specifically to achieve rural development'
- , r

A critical component Of the RD mission of he USDA has been the research

carried ou within ita land-grant system. The purpose of this paper is toi,

provide a broad overviei of RD- research in the land-grant environment, focus-
, ,

ing primarily upon the 1862 and 1890 institutions in the South. The objective

thioughout is to draw out characteristics of the RD research enterprise that

*or

the authors feel axe significant for the advancement of rural development and

a RD 'research strategy for the future.

tl

o 7

tt.



THE

RD research is

RURAL DEVELOPMENT

multi-faceted in
I*

" :` .

RESEARCH ENTERPRISE
,

i.

terms of the problems
. .

..
it seeks to scientifically examine go with respect to the

.

a 'V a

r 6 . ... . v

ments under whiCh it commonly operates. As previously nakted, pp research

4
\

o-
,, 0 y,.'

does not/function solely, within.the land-grant system (Brown, 1982,-p. 270
* . -.. I' ,. . 1

.
for inportant contributions to the body of knowledge on pral development

. .

ti

and issues 'that .

e

various environ-

have been and continue to be made by agencies and organizatidns opts?.de this.

environment. Important concerngrelevapt to rural America are beirig ad ressed:.

'by.the Economic Research Service,pariicularly its Economic Development
.0

sion MO. Currently, EDD constitutes the largest single research orga

.tion focusing on rural development in the United States (Brown, 1982, p.

. X .
.,-.

Essential activities in support o4land-gial bRD research' ing,_

4

carried out by four pgional centers. Thn South rn Rural Development Center,
.

7.-
_ .

11 4* '

$ .

located atNississipp State University, rep ents an important instmtutipn' /

facilitating regional research activities in the South.

There -is little doubt, however, that the cornerstone of rural develo

ment research continpes tobe the state agricultural eXpbriment stations.

The combination of state and Pederal_ApPrpiriations has .accorded 1862 and.

1890 land-grant institutions an opportunity to_establish a rural development

research record within their states. moreQyer, the avaitability of-regional

. .. .

zesearoh funds has served as a catalygt to the estahlishmort of regional

V/). ,- - .

technical committees. These committees have represented important vehicles
. /

4 4. .. 'for the pursuit of RD research di'regional significance. 1

1

,

""e

.Se Dunkelberger and Vanlandingham (1974)'for a discussion of the
.

origins of regional Rural Sociology research i the South, and especially
the cr$,gins of the Southern Rural Sociology 4. search Committee, which.has
played a crucial role in fbstering Southern tegional rural development

. . .

research. ;
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Overall Qoinmitment to Rural. Development Research

,Although rurkl. develoteaent constitutes one of the majqr.program .hrtists
. t- tt

It . . 0

ogethe Agricultural. Experiment StAtion, it has never received the funding.' 4' - , . .. -- - ' ' I . t .-, -

.

, support- enjoyed Fly other subject matter areas. In 1970,
_

.
_ .

by the President's Task Force on Rural Development 6 "A
.

Country" argued for a conoerted,effort"\:ylihe USDA and State' Agricultural.. .1... .. ,, . i

1.

a report prepared
'New Life for the

Experiment Stations to augment HatCh Act funding for human resources and

rural development research. At' that time, 9nly 1.5 percent of Experiment
. 4

° Station research 'dollars were being earmarked for :these program areas.
. ,

1

Desttite their' frecomraendation, support increased 'to only 4.5 percent by 1979
-

; (Nelson, 1980, p%...26).

!If

.

The passage of the Rat: Development Act` of 1972 was ctesignea todemoi0

strate a commitment by the'Tederal government to the effective research and
I

.1. A i o.
I.o

ixtension prOgrams at state institutions of highe education. Funding
1 .

-,_ .

,. , ,

authdtization fof Title it was placed at $10411on fdkFY 74, $15.milllon
..-

..e i I e .

foi FY 75, and $20 million' for .FY 76.. However, actual banding fell far
* . I °

short of the $45 million.eutillprizect,1:V.th appropriations barely totalling

$9 million' for the three-year period (IT 74 through'tFY 76). '- One-half of c'
- - . 4 ° - r.

the annual i3 million budget was d.eficAtei to rural, development researche . I
4 "'3

(nelson, i980). As-Figure 1, shows, Title 7 provided limited funding for
. .

e

rural development initiatives in the South..' 9nly North Carolina r'eceived a

combined research/extension:fllocation

p. 60) . S

As &Jesuit of `the 1981 igricultural Appropriations. Act t the $1.5 mil-
t

lion annual appropriation for Title V Rural Development Research was folded
-

into the general "latch appropriation to tate agricultural experiment staz

in 'excess of $100 rA000 (Madden", 1977,
P

ir 9 A

Lions. It was the intent of theCongress-that there monies-be earmarked- 4 . . . . . .

fOx RD reseerch at tilt land-grant schools (Biown, 1982, p. 275) ,
1,

- ' .

