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. - . ABSTRACT ’
. . | -~ ’ s .
/ The land-grant system functions as a primary stimulator of rural devel-
g \  opment research in fhe’United States. <This paper presents a broad overview
- ] - o LY

of rural development research wiih}n.the land-grant environment, focﬁsing

primarily upon 1862 and 1890 institutions in the Soutli. Several key-3aspects
Co . ~ T

of the ryral develdpment research enterprise are discussed, including the

institutional .context in which RD reséarch is undertaken, past and current .
. o \ .

£

rural development research successesq(and emergiqg directions in the RD .,

_research agenda. General recommendations about the land-grant system'ﬁff,
el M '

L]
rural development research activities arg offered. '
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. . o ~ INTRODUCTION - _
N P 7 F ‘ ' LI
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) The United States Department of Agriculture, with its constituént and

__________ —— - L T ’

coopera*ing agencies, has seFved since its inception.as the primary policy
making agency and delivery system for.»tiral development (RD) programs and

policies in the United States.
»
tributions made by other governmental agencies (e.y-., Department of Cpmmerce,

This is not: to slight the important con~-

*

Department of Housing and Urban Development) angl p?ivéte sector organizations

{e. g. ,‘Rural America, Inc., National Rural Center, Country Tife Commission,

-
"

Farm FOundation).

'Y

However, the USDA has conSistently held the position of

+

advocate fox rural farm.areas and has received the bulk of resources desig-

nated

L}

¥

¢

L]

erecifically to achievye rural developmentJ

-

. a RD research strategy for the future.

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

carried ouz within its land—grant system. The purpose of this paper is tcr
provide a broad overView of RD, research in the land—grant environment, focus-
ing primarily upon the 1862 and 1830 institutions in the South. The obJective
throughout is to draw out characteristics of the RD research enterprise that

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

A

|
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- THE RURAL DEVELUPMENT RESEARCH ENTERPRISE ',  ° ' AN
. T . ; Ny Dot S 4 . . . e
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. e - Lt Y N
RD researxch is multi-faceted in terms of the problems and isSues'ghat . ,
- - . . 1= . L - N . e ¥
- a ’ ) . . '. ‘ ‘. . LR - - -i}
it seeks to scientifically examiné‘and,with respect to the Varlous environ- < g
‘ N . . - 1 -
-~ -

- ~ -o ° - o,
ments under whiéh it commonly operates. As prev1ously nated, RD research .
' does not?functlon solelx,wlthin the landrgrant system {Brown, 1982, P %To) .

| fox important contributions to the body of knowledge on rural development -

have heen and cont;ﬁue,to be made by agencies and organlzatldns outslde this.

v

- .o ' N "
envzronment. Inmpoxtant concerns’ relevant to 'rural America are berng a ressed

by the Economic Research Serviée, partrcularly its Economlc Development ivi-

: - # 2

. s:|.on (EDD) . Currently, EDD constitutes the largest single research orga iza-
«tion focusing on rural develogment in the United States (Brown, 1982, p. 78).

\
Essential activities in support o;hland—grant RD_research'are also b ing..

. .
.’ -

»

. ) ) .l 4 . . . - -
carried out by four *;gional centers. The Sou:?ern Rural Development Center,
. i

located at Mlss1s51gp State Un1vers1ty, repre ents an important 1nst1tutibn

o

facllltatlng regional research activlties in the South.
~ " There -is little doubt, however, that the cornerstone of rural develo -
u . . -

ment research continnes to be the state agricultural eprrimﬁnt stations.

_ The comblnation of state and Federel appropriations has.accorded 1862 and-,

1890 land—grant 1nstitutlons an opportunity to. establlsh a rural development

\~‘

4
. rQSearch record withln thelr states. Moregver, the ava1 abrllty o£—regional

:-search funds has served as a catalyst to the establlshm nt of regional
technlcal commlttees. These committees have represented &mportant vehicles .
‘for the pursumt of RD research oﬁ regional signif:.cance.1 .' ﬁ?. 1 :

L Fl

> . . / A A . '
Lse Dunkelberger and Vanlandingham (1974) for a discussion of the - g
" origing/of regional Rural Sociology research iy the South, and especially
" the or*glns of the Southern Rural Soc1ology search Committee, which .has
played a crucial role in foatering Southern fegional rural development :
'research. '

_ ___._1_ -.-....4._-.-:-..--.,. -
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Overall 'Gpmitmen; to Rural. Development Research
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‘Although rural’ develo;!ment constitutes one of the majqx;_ program thrusts

) of@thé Agricultural Experiment Stgtion, it has neve‘.'r redeived the funding v

L4

\ supporb enjoyed by other subject matter areas. . In 1970, a report prepared

by the President s Task -Force on Rural Developmnt ~— “A 1~1e1'gr Life for the . '
‘Coupt.rgy" ~— argued for a concerted:effort'\by"th‘_e‘{.;sm and %l_:ate‘ Agric.ultura:!_ “ia . |
Experiment S_tations to augment. Hatch Act fundiJn_g for.huma:_l resou:rces and - ‘\
rural development research. At'- that ,t_in_re, én'ly 1.5 pexcent cf E;periment‘ _ ’ |
DN : i -t ; LICI 4

* Station research ‘dollars were being earmarked for ‘these progr:am areas.
Desbite thqir‘i-ecomendation, ‘Support *-increas‘ed 'to only 4.5 percent ]3y 1979 '\

* 2 '

' N Ty

+ .t . . -
L . e . . R , s s

(Nelson, 1980, B 26) LS : o . .
— . . 1 .
'me passage of the Ruxﬁ Development Aét/of 1972 was d"es:.gned to\demorﬁ-
L
strate a comm:l.tment by the ‘Federal governmEn to the effective research aud

- - -
~

i ~" -

°thension programs at state J.nstitutions of highefb education. Funding . . M
authdrization fof Title ¥ was plaoed at $40 myllion £0r* FY 74, $lS mill:.on : F
- - - - . " .

for FY 75, and $20 mill:l.on fTr FY 76. N chever, actual funding fell ,far T oo
\ - L ) . “_ ':::

short of the $45 million authprized, with appropp.ations barely totalling .