,

.

$

-

o
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Recent estimates prepared by Brown (1982, 13:027&) indicate that, total ',I.V. '

. i . 4: %Ai V ,

_Hatch expenditures by 1862 institutions for rural development research

,
4'

avit .

..-

' approached $64.5 million in FY 81 including the $1.5 mill' on Title V appro-
, .., f ..- . .

priations. About $2 million of those funds supported ural development
-.o. t

...

research in the South. While the. million figure signaled an.idcrease

'
. in Hatch support. for RD efforte, it etill,constituted less than 3 pecent"

of the total hatch dollars' unneled to state agricultitral'experiment stations.

' 4/
USDA outlaye_for RD and small farm socialie nce researh at

spv

1890 land -grant

--
;,universities were approximately.
for which fgtpires are available.

$3.6'milliori in PY 80, tie most recent date
-

Illiarepresente.soig.20:percentOf all
A

' USDA'supported research in the 1890 schools (Brown, 1982, p. 277).

NI '
1

Ili. - .. i
/ Rural Development Research in-the Sou

i , ,
.

, .

: Past and present
. ,- 4: \

.

,_ : : l'e'
., . . .

O -&-A simplified .taxonomy ogrural d velopmentesearch can help metre
1k - 4 .

i . .

i = .

the nature of Southern rural developmOnt research initiatives in recent
.

. "-'

.Cyears, 'Able 1 classifies aural de lopmentreiearch at/ outhern land-giant
: . , 0, , . . .

1 -

instituiions.intt- four°major groupings: community facilities and services,
.. .

hUin resources development,
.

. pkoVement.

econgmi. development, and environmental

A /

Primary emphasis was placed on amen resources development research
.

e

4

t.

( "people building") in. ttese two years. .In fiscal 1973, .102ftresearch pro-
,

.. ' s4
4. .

jects (52:6 percent) wereaktive in the,himan resoUrcesdevell.opment area. ,-,

--
/° 4FA

1

I ...
. A

.

.

By 1977, the number had slipped to $9 projects, ',hut still represented almost

/
45 percent7beall. RD research activities conducted at experiment stationsl

,
.1.

at,that time. 'While the proportion of projects dedicated to community,
- .

. f .' %

facilities and avices, and economic devetlopment was approximately the
. : .

_ same or these twg years, significant changes 'occurred -within the environ

. , . .
.. , - -

,,
1,, ..-. , .

mental impirovement sector. Only one Southern land-grant project was'classi-

4 0.
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Summary of Rural Development Research at 1862 and 1890 Land-Grant
-Institutions in-theouth, by Subject ilatter;Atisyiseal Years
1973 and 1977. /

----a.Community'Facitities

and Suites ...:. .....

-.Hum.6 Res irCes
Development.,.../

/

. _
FY1973 \

No. of Projects,

-

Economic-Development., .....

ei

Environientatimprovement..,-$
.

I

TOTAL.LA° t

*. .)

.Adaptedcfrom Tyutt (1974
F.

A .

FY1977.
**

47-- "1::.

No. Or Projects

,

\
41, 21./

,,.
...

-.

.
.

1

102 526
.,

89
.

. . a

'

50 - 6.8. ft-

:, 55

1 %

,

. yo,

1 0.5 -14
..--

r

If-
194 10D. 0

**AdaptedAdapted frok the Southern Rral Develotent Center Series_Publication
(January 1977

4' A

198 :

k

. ..-.
rj t /

't: :
. I .

.,
',5'

C' ,

.202

44.9

27.8k

S

A

t

li

,f
41,

- - -
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Pied as related to environmental- improvement in FY 73. This number increased

to 14 by FY
-/

77. Clearly the need to examine land use,
7
zoning, conservation

-

, ,r
. .

and redreation issues had come-to be7,recognized by Southern Experiment,
,

. , ,
.

St Lion Administrators.

*While a similar taxonomy is not available on current land-grant rural
. .

, .

development research activities in the South, an extensive fishing of rural
O

development research initiatives of 1862 land-grant institutions was recently

.prepared by Brown (1982). Table 2 presents the grouping of Southern experi-

ment station RD projects by, ttle ten,subject matter areas established by.

Brawn. A wide range of topics were being researched. Substantial inves t-

menti (relatively speaking) were dedicated to economic development, family/

youth, natural resources /recreation, population, and small farms research

initiatives.. '

It is important to note th t taxonomies outlined in 'rabies 1 and 2
c

suggest a homogeneity in RD research activities. However, the "Human .

ResOurces,Development" area includes research on human development, welfare,

, ,

.

,

health and nutrition, demography, ousehold decision- making, community

decision-making, and level/quality of life. Research efforts subsumed under

the other key Subject matter areas are

Thus, RD research in the Southern
,

heterogenous.

land-grant system encqmpasses a wide

variety of research issues. In fact, it tends-to bea residual'categyry
.

that includes rural sociology_ research, a good amount of home economies

research, and er things that do not it under "agriculture." It is also

chdracterized by sma-lcalmost marginal, commitments of a few people to

"----..---

.-
.

several projects resulting in f agmentation and the lack of a "critical mass."
. , .

Indeed, this is probably its most serious ess. From this point of view,
t.

14

it may be remarkable that so much has been accomplished.
,

3



Table 2.

0

Summary of
Research pr
by Subjebi/

8

//.
Regular and/Regional Hatch Supported Rural Development
ojects at J862 Land-Grant Institutions in the South,
Matter Area, Fiscal Year 1981 *

6

t

.

SUBJECT TITER

Population

Econonlic Development

Socioeconomic Indicaiors...

Community.

HealthEducation

Housing

FamiLy/Youth

,Services/Facilities

Natural Resources/
Recreation A.

Small Farms...

TOTAL

PROJECTS -DOIXARS

No. Amou/t
(in thbbsands)

11

25

4

10

4

8.7

19.8

. 3.2

-7.9

3.2

252.4

393.1-

119.8

150.5'

73.9

12.4

19.3

' 5.9

7.4

_3.6'__

9 7.1 97.9,. 4.8-

17 13.5 355.4 i7.4
A/

5, 4.0 69.7 3.4 Hi
,1

23 18.3 287.2. 141.

18 14.3 238.6 . 11.7,

126 100.0 2038.5 100.0

*
Adapted from Bro (1982)

a

'14

0

ft
t



It

SELECTED RURAL DEVELOPMENT RESEARCH ACCOMPLISAMENTS

In spite of limited ftnding and a diversity of research activities by

a small number of people, significant contributions have been made by rural

development researchers.2 s6me of the general areas in which rural develop-

went research has, in our opinion, proved most productive are discussed in

'this section. The intent is not to be all encompassing, but simply to pro-

vide a flavor of the important research activities that have been aohievid

in the rural develompt area.
.

Documenting Rural
,

Conditions

A basic requirement for'rural development research is o-document what
\

is happening to rural localities and-to
1--_
pedffIe-iisiding in these areas.

__-----' .
1/ _.--: 7 -,

Rural- development- and related _esearch has made impressive,contributions to,
-----' t\

Ithis subjeCt. While it 4 impossible to pay tribute to the countless indi-

. . .
\ .

viduals who have expanded our understanding of this research area, the work

f \

r performed by Calvin, Beale of the Economic Development Division, Economic *

Research Service, USDA is particularly noteworthy. Mt. Beale has spent a

lifetime documenting changing conditions if rural America (i.e Beale, 1975;

1978). He was, of course, the first to document and to analy e the "turn-
..

around" in rural-urban migration exchangts. Most of his w has been done

in cooperation with social scientists in state experim= t stations, including

some in the South.

, Other examples of significant research efforts that have been designed

to document,ruxal conditions include those of Deavers and Brown (1979).and

EDD-ERS-USDA (1971), which focus on economic and social trends in the rural

2See Southern Rural.Development Center (1981) for additional documenta-
tion of rural development research accomplishment's.

Z.)
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1

U.S., the important series of studies prepared in the, late 1960's on poverty

in rural America (President's National. Advisory Commission on Rural Poverty,,,

1967), and the large edited work by Hawley and Mazie (1981) that examines

income status of farmers, farm families,1andrural people in general. The

_1890.1and-grant institutions have sad, and continue to have, an active xe-
.

search program dedicated to the documentation of rural poverty in the South

and the exploration of its causes and consequences (i.e., 1890 Regional

Research Project

While

in'reality

the need to documeA!Changing,rural conditions

such research has always suffered from lack of

tr,

appears obvious,

support. Larson
a

(1981, p. 178) alludes to a history of political opposition in USDA to social

and economic research documenting rural conditions, opposition that c

tributed, in part, to the demise of the,Bureau of Agricultural Economics

and to the often unwelcome status in USDA of rural sociologists actively

involved in detailing those conditions. On a lessdramatic level, adequate

attention ha never been paid to securing accuratetdata on small rural, popu-

lations (Subcomm tiee on Agricultural Research anci.General Legislation, 1978

p. 1-20). In fact, we know less about rural America today than-we did in

the late 1930's and early 1940's, Moreover, the limited statistical data

currently available on rural areas are being je

(1) over - regulation of social science research

(2) imposition of budget cuts in major uata ga

such as the Bureau of the Census.