! .

$9 mllion f.or the three-year period (FY 74 _;through \‘FY 76) One—hal:E of L

the annual $3 million budget was dsdcfeéted to rural. development research

(gle_lson, 1980). As Figure 1,shows, Title V prov:.ded lirited funding for .

[ t * . LI

rural development 1n1t1at1ves in the South. gnly Worth Carolina r'chived a- -

combmed research/extension 'allocat:.on in “excess of $lOO 000 (Madden‘, 1977,_
. . . »" .~ \, » _
po- 60) . ) ' - - } . b -

. 1 ¥ "
- ] ’ 4 " S

' | As a JLesult of the 1981 Agrficultural Appropriatious Act, the $1.5 mil— .

*

lion annual appropriat:.on for Title V Rural Deve].opment Research was folded . ) ‘
7“? . o

J.nto the general Iiatch appropriation to tate agricultural experunent sta’x— *

° A w..

t:.ons. It was the J.ntent of the Congress that thetfe monies. be earmarked
4 ., . .

+ foxr RD resegrch at thj ]!:and-—grant schools (Brown, 1982, p. 275)\

T M ]
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. Recent estlmates prepared hy Brown (1982, p, ,279) indicate thav total

-

“#/// Hatch expendltures by 1862 institutions for rural development research

. approached $6.5 million in FY Bl 1ncluding tne $1.5 mill

2 prlatlons.

-

research in the South.

i

About $2 million of those,funds supported

A% t
ol

i
-

AR of

e, L4
ural development

While the $6,5 million figure sigﬂaled an. iﬁcrease

jon Tltle V appro— oy

:

,_..-

-

i 1n Hatch support %or RD efforts, it Stlll constituted lesa than 5 percent

-

‘ra

mental improvement sector.

N . '/
UsSha outlays f6r RD and small farm social

- L
unlversltles were approxlmately $3 3 mllllon in FY 80. tﬁe most recent date
: »

for whzch f‘@ures are available. ﬂhléﬁrepresents somﬁ 20 percent of all

s 4....‘

USDA supported researéh\in the 1890 schools (Brown. 1982, P. 277)

. -3 . : AN
hural Development Research in“the South: Past andzpresent -
'/\_--" ‘ \l #

:KA ermplifled taxonomy of rural d velopment‘%esearch can help anai?ze

the nature of Southern rural developnfnt research 1n1t1at1ves in recent

-

.,_t

. .

;‘years. Table 1l cla551fies rural de 1opment research at. uthern land-grant

$ Sepe . »

1nst1tut1ons 1ntc four'major groupln?s' communlty faclllties and services.

s - ,

“ -

human resources development. economl%
< N i\ ;

pmovement.,

development, and envrronmental ink

Lo

) " . & S

Prrmary empha51s was placed on Luman resources development research .

(“people buildlng“) in Epese two years._ In fiscal 1973, lOiuresearch pro-

jgfts (52 6 percent) were‘hﬁtlve in the human resources deve}opment area.

’ 1

By 1977, the number had slrpped to 99 projects,‘but Stlil repreegnted almost
45 percent of all-RD research activities conducted at experlment statlo?s
atgthat tima. 'Whlie the proportlon of projects dedlcated to commun;%?

fac1lities and servlcesiand é&onom;c devdiopment was approximately the

- K

. same for these twg ears, slgniflcant changes occurred withln the environ-

*
pnly one aouthern landngrant project was claSSi—

LS 1w

-

" of the total Hatch dollars’funneled to state agrlcultural experiment stations.

@ierice researgh at 1890 land—grant

/
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. i . . i
. . . | .
1

fied as related to enpironmental:improvement in FY 73. This number increased
. - ). -
vto 14 by FY 77. Clearly the need to examine land use, roning, conservation

and'recréatgcn ifsues had come to be xecognized by Southern Experiment o

! 4 )
Station Administrators: o . §a

.o

" While a similar. taxcnomy is not available on current 1and-grant rural

h -

development research act1v1t1es in the South, an extensive listing of rural

development research initiatives of 1862 land-grant institutions was recently
_prepared by Brown (1982). unble 2 presents the grouping of Southern experi—
‘ ment station RD‘prOJects by the ten. subject matter areas establisbed bm

Brown. A wide range of toplcs were beipg researcheﬂ Substantial 1nuest-

ments (relatlvely speaking) were dedlcated to economic development, famlly/

! t

youth, natural resources/recr ation, pcpulathn, and small farms reseaﬁ%h

iV . i - -

u u u u . ’ L v . " +
initiatives. . ° N ‘uir e
L. . L :

It is J:.mportant to note that tlée-taxonomiets outlined in Tables 1 and 2

e
-

suggest a hoﬁogeneity in RD reseaxrch activities. However, the *"Human .

Fesburces Develqpment" area includes research on human develqpment, welfare,

' health and nutritlon, demography, ‘cusehold decisrcnwmaklng, community .

*

\ - e
declslon-maklng, and level/qnallty of life. Research efforts subsumed under
- - g
the other key subject matter areas are sim11ar1y heterogenous.