Rural Industrialization and Job Development

terdized by two key factors:

y the Federal governments

ering government agencies

I

Obtaining industry has been an important component of rural develop ent

/

activity since the "pilot county program" era of the late 1950's. This as

led in recent years to a variety of research contributions dealing with dif-

16



ferent aspects of Mr-al industrialization. Research has been performed on

types of communities that successfully recruit industry, and what rural

areas can do in order to realize industrial growth (Smith and Klindt, 1981;,

Smith et al., 1980). .1mportant research has been carried out on the impacts

of rural industrialization on rural communities, from distributional effects

'upon commilnity,income, to social impacts, to resulting service demands and

fisca1 effects on local,governments (Summers et al., 1976; Shaffer anciif'

weeten, 1974; Darling, 1976). Perhaprs one of the most exciting recent

outcomes of this research effort has been the development of models which,

can assist community.leaders to anticipate the probable impacts of obtaining

a particular type ofcindustry upon their community (Woods and Doeicsen, 1982;

ECM!, 1982; Clayton and Whittington, 1977). With the computer (even the

microcomputer iai some cases) it is now possibly for social scientists to

work directly with community leaders to analyze a variety of'growth and

development scenarios based upon accepted multipliers and other impact
1

parameters.

Community Services and Local Government Finance

Rural development researchefs, especially agriculturareconomists, have

for years contributedto the 'analysis of rural community services, local

government operations and finance. The call for this type of research has

increased rapidly as the demands on local governments for expanded public

services have intensified. While community services research remains com-

plex and multi-faceted (Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry,.

U.S. Senate, 1977), importait research achievements have already been.real-
.,

}zed on the costs of and demands for community services, economies of scale

in ens provision of local services, and alternatives for the financing of such
*

i
services (Fox, 1980, Ziegler et al., 1980).

17qr
tF
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One particularly promising area of research is the "Local iicisions

Projece'being,Conducted at Oklahoma 'State University in cooperation with

EDD -ERS -USDA (Nelson and Kuehn, 1982).. Building-upon a long tradition among

t t,

. "rural development,reseirchers of assisting local governments on community
. .

service decisions, Dr. Gerald Doeksen has systematically pursued the devel-

opment

0

. _

opment of readily usable community service budgets and other analytic tools
t

required by local communities in making decisions about the establishment

...

and financing It community services. Although the work is formally in the
-

.
s

.

Cooperative Extension Service, fun/ctionally it has rekesented a successful

F

marriage of research and action.
3

e

Community Development Process
4

If the essence of rural development is, as jopp (1972) suggests, people

in rural communities working together to iMprOve their living situation, then
_ .

rural developkent and the_(rural)'community development,process mean virtually
e.,

the same thing: A Rerusal ofany standard definition of community deVelop-

ment will confirm this (Christenson and Robinson, 1980). The acre of rural

6
development, then, has to do with the "capacity" of rural commmnities, their

people, and their governments to meet the challenges that confront them.

There has been a recent revival of interest in the capacity of local govern-

ments, under the rubric of "capacity building" (Grosenick, 1977; Carter, 1979;

Honadle, 1982) and the-field of community development has always been con-

cerned with-the capacity of local communities -- of both its private and

public sectors.

Research in a variety of contexts has confirmed the importance of an

3Eignificantily, some of the community service budgets in great demand .

relate to health and health related services, an important area of research
in its own right, and an area of concern to many rural people.

18
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"essential process" (Madden, 1977) that involves people both leaders and

the pubtc) in rural development if it is to be successfyl. This is, in many

, respects, a uniquely American idea. Ironically,. -noire he most ex tensive

. urrent research relating to its sTplicabilitycomes from he field of inter-

n tional development (Whyte, 1981; Cornell:University, 197,9). There is,

ever',.a continuing tradition of research on, community decision-making in

al. communities (i.e., 'Southern Regional Reseatch Project S-1201 and on

community leadership. Harold Kaufman of Mississippi State University and

gfroldNix of the Universityof Georgia, bot lonIktime scholars and practi-
. o

.

tioners of community development, have made very imp tent contributiOns,to
#

s1,

r
this area.

... 1
I Unfqrtunately, the ndings from community development research that

_can/actually be applied are not numerous.- Indeed, this area of research

. #

/.
.

seems plagued by inability to articulate research and practice effectively..
. /

, -. ,

ion

and case study evidence abounds, however to support the conten-
.

.

ion qf Kepner: . -4.

.## . Perhaps the most significant attainment to date is one which is
least susceptible to_objective assessment. Thit is the discaery (or
rediscovdry) that when all interests of any'area join together in an
organized way in a commoNcauses'accomplishments which the skeptics
would say were impossible become realities. (.Kepner, as quoted in

Nelson, 1980, p. 7)

Small Farms

"

This is an area that ny would not include in a consideration of rural ,

development. However, research directed at small farmsin the United States\
I ..4 ./

is intimately related to rural development bepause It is directed at improving ,
_.

.. I

the quality of life, income potential, and available options of aiarge

segment of rural America.

A substantial amount of small farm related research has been conducted

andepontinues to be performed in land-grant institutions. Activities include

_19
el



O

14

evaluations of special assistance programs for small farmers (Harrold, 1975;

Ladewig and Edmonson, 1972; Nyir, 1976; brden et al., 1980), specialized
)

'research on the rural development implications of small farms (Smith etall

1980, and surveys describing characteristics andneeds of small farm oVer-
. s I

ators (Huffman and Donald, ,p81; Van Es et aL,1982; Hoiberg, 1978; Crecink,

1979; Salant, 1982): A comprehensive study,in this latter area is:being-

'currently 1.prtaken by 1890 land-grant institutions and two cooperating It,

1862 land-grant schools under the Southern Regional Research Program-RR-2.

It seems;especially important to note that researchers pre almost unanir

mous on the point that relatively inexpensive small farm'assistance,programs

are highly cost-effective, resulting insignificant enhancements of income

and qualit forparticipants (Roberts, 1982).. This belies the usual'

assumption that small farms, because of the impediments they face in a dynamic

agricixltural economy and the small amount of agridultutal products they

produce, should be treated as'welfare,problems.

Studies of Rural Youth and Youth in Agriculture
-

There-is a strong tradition of regional research in the South dealing

with the aspirations and attainment of rural youth and Southern land -grant

college students,,including 1862 and 1890 institutions. This research has

been associated with Regional Research Project S-114 and its predecessor
. _

AP.

projects. Although this research might not appear to relate to rural devel-

0 14

opment, local community leaders Almost, aiwsys identify improvement of edu-
.

cational and employment opportunities for thelr youngPeqpie as an objective

of rural development programs.. In the 1..te 1950's many, of the pilot rural

development counties be"ms,irived'in.projtcts specifically'tb improve

educitional and employment opportunities, hoping that this would encourage

their young people to remain in the community.

a.
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Needs Assessment

One of the principaf objeCtives associated with the Title V section of

the 1971 Buial DeVelopment Act was "to develop hnd proyide the best sciea

tific, technics , econohici organizeicin, environmental, and management

"s, '15

el

.
or.

a

/ c
information effective developmInt in rural America " (U.S. Senate,

'1973). In, general, Title V served as an important conduit to the strength.-

/ . . * .-

ening of the rural development xesearch/eitensioeta One research area
s ... ' '..." . . .. . ' ...

that " of age" in the era of Title V was` "needs assessment." Ftom its

a'
very i eppion, needs assessment wasNdesigned to:prn ovide decision makers

I"

I .
withrtlicy information on the perceived needs of local

4 0

_ g Southern Land-grant scientists have taken an active

to, information needs of community decision makers.

/
tion of s!ientific survey techniqUegrural development researchers have

citizens.

pertain responding

Through the applies-

secured a wealth of data for utse by local leader 1-plannets and policy
t

makers in Aeeting the expressed needs of local residents. Because of the
,t

large number of community- specific needs assessment studies completed, it
a* ;

. .

is ikbesible to gi/e them adequate treatment at this .time. However, it is

.v,

important to note these legitimate an fruitful activities of the land-40ant

-.'

system.
(

On a btoader scale, statewide needs assessment studies have.been success-

fully carried out by land-grant researchers in Florida, Kentucky and North

/.
Carolina (Beaulieu andKorsching, 1979) Warner et al., 1976; Christenson,

1973, 1975-1976). Because of the close partnership establishbd with key

individuals and agencies during the initial stages of these studies, the
10

information gathered via tie statewide surveys have been of optimal use to

state agencies, legislative bodies, regional/state planning groups, county

governments, and Cooperative Extension personnel.