¥’

Thus, RD research in the Southern land-grant system enccmpasses a w1de

variety of researc¢h issues. In fact, it tends- to be ‘a residual category

-11 ES -
that includes rural‘sociology_research, a good amount of home economicS

!

research: and Other\:hings that do not fit npder “agriculture.” It is also
° . . . L - -

cha%acterized by sma‘iihalmost marginal, ccmmitmenta of a few people to

e

several projects resulting in fxagmentation and the lack of a "critical mass.”

e
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Table 2.
: Research Projects at

-

Summary of Regular and;Re%ional Hatch Supported Rural Development
1862 Land-CGrant Ingtitutions in the South
by Subject Matter Area, Fiscal Year 1981 *

Ty .

i

PROJECTS

sun.mzn@mn
_KREA

. 'nox,)zfns -

.I /. - ND. % - ['.- Amou,{t- . ?ﬂ R *
o Ry _ f .(in thousands)
i . | N
. Population.....oovvuvunnnes 11 8.7 252.4 12.4 -
* « Economic De@elopmenk;.....; 25 19.8 393.1° 9.3 - .-
' Sociogconomic.Indicanrs... 4. 3.2 119.8 5.9
rJ \ N n Cmunity.. s e rrrrrerdrer e 10 ) ‘?.9 156'5‘ ?.4
._{ \\ MHealth/Education......y.r.. & 3.2 o 13.9 3.6
. Bqugiﬁg...:A..,..:......... 9 7.1 " . 97.9,. 4.8 - \
Famisy/Youth. .oevveieernens 17 13.5 355.4 i7.4 -
.Services/Facilities.....c.. 5, 4.0 69.7 ; 3.4
e e s . 1. f
S Natural Resources/ _ /
Recreation........cvefeette 23 18.3 287.2 144
Small Farms......ovvevveees 18 1%.3 238.6 11,7
‘ L
- . + |
' TOTAL.. .......,......6. LR L 126 100.0 2038.5 l 100.0
5\' . .
i N o
- N "- ; |3 ". )
/;ﬁﬁ/ o *Adapted from Broyn (1982) - ‘
o , ., ‘-
T;}”’ K . ) .
- .
'- * " ) ! - f.‘“
1 J: ‘ ¥ "\ /
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- SELECTED RURAL DEVELOPMENT RESEARCH ACCOMPLISQMENTS

- , '\ |
In spite of 1imitéd'f?nding_and a diversity of research activities by
Lo . . ’ ™ i | . -

a small number of péople, si&nificant contributions have been made by rural

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

- 1

o I} I} u : 1 - u
ment research has, in our opinion, proved most productive are discussed in L
* . .

‘ this section. The intent ig not to be all encompassing, but simply to pro-

vide a flavor of the important resoarch activities that have been achieved -

L]
4

- . . * . . e e

’ ) in the rura'l__dev‘e],opmgnt. area.

- u . - - . : |
_ Documenting Rural Conditions : ; . " ‘faﬂ#’,,,,f”f’#’fij

A basic requirement for ‘rural development roiifffhiig,tefﬂoﬁaaent what \

& is happening to rural localities and-to pecpie Zesiding in thesé areas.
e el R S
— Riral—development #nd related "effi;ph has made impressive contributions to

3 - - - I ) I . - { . -~

“this subject. While it ¢ impossible to pay tribute to the countless indi—\

- vidﬁals who have exbanded our understanaing of this research area, the work \
per?ormed ny Ca;vin,Beale of the Economgc Development Division, Economic * L
Regearch Service, VSDA is particularly roteworthy. Mr. Beale has spent_a
1ifetimo'documenting changing cond%?ions 19 rural America (i.e r Beale, 1975;
1878). He was, Q£ cougse, the fifst to document and to analyge the "turn-

a@ . N -
éround" in rural-urban migration exchongé;. Most of his w

has been done

some in the South. . .?

Other examples of significant research efforts that have been designed
Ve

to document rural conditions include those of Deavers and Brown {(1979) and

EDD—ERS USDA (1971}, whlch focus on economic and social trends in the rural

-

2See Southern Hnral .Development Center (1981) for addltlonal documenta-
tion of rural development research accompllshments.

b
QY
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U.8., the important series of studles prepared in the late 1960 s on poverty

- )

in rurvl Amerlca (Pres;dent‘s Natlcnal AGVLScry Commlssicn on Rnral Poverty, .

;967), and the large edited work by Hawley and Mazie (1981} that examines
L. _ . <
income status of farmers, faym families,”and yural people in general. The

13

_d:4,1890,1and—grant institutions have had, and continue to have, an active re-

+  search program dedicated tc the documentation of ;ural povecty in the South
_ahd the exploration of its caueee and ccnseqpences (i.e., 18?0 Regional

’ Research bffject RR-1}. ’ T
Wﬁile thelceed to dccdmeﬁ%'%hanging';ural conditions appears obvious, _

in‘reality such research has alwe;s suffered from lack of support.‘ Eecﬁcn

(1981, p. 178) alludes to a history of éclitical opposition ip USDA to social

and economic research documentihg rural conditions, opposition that ccg:ﬁha&
. . T ’
tributed, in part, to the demise of the JBureau of Agricﬁi?ﬂral Economics

and to the often unwelcome status in USDA of rural socioclogists actively
. ] :

involved in detailing those conditions. On a less;dramatic level, adequate

-~

attenrlcn haw, never been pald to securing accurate data on small rural popu-
i‘ latccns (Subcc ttee on Agricultural Research and General Leglslatlcn, 1978,
p. 1~20), Iq fact, We know less about rural Amer'ca today than we did in
the late 1930's and early 1940's, More;ver, the flimited statistical data
' * currently ava%lable on rural areas are ceing je Lardized by two key factors:
(1) cver-repulEticn of social science recearch y the Federal government; . nd

- .
(2) imposition of budget cuts in major wata gatthering government agencies,

such as the Bureau of the Census.