A

0
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It seems .apparent that as we move into. the 1980's1, the demana. for needs

. . . r , 4

assessment will intensify:. A recent doltTmaent prepared by the Office of Rural
A

Development Policy (1982, p. 20) States that local (*ferments will be asked
_ ,

. .

to 'take on an expanded role in initiating and tanagin4 rural deVelopmeiri. The
. / . .

success' of their efforts w.iil be &pendent, in part, upon, the land; gXant
e /

.z I

system's ability, to' deliver the type of 'technical assistance needed. We would
t . ,

. "I - ..
. 0 ...:,

. .., argue that the estabkished .successes of rural development, researchers in the
6

.. /10

needs assessment arena make them partic'ularly well suited to meet this chal-
,,/ 1 # . , ..

, I. ....lenge:
%. I' ..

i

4 t

e

I :

1 V
- :

I
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EMERGING RURAL DEVELOPMENT ISSUES
.

Anticipating, the future is risky,

examine specific_RD'issue priorities

but essential. This section will

grout the perspective of the researcher

and the public end directions that are important to the success of future
4

rural.develbbment research.

.

Rural Develo nt Research Priorittes

. .

The factors which influence the rural development research agenda.of

A

.

a land-grant scientist are generally diverse. n some caseq4 tte

selected for investigation reflect a person's professional.training,.the

expectations of the institution that epplbys him, and/or the researcher 's

...;

percepticips of his discipline's major Concerns (Pigg, l9771 gown, 19821. *

.4.- ...

At otheipt times, the research topics mirror the 'expresied concern of rural

.4 . %i
rdsidents.of the state. While it is impossible for us to accurately enumer-

.

.. 1 .
_ . 1

ate the'RD research priorities of each Southern land-grant institution, or
. ,

to specify the,research topics that parallel the stientistts-profeXonal

tr aining, information does exist on the rural developmdpt priorities of

7. l
local citizens and of those actively involved in Southern rural development

4 I
I.

research. 1
./

$.

,..-77.._ Rural development concerns of selected Southern researcyrri Were
-..- s"..

.

recently articulated in a dt0y-conductediby Linder (not dted). ,Employing

a two -stage delphi conference technique, researchers were asked to list

five to ten rural development research issues which they felt were of
,

,
. .

.

critical imisortiiice for the 1980ks. These responses wet* subsequehOy

. I
4

.

synthesized and included in a second mailing to rural development' researchers.

/nstructioni were to pllce the slate of research items in priority order,

from most ifiportant to least important. Table43 the results of
.

23
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- Table 3. Rural Development Research Pricrities of/S,Southern Researchers (n=104)
. : ,_fi .

.
_ __ ; . - .. .

.. -

.,.ims;-----"EciIssuE. RANKING

Impact g Grpvth and Develppmeht on_the Demand
efor and Costa- pfServices ... 1 .... ....a .

,
. 1-

.
__________ e),

Water Resources 2

1

Health Care .e
-3

J.

-

1

, .

Impact of Eriergy Shortages and Inflation

Rural Labor Market

Land Use Planning and Zoning

kcal and Intergovernmental Tina-ming 7

Educational Systems an Institutions
r

. \.
8

Level of Living end Qu pity. of Life;.t 9

Preservation of Farmla d., 10

Rdiil-klderly 11

I " 4

5

6

, .

Technology for -Small Farms., 12.

. .
.

Evaluation of Rural ,Dev elopment PrOgrams
,

4. 13
/

. . .
_

.
ianpoWer Developme .. . 4.1. 14

. V .

,

Human Development 15

Transportation a d.ComiUnicatiOn \ 16

'Community Deci on Making.:. ....... .......,,,..
.. .-- --17

Local Governm nrbperatioria
-,

I's lft

'
Inequality n Rural Areas 4 19

Rural dri e: . 20

Dempgra by

Source:

a 21

-

William W. Linder, "The ecstasy and the agony of rural development."
Unpublished paper (not dated)..
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09.

I
t - 0 Linder's study.

'The five 'areas that-emerged as the- key research issues. in the South

were; 41) impact of grotith an'd development of the demand for and tato o'f

4

services, (2) water resources, (3) health care,. (4) i act of energy short-
.

. ,

ages and inflation, an's) (5) rural labor market. Nonetheless, in light'of

. , .

.

("N.,),
the procedures employed by Linder, it is

.
fair to say at.the 21items

incltideduikTable 3lare all refleve cd-the research topics deemed impor-

i

.. -.

the. South

t4,1411
."

'tans by 'rural development scientists
I

41

Itis an arise of the lalid-cant sy tem that research Should respond.

to real needy the field," and the very definition of rural development

. .

requires attention to "felt needs." What thee are\the p4oritips, of rural

.
. . ..

. :

people? Regretably, Southern regional data of this na,Vr are- nonexistent.

Howeimr, statewide studies carried out in North Carolina d Florida repre-
.,

:

1',
seht\good examples of how scientific assessments of localico terns can prove

,

i

.., t
''' % highinstrumental i the selection of research projects having corredpondence

.

f

i
1 .,

..
with. the identii,iedneeds of.drukal residents.

.
.

.1 Despite the.fact that the North Carolina study was conducted in 1974 .

-.and lorida's ii 197E4 there is much .consistency in the type of problems
. \ I 1 ......_.

_ .

identified by the two sursay.s_j_Eor_extropl-e-f-both-single--olit-drug use, street N--- 1...--. ...

.______.--------'-"'
-

and road conditions, adequate medical personnel, recreation for youth, and

special education for retarded and handicapped citizens, as priority concerns
. .

, . .

of local residents. In addition, home concerns expressed by North Carolina

and Floridriespondents serve to reaffirm thesimportSnce,of research issues

\
;

1 -' - '.

outlined by participants in Linder's study, While their problems are local-
_ 4

. ;:.
: .

ity specific in nature, they do relate to broader research topics such as

, 1 . i' . .4,

..

'`Only research topics'that, received

7

15.or more.mentions in the first-

4
i

. wave of Linder's study were ihcliaded,tn'the second survey milled to RD
researchers. Thus, Table 3 represents a rank offering of the major RD

. research issues identified in .the first survey.

41,
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of. 'yam , 4., 0 . eis
. : ,... .4*

. _ . 0--, . R .. - - -

health care, land use planning, and zoning, educational systems and'institU- K.
, ' .

. ,, ) r 4, . ,
% . k . 1 ( ;' ' .. 0 % .. -.e

tions, and demandfor andscoits of 'services: , .
. .,,ts

a° _

. :
. ,

t 4
'ib A survey performed' foixiCOUnties of Arkansas. in 1975 deterfkined,

_ .

.

4

getieral public's priorities for expenditures 4-the county levd1..'Both
-

.

leideris and the general paoli were surveyed. The" items which received the-ti

greatest support were quite -consistent with the results uncovered in-the Notthe
, .

Carolina andlorida statewide surveys. PuralA Arkansas residents were deos,t...0

, A ' . .f _I

.

. . .e
i

concerned with adequate medical -services, rural roads, rural keautifidatidni.:-4
. -,, = ''''.

..... - . 1, .
-...-.. .,. ,- 1 i .:

'ind employient opportunities, all_of.which are 140,timate objectives.90WL..

4 I
AO 1

,' development' programming and research. ,,--

. . --.

-=, . . `
0 - ..:

. 4
. .. -, , ,,. . ."

The key point to be deduced from this disCAssitp is that the landTsr
.., .

,-

scientist's rural developient.researchagenda in theYears ahead-mu
: 1

A

,
,

balance betieen the research toWs ofotajor importance ft his discipline
.

.:
-. - .

.
,: 'A-- t ,

. '

, .

.. .

and the ecritical concernsvaiced,by clientele at th :ocal level 'O
.

.
.., a .

. .. . =-:=4,
,

. .

Important New

I

,

Peiearch:izections

,*

Or

(1) Collabora4-OkRes4arch..---
. .

0 - 0
One desirable trend that isessental to theAuccess ofrurel dev14-..

-. . _ ..
. __ '.: !_t _

. t

went is collahisatiire eiearegoiWrCiving cooperatiop aflacookdi4tiOn,aMpng'., .:-

t

* s

'different disciplines, among 1862 and 1890 land-..granh ingtitutions4 and among,
- -

extension anci research Liduity. The bOuthern Rd41*ciOlogy Vesearcp

tee (SRSRC) had proved instrumental in fostering coll4oratiire activities.-
* 7 * 4,

lenong 1862 and 1890 researchers. While Title V of the 1.9niaLtlevelopmapt

I.

V

Act served as the initial stivillus for joint work among,reeiaichand extefir

5, ; te".%
siori pirsonnil the recent incorporation of funds intO'thereguler formula ..0

1 -

funds has tended to weaken that linkage. Despite thii, the future dictates

.40 - *

a need for closer collaboration between the ride]. development research and
, .

. -

1-5 .
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extension functiOns of the land-grant systemf
O

(2) Evaluation and Estimation of Program Impacts

There is little evaluative research that measures 'the Impa6t of rural

development activities (Ale3ander, 1971; Madden, 1977). As accoatability

becomes of paramoUnt,concern, research of thii kind must be performed. Re-

search should focus upon the overall impacts of rural develoPment activity

and upon an analysis of alternative strategies for achieving rural develibp-
.

. -
.

ment. Thb research will b e inherently difficult since rural develOpment is

not somet%ing upon which'- experiments can be performed. However, with the

. significa7"developments in evaluative research techniques oyer.the last 20

years, it/is almost certain that evaluative research on rural development

will become a reality.