Rural Industrializaticn{and Job Development

t

/
activity since the "pilot county program" gra of the late 1950's. This has

mc- - 18




ferent aspects of rural industriaiization. Research has been performed on

types of communities that succeséfully regruit industry, and what rural
! ' -{:‘ - * il
areas can do in order to realize industrial growth (Smith and Klindt, 1981:

) N ) L 1 . ) . _
Smith et al., 198G). .ImporEant research has been carried out on the impacts . ;

* .

. . ] |
of rural industrialization on rural commnq}ties, from distributional effects

) —_ - * . , | .
‘upon commimmity .income, to social impacts, to resulting ervice demands and
_ % -
fiscal effects on iocal_govgrnments (Summers et al., 1976: Shaffer ané?

Tweeten, 1974:~qu;in§, 1976) . Perhaps one cf the most exciting recent ©

-

outcomes of this redearch effort has been the development of models which
L ! -

/ ) )
can assist community. leaders to anticipate the probable impacts of obtaining
. - : -
? P
ECO

microcomputer in some cases) it is now possible for social scientists to

articular type'oﬁggndu;try upon their community (Woods and Doeksen, 1982;

P, 1982: Clayton and Whittington, 1977). With the computer (even the .

work directly with community leaders to_analyze a variety ofgrowth and

development scenarios based upon acbebted maltipliers and other impact
Y . _ .

-

parameters.

Cormunity Sexrvices and Local Government Finance
Eﬁral development researchers, especia}ly'agricultura1°economists, have
. fox years contr%buted‘to the analyzis of rural community services, local
s o/ ‘ )

goernment operations and firmance. The call for this type of research has

a

increased rapidly as the demands on local governments for expanded public

- ——— \

¢ services have intensified. wWhile community services research remains com-

plex and multi-faceted (Commit?ee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and fbrestry,,

U.5. Senhate, 1977), importi?t research achievements have already been real- ‘\\;\

v

ized on the costs of and demands for comﬁﬁnity services, economies of scale

]

- in the provision of local sexvices, and alternatives fog‘tﬁe.financing of such
services (Fox, 1980: Ziegler et al., 1980); ‘ -
&%, ' 137 . . L
o
7.

sg; .o " ) '_ . ) ’ ! '- __;g




ey

' Cooperative Extension Service, functionally it has rep%esented a successful

marriage of résearch and action.>

12°

[}

One particularly promising area of research is the "rocal Decisions

i ’

Project“ being conducted at Oklahoma State University in cooperation with

EDD-ERS—USDA (Nelson and ¥uehn, 1982)., ‘Building-upon a long tradition among
1 ’ ﬂ, ) !

rural development ;esearchers of assisting local governments on community

. .y
* LT

Jservice decisions, Dr. Gerald Doeksen has systematically pursued the devel~- *

cpment of readily usable community service budgets and other analytic tools
LA .
required by local communities in making decisions about the establishment

-

and financing of community services. Although the work’is formally in_the
. \ . ‘

L 1

L]

Community Development Process - - Y
- : : / :
If the essence of rural development i, as ;bpp (1972] suggests, people

in rural communities working together to 1mprove their living situation, then

rural development and the (rural) community development.process mean virtually

T

the same‘thing. a perusal of any standard definition of community develop-

ment will confirm this (Chrlstenson and Robinson, 1980). The core of rural

&
development, then, has to do with the "capacity“ of rural communities, 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, 1975; Carter, 1979;

o4

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

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

r . . -

public sectors. ' . .

-

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

"

3Signifi‘canialy, some of the community service hudgets in great demand °
relate to health ‘and health related services, an important area of reseagch
in its own right, and an area of concern to many rural pgople.

18 - .
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. "essential process" (Madden, 1977) that involves people (both leaders and
\ the public) in rural development if it is to be successfnl. This is, in many e

[ Y

\ respects, a unlquely American fdea. Ironically, gome é§ he most exten31ve

‘urrent reseaxch relating to its rpplicability comes from Whe field of inter-

n t10na1 development (whyte, 1981; Cornell Un1vers;§y, 1979). Thexe is, i
L] - . '_’
h ever,_a continuing tradleion of research on commpnlty decision-making in

f ) ' . . ] R
flﬂcommunities (i.e., Southern Regional Reseafch Project S-120] and on

communi}y leadership. Harold Kaufman of Mlssis§ippi State Unlversity and

ﬁgeold Nix of the Unlversity of Georgia, bo;& 10n§¥time scholars and practi-

tioners of community aevelopment, have made very important centr;butions.to
. ‘.I" : LY ' .
- , ‘this area. _g L , .
”” e N r‘I . rez . ! . -
{ Unfortunately, the %;ndings from community development research that
. » - - .

. . - 4 - X .
.can/ actually be applied are not numerous. Indeed, this area of research

seem; plagued by inability to articulate research and practice effectively.

:Tecdotal and gase study ‘evidence abounds, howevﬁ;//;o support the conten-
2 . VA . .
i

on qf Kepner: . = . C .

-+ . Perhaps the most slgni%icant attainment to date is one which is
least susceptible to objective assessment. That is the dlscovery {or
rediscovéry) thdt when all 1nterests of any area join together in an , o
organized way in a common, cause, "accomplishments which the skeptics T
would say Wwere impossible become realities. (Kepner, as guoted in -

Nelson, 1980, p. 7). : ; o L. : s

~
T + kY

-

* 8mall Farms . ) ,

- . . s
This is an area that kany would not include in a consideration of rural ., o
$ . - - . »,
- . ~ " . . . i
development, However, research directed at small farms 'in the United States
~
is 1nt1mate1y related to rural development begause it is directed at lmproving 0

the guality of life,llnceme potentla%, and avLilable options of a‘&arge '

segment of rural America. . N g . "
A substantial amount of small farm releped research has been conducted

and continues to be performed in land-grant institutions. Activities include /)
. . \\‘ A '-
- “ . oo

~ v

. . 19 - e,




::esearch on the ruxal development inpiica%ions of amail farms (Smith et_al.} .

-studies of Rural {outh and Youth ir Agrieultur'e !

P
:development oounties bee;m_finfolved in projects specifzoally tb improve

.- L ‘y. - '
\" .
evaluations of spacial agsistance programs for small farmers (Harrq}d, 1?75:

o

e X . . S 1
Ladewig and Edmonson, 1972; Myér, 1976; Orden $t al., 1980), specialized
.o \ : :

. \ -

19805, and surueya describing characteristios and ‘needs of small farm oper-

ators (Huffman and Donald, 498l; Van Es et al. 19823 Hioiberg, 19783 Crec:nk,
L b ¥,

1979; Salant, 1982): A comprehens;ve study Ain this latter area is bezng

L4

“eurrvently quertaken by 1890 land-grant institutlons and two cooperatlng Fg

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

It SEems'especially 1mportant ‘to note that researchers are almost unanl-

mous on the point that relatlvely 1nexpen51ve small farm’ ass:stance,progranm
\

“are hlghly cost~effect1ve, resulting in s:gnificant enhancements of 1ncome

for'participants (Roberts, 1982L Thig belies the usual' R
, t

and qualit

assumptlon that small farms, because of the 1mped1ments they face in a dynamic

agrlcultural economy and the small amount of agricultural products they

produce,-should be treated as'welfare,problems. ’

|, <

There is a strong tradltlon of regional research in the South dealing

with the asp:ratzons and attainment of rural youth and Southern landngrant

college students, includzng 1862 and 1890 1nstitutions. This research has

been associated with Reglonal Research Projeot 5-114 and its predécessor

: . ’ . : - . - ;
projécts. Although this research might not appear to relate to rural devel-

4 .

Jl‘

L) . - . F] - . . -
opment, local oommunity leaders almosﬂfalways identify improvement of edu-

cational and emplcyment opportunit;és for/the;r young people as an objective .

of rural develoﬁment prog*ams . In the late 1950's many, of the pilot rural

-~
- L]

educational and employment cpportunities, hoping that this woul@ encourage

their young people to remain in the community.
* \ -'J, _I'_q
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Needs Asgegsment °,

L . - LY

Oné of the principal objectives associated with the Title V section of
. ;'r i . i ' . . + [
the 197;7 Rufal DeVelopment Act was "to dewelop and provide the best scien- - A

t:|.f:|.c, technical, econom:.c, orgam.zat':l.on, env:l.ronmental, a,nd management

A \ N

{ .
r et information relating to effective de\veloment in rural Ameriqa"' (U.s. Senate, ;
, ‘1973) In general, Title V served as an important oondu:Lt to the strengthr '1.‘..
r .r—
/ =t ; ﬂ _u\
/.“ / ening of the rural development research/extensf.orr 'ti@ One research area s

/ of age" in the era of Title v was “"needs assessment.". From its )
very. d;i'eption, needs assessment wag* des:i_.gned to ‘provide decision makers
. , . . . Ll . S,
l_ : _. . * with /gu_;a‘li-cy information on the perceived needs of local citizens. ) b e
. . : : , -
- f.‘Southern' land-grant sc:i,ent:i.sts h;.ve taken an act:i.\ie ;pa.rt-in resp-on'ding
' / . - . L . 1"

- to, the information needs of community decision makers. Through the apglica- o
e o/ :

t:|.on of s?.':l.entzl.fic survey techn:.ques% rural development researchers have_ " v , :
N . / secured a wealth of data for use by local leaderirj];anners and policy ¥ {‘\
1 ) _:,,; makers :|.n Heeting the expressed needs of local residents. ‘Because of the .
i o //- large number of comunity-specif:.c needs‘bassessment stud:.es completed: i€ o
Se - : N : -

is impS "ss:.ble to gi them adequate treatment at this .time. However, it is -
T

LI

LY

/ J.mportant %o note these leg:.t:.mate and fru:.tful act:.v:.t:.es of the land-&lant

L]

/ -‘ A system. _ i = R . | : ) . -

_ On a bfoader scale, 'statew:i.de. needs assessment stud:i.es have_been _suooe‘ss- )

B fully car,ri.ed' out by land-grant re.searcher\s :i:n Florida, .Kentuc:ky and North \
Carol:lna (Beaulieu and_Korsch/ing, 1979; jiarner' et al., 1976; Chr_i.stenson,

19734 1975'--1976) Because of the close partnership established with key

indiv:.duals and agencies during the :|.nitial stages of these stud:.es, the
®

l, >~
information gathered via t}xe statewz.de surveys have been of optimal use to
s
~ state agencies, legg.slative bod:.es,_regional/state planning groups, county
. : . . - ’ ¢
govexrnments, and Cooperative Extension personnel. " L

-




lenge.
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1" Ml ] B i' )
It seems . apparent that as we move 1nto the 1980 Sa the demand fox needs