(3) Implications of the "New Federalism"

The "New Federalise.concept of turning over greater responsibility to

, local communities has very important implications for rural development..

. First, it places greater demands upon local governments and local communi-

ties. Assistance previously ava ilab.e from more centralized Federal agent

ties has declined. ;This imposes greater demands upon the USDA RD delivery

system. Second, rural development will have to minimize its financial assis-

tance strategy and strengthen its strategy of self-help (for

development skills -will be needed), much in the pattern used

tive Extension Service in the late 1950's and early 1960's.

local autonomy will require the land-grant system to be more

which community

by the Coopera-

Third, greater

sensitive and

responsive to local clientele needs. It has been shown that rural develop-

pent practice is capable of effectively responding to such.needs (Madden,

±977), and additi'onal rural developient research in these areas should make

it even mama,.
27



GENERAL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Significant progress has been made in 'rural development research during

the 1970's, as is illustrated by important contributions in the documentation

of rural conditions, in research on rural iridustrialization, condunitY ser-
I

vices, local goyernment finance, community development process, and on small

farms, to name just a few. These contributions indicate that.a.detree of

4 maturity has lA( h reached in rural development research. TheAputh has
.

contributed significantly to the progress that has been made in these areas. ,

I

Rural development and rural,developpent research are uniquely qualified,

iri both their structure and focus, to' make-aiiiiiRtilOns in a new environment

of greaterlocal autonomy and self-reliance. The land-grant system was

."federalism" before it became "new." Rural ddvelopment practice and

research both focus upon assisting local communities in decision making and

in the delivery of services. In this respect, they parallel the New Federal-

ism concept. They constitute gresource oftexpertise available to help local

communities4meet their own objectives.

Rural development still suffers from fragmentation'and isolation, espe-

.cially in the South where few institutions have enough RD staff to create
/,

the critical mass r4quired for an "effective research program. Several
4 .

aspects of this fragmentation can'be identified; isolation of

involved in rural development research, isolation of research

diiciplines

from act on,,

isolatiori of researchers from one another, Isolation ampng institutions, .

especially between 1890 and1862 institutions, isolation of rural development

from production agriculture and, finally, the tendency for researchers to be

involved marginally in many projects, without having the time available to

make a decisive commitment- to any one.

There is a trend toward more collaborative rese
4

chf evidenced espe-P!

'28



.23

cially.by new 1862-1890 coordination, and greater multi-disciplinary coop-

eration. Research -extensiOn collaboration in rural development, strongly

fostered by Title V of the Rural Development Act of 1972, may decline since

Title V resources have been folded into regular Hatch funds. The Southern

Rural Development Center has contributed to the nurturing of regional, multi-

disciplinary, and extension-research collaboration in the Southern region.

Also, the cooperative regional research structure, in the Southern experi-
,

ment stations has stimulated and supported collaborative research. it is

essential that these mechanisms for cooperative research be mOdined and

strengthened since it is only in this why that the very thin rural develop-

., ment research capability of the South can meet the demands placed upon it.

In view of the integral nature of rural development to the Depirtment

'df Agriculture and its cooperating agencies, it is also important that a

greater collaborative relationship Be developed betWeen RD and agricultural

research. To a degree this has occurred_in the area of small farm research.
. .-, .

More collaboration is required,'however, to examine'such things as, the
. . .

effects of change in commercial agriculture upon the community and of the

change in the community upon commercial agiiculture. Many other examples k

of potential interdependence couldlpe

It is essential that adequate resources be available to the entire

rural development research establishment, as well as to the Bureau Of the

Census and other data gathering agencies, to maintain an accurate and useful .

data base-oft-taral Bitteilte7 Az-ve-point-ed,o.ut=abszeimokit_mach less about..._ _

alrural America now than we did in the 1930's and 1940's, and much less th
.

we..kpow about .urban America. Moreover, unless a renewed commitment to RD

-researdk is forthcoming/ future, progress in RD research will be severely
$

hampered. With less than 5 percent of the Agricultural Experiment Station
4

29
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resources being devoted to, a very heterogeni:rural development research

program, it will be difficult to maintain a viable rural devefopme t research

effort in the years ahead. It'is critical that dollar and manpow r support

be expanded so that rural development can maintain an active partnership in

the mission of the USDA/Lana-Grant System and so, that a critical mass can be
.

brought to bear upon RD issues.

Finally,.it is important that past and present rural develo

tiatives or strategies be evaluated dispassionately so that we y deter-
a

mine what works and what does not. In sharp,contrast to urban development.

programs and agricultural research and extension investments, lery little

evaluative research has been performed OR rural development.-

As.

a

/MP

4.
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