- I : [}

asséssment will 1nten51fy.- A recent dgéﬁment prepared by the Office of Rural

" ;
Development Pollcy (1982, . 20) states that local governments wil he asked

to ‘take on an expanded role in 1n1t1ating and genaglng rural de%elopment ‘The

success of their efforts wuil be dépendent, in part, upon. the 1and grant

"«..

system's abilrty to dellver the type of ‘technical assistance needed. We would_

~ .
argue that the establlshed supcesses of rural development researchers in the
L3 -. - 'h
needs assessment arena make them partlcularly well suited to meet this chal-

v f +

L
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" EMARGING RURAL DEVELOPMENT ISSUES R -
;- ‘

. - . 4
' “ - " «l. .

nntlcipating the future is risky, tpt essential. This section will

examine epecific_RD'iseue_priorities irom the perspectiﬁe of the,researcher ) »

and the ;:ulro].}ic_'and_direct%_gns‘tha_t are important to ‘the success of fufure

:rnral;develbﬁment reaearchff - ,-'”é”- . ., T PR io .
R : o

Rural Development Research Priorities aL - v

The factors which influence the rural development:research agenda -of ,

PR -

a land-grant scientist are generally diverse. ‘In some caseg, tfie issues.

selected fox inveetigatioh reflect a person’s professiohal training, the
expectations of the instituticn that egplbys him, and/or the researcherﬁi .

perceptiqps of hrs drsclpl;ne s major concerns (Plgg: lS??;'Brown, 1982}. v

F
At othen times, the research topics mirror the expressed concernl of rural )

resldents.of the state. While it is imp0851ble for us to accurately enumer—

B ) » . P4
ate the RD research priorltiés of each Southern land-grant lnstltution, or

o

to 5pec1fy the research toprcs tnat parallel the stientist's- professional

- - - Tt .

< -

tra;ninq, information does exlst on the rural development priorlties of J; N
local citizens and of those actively involved in Southern rural development - f ”
. . . vy ) o
R . * . - 5] . o L . .
_research‘ ) % - ' 2 . -4
; ; /, ;_1 ' ;
Rural developrent concerns of selected Southern researchers were

>

._.,.___,___v______‘ . b

recently artzcuiaEEE_In“a study-conductedhgz_Lrnder (not déted) 'Employ1ng
a two-=gtage delphz conference technlque, researchers were asked to list

F

frve to ten rural development research 1ssues which they felt weré of

- i -

Crftical importance for'the 1980's. _These respdnses were subsequeh‘;y-
v
SYnthesized and 1ncluded in a second mailing to rural development researchers.

i

Instructlons were to place the slate of research 1tems in przorzty order, a

-

1 r

from most ifiportant to least imgortante_ Table 3 reports the.results of
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. ". Table 3. Rural Development Reaearch Pricrities os,Southern Researchera (n=104)
§ s ',' . et N —T-__'. e =TT ) _?—" . Bowm
PR Rxsnjgnc.u' 1ssve - ' . RaNking - )
;f ) ' Impact pf Growth and Development on_the Demand Yoo ] )
) "7 for and Costs of Services............)....vz......... 1 i -
- 1 : s o2 t
:‘;’__ - 4 Water RESOUI’CES...-.&.......ooo..oo....:..........'t.... 2 * b
s . lI Health Care..-».-..-.......--.\......._._o-’_..-......\.l.... '3 -
; ?i’ Impact of Energy Shortages and Infla&ion........“h.,. 4 T
_:‘ ?' Rural Labor Harketoooooooooooooooooooooooolooottoogooo 5 '
d _Land U_SE_P—lanning and ,Zoning. L R R R B ] .l.(. L . 6 - '.
] b \
il _ G; l
: ﬁbcal and Intergovernmental Financing.............l.. 7 -
” ). - Ed“cational S}’atems anﬁ 'IﬂStitlltiOﬂS..........»....\'.o} 8 -a
. Level of Living and Quality. of Life..,.............}. 9 ' '
e A .-
- - Y P |
= T Preservation of Parmland.g........,ﬁ.................x 10
-:' “ '-_'l - . - -1 . 7 :, \]‘ “e
- ‘, Rural Elderly.........i..D............-...‘...?..‘—._.‘._!‘_..I 11 _.__r
;” d . = Technology EpE-Small Earms.,,u......v......:...;...... 12.
oo ) Evaluatien of Rural;Development Prégrams...}:i.:..,:; .13
i " t. ) - ;
o, ., HManpower Developmegi.cvcvevetverereveregotvererereres 14 ' -
*  Human Development et e e e arerre e raaree 15
' ' Transportation and Comﬁhn}cation.................5...%§ 16
" Community Deci on Makingu.vevevvvnoossvocravunssoeee —-17 - e T
Lo Local Governm n:'Dperatione}......;.l...i..;?x...;.... l§f
: -4 . . "" IS
Inequalit}’ n Rl.lral Areas..ooo.ooJoooo_oo.oo;o;oooo.ooo 19
.} ’ Rural Cri e.“tttbtttt|lt.:tttttttt......‘.tttttttt‘.tttt 20 . -

e

21

Unpublished paper (not dated).

{\DI‘
th

Source: ' William W. Linder, "The ecstasy and the agony of rural development.
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¢ . " Lindér's study. - .. .

LI

-, -

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

{ . were: 415 impact of growth an& development of the demg%d for and dsts ‘of

l ' * . - _ - .
services, (2) water resources, {3) health care, {(4) i dct of eneréy short-
! ) - . ”_“\ . ‘\ . \ i

ages and inflaﬁifn, and (5) rural labor market. HNonetheless, in light'of

the procedures employed by Linder, it is fair to say !at.the 2l.items = ;

a v +

| . L ]
included.iﬂ.Table 31are all refle\t~ve of ‘the research topics deemed impor-
AN

"tant by*rural development scien!ists i the’ South,
. - | M .
tem that reseaJch should respond -
F
to real needs Yin the field * and the very definition of rural development

L]

requires attentlon to "felt needs." What then are the puiorities of rural A

It-is an axiom of the laﬂd-drant s

e

\
people? Regretably, Southern regional data of Ehis n t@r[nare nonexistent

[
L3

' . However, starewide studies carried out in North Carolina d Florida repre-_‘

‘\
sent\good examples of how scientific assessments of local; concerns can prove
A

r - ' ' ) » -
high_correspondence
\ i
_ with-the identifjied neéds of ,rural residents. ) ‘g : RN

LM

instrumental in.the selection of research projects having

{€:': Despite tﬁe fact that the North Carolina study‘was conducted in 1973

-.and lorida's ;n 1978, there is much consistency in the type of problems
A

,,,..,.l-w-—'“"'"""'_-.-__-‘____

: __H;-——h“”" -
ﬂﬂ~f"' and road conditions, adequate medical personnel, recreation for youth,_and

special education for retarded and handicapped citiéens, as priority concerns'_
ot local residents. In addition, some concerns expressed by North Carolina o
and Florida respondents serve’to.reaffirm the importance of research issues

B} outlined by participants in Linderhs study While their problems are local-‘

v Yy

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

N SR

- 4Only research topics that received 15 .or more mentions in the first-
wave of Linder's study were 1ncluded in ‘the second survey maileéd to RD
researchers. Thus, Table 3 represents a rank offering of the major RD

research issues identified in the first survey.

- A *

" M B A "7 L3
.

1dentified by the two sur Jﬁﬁggﬁ_Eor_ex%mpleq—both-singhETﬂnrﬂrug use, street _‘ >

G

Bl




iy

) - - " ' {J_
health care, iand use planning and zonrng, educational systerns and (institu- o
4 Y - . .-;;;

and the critical concerns.vﬁced py clientele at t.‘n ocal level. Lo

. h. . . -".s 2. - s -

. . l_ , o , - L . 3"__1 e . . ‘f.

" - - R . T M ) . T 7 - ‘f‘

Important New Research-Directions {- LT . . g
. £ - » - L] - -

N : - V. : 0
a need, for ¢loser colla_lgorat:i.on between the rural _deveiopment research and - -

< !

o LA . -
tions, and demand for and.costs of serv1ceS' T IV

. .‘ To. -~ - . \ . "
'p A sm:vey perfomed 1n four counties of Arkansas 1n 1915 determ:.ned the

Al ..-’ LS )

geri'bral publ:l.c s pr:.or:l:ties for expand:.tures at the county level. Both lo*‘ai’

leade‘:;s and the general pﬁbliq were surveyed. 'I‘he items 1whzl.ch recei.gred the 3

i . .

,greatest support were qu:..te consistent with the results uncovered m the N@ttl‘b

o < n » ‘f .
Carolina and Flor:.da statew:.da surveys. Pural Arkansas res:.dents were ﬂost.
L4 .: . iu"

ooncerned w:l.th adequate medical sérvices, rural roads, rura}. beaui.ification,

_A
) J ® -

'a-*.

'rhe key po:l.nt to be deduced from tl‘.:l.s é:l.scllsszl.on is that the %and-g_yr ,
sc:.ent:.st's rural development research agenda in the ,years ahead Tnu; show
balance between tbe research to@.cs of major :l.n;portarfe }q, h:l.s &isca.pl:.ne

PR

! " i !.. ’ E;!; -- . : ; B ‘. v - .%"; - . . - ::-}L’
. ('l) Collab'orativa Research T ;

] ' . ¢
"One desirable trend that is essential to the succe’ss of rural develd'p-

-~

LI .
b i .

B

¥ » - - - - e
. R .
LX) .

ment is collab’orative research, 1nvolv:.ng cooperatiop and coord:.nat;._on a.mong s

‘- S -

§ - Lot ST t,—r e

"and employment opportunities, a‘ll of 1which are légltimte oh_,ecti:res. of rl‘} al ., w -

) N 1£J : ¢ - e "i . ! :— D * g 4 . e ' -
development progranm.ng and researgh. o _'",, . e f‘. , P ._%;?'
a . ‘w._ 1o h

different discipl-ines, among 1862 and 1390 land-—grant. mstitutions . and among ERL _'

extension a.nd research f&éulty. The Southern Rural Socn.ology Resear‘qh Co:nm:.t-w

-
<

tee (SRSRC) has proved instrumental in foster:.ng oollagorative activ:.ties

1 . . {\ > PN

Act served as the initial stin;plus for joint_work among, research _.and exten.— ..

L . . ’ : " ‘.' 3 i ‘. ' o-.-_.?. __6-.-/‘.‘-
sion personnel, the recent incorporation of funds into’ the .\regpl'ar formrla .o
- T - L4 w . . . A ’-‘; -_- .._%l{
funds has tended to weaken that linkage. Despite this:‘, the future digtates

o ) ] . . . .. "_}.r_. -, ._:' - . n N

i » 3 . i * . -

“among 1862 and 1390 researchers. While T:Ltle v of the 19":‘ ral, Dev.elopment ‘

T - - [ -_' M !




will become a realityv

/ B
P r *

- ) -

extension functions of the land-grant systemé

- . L

(2) Evaiuation and Estimation of Program Impacts
There is little evaluatjve research that measures ‘the :mpact of rural

development activities‘(Alexander, 1971; Madden, 1977}, As accountability

becomes of paramodnt,conoern; research of_thié kind must be peer;medv

' Fie e

saarch ehould focus upon the overall impacts of rural development activity _

BRe-

‘and upon an analysis of alternative strategies for achlevlng rural develop~

w

THE research will be inherently difficult since rural development is

e -

ment.

not somefhing upon whichiexﬁeriments can be performedv However, with the

significan developments in evaluatlve research techniques over the last 20

_years, it is almost certaln that. evaluative research on rural devq{opment

% . R '

-
2
L)

(3) Implications of the "New Federalism"

- . ]

The “"New Federalism".concept of turning over greater responsibility to
R 4 r .

. ties.,

local communities has very important implications for rural development.

1

r

"

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

Assistance previo;sly available from more centralized Federal agen+

cies has declined. .

. This imposes greater demands upon the USDA RD delivery

V/’

syétemv

Second, raral development will have to minimize its financial assis®

. tance strategy and strengthen its strategy of self-help (for which cammunlty C

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

»

development EKllls-will be needed), much in the pattern used by the Coopera-

* . ' -

tive Extension Service in the late 1950'5 and early 1960's. Third, greater

1

local autonomy will Tequire the land-grant System to be more sensitive and

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

-

i977}, and additional rural develop@ent research in these areas should make

- . . -
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GENERAL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS I
. S:l.gn:l.f:l.cant progress has been made in rural development: I:Bsearch during ., «
; the 1970'5, as is 111ustrated by important contr:.butions :|.n the dopmnentation ~

- - s

of rural cond:.t:.ons, in research on rural :|.ndustria1:|.zation, commiunity ser~
vices, local government finance, community development process, and on small . )
farms, to name 3ust a faw. IIhese oontr:.but:.ons inc;icate that a degre‘e of . '
a maturity has b'egn reached in rural development research. The _Snuth has
cont‘r:l.buted s:.ém.f:.cantly to the progress that has been Inade in these areas.
IRural development and rural -develop;ment research are um.quely qualif:l.ed,

in both their structure and focus, to makKe contributions in a new environment
: . o ) N

of greater 1ocal auto‘nomy and self-rel:i.'ance. The land-grant system was . .
- r ‘ "

Mfederalism* before it became "new." Rural development bract:i.'ce and

. ~. research both foc(us upon assisting local communities in decision making and

. . . P ' ]
B

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

ism concept. They const:l.tute gresource of "expert:l.se ava:l.lable to help local

ot .‘ comum.t::.es meet the:|.r own ob;;ect:l.ves. ’ ) h
; - - . ) . . N
S v Rural development still suffers from frag'mentatzl.on and :|.solation, espe-

. cially in the South where few institutions ha.ve enough RD staff to create
) . ’ A

_the cr:i.t:i.cal mass ré’quired‘for an 'effect:i.ve research program. Several
" _ aspects of this fragmentat:.on can’ be ident:l.f:l.ed- isolation of d:l.écipl:l.nes
R - . i R ’ »
involved ih rural development research, iaolation of research from act on,

» -

:|.solation of researchers £rom one another, ,i.solation among :mstitutions, -

especially bétween 1890 and‘.1862 institutions, isolation ef rural development

" from i‘.'roduction agriculture ‘an.&, finally, the ten;ilency‘. for researchers te' be
involved marginally in many projects, without havipg the time available to
make a docisive commitment to any one. ’ Lo . o

"~

There is a trend toward more collaborative reseadych, evidenced espes-’
." - ’ . . .,

: ) } ,
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cially by new 1862-1890 coordinaticn, 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. Th¢ Southern
. N e - "
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-
f

It is

ment stations has stimulated and supported collaborative research.

essent®al’ that these mechanisms for cccperatlve research be nﬁgganed and

- _—_—

* —_—

Istrengthened since it is only in this way that the very thin rural develop~

ment research capability of the South can meet the demands placed upcn i€,

In view of the integral nature of rural development fo the Department
o '

‘f Agriculture and its cooPerating’agencies, it is also important that a

greater ccilabcrative relationship be developed between RD and agricuitural

To a degree this has opcurred in the area of small farm research.
.-?

More collaboration is required,' hOWever, to examine ‘such things as the

1

research.

1

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

change in the community upon commercial agticulture.

Many other examples Y

of potential interdependence could.be giveﬁ.: r ¢

It is essential that adequate resources be available to the entire
| ' ’
N L] . - [] i
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 on rural‘aherica"——ﬁsrwe-pornted—out—abQgg,_me_kncm_mmgh_LQss about _

rural Amerlca ncw tha* we did in the 1930's and 1940's, and much less tha&

wezknow about qrban Amerlca. Moreover, unless a reneWed commitment to RD

‘research, is forthcoming, future,prcgress in RD research will be sewverely

th less than 5 percent of the Agricultural Experiment Station

i
o '
)

hampered. W
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1

resources being devoted to, a wvery heterogen}Zerural development research
Pbrogram, it will be difficomlt to maintain a vigble rural devefopme t research

effort in the years ahead. It is critical that dollar and manpower support

+ , be expanded so that rurdl development can maintain an active partnership in

the m1351on of the USDA/Land-Grant System and so that a critical mass can be '

brought to bear npon RD 1ssues‘ . ’

b

Finally, .it is important that past and present rural development .ini-

tiat;v?s or strategies be svalnated dlspassmonately 80 that we

mine what works and what does,not. In sharp, contrast to urban evelopment
* h

- programs and agricultural research and extension investments,

1 ery little
( b ) ' -
. evalnative reseaych has heen performed on rural development.-
= = "
b .t . \ . 7‘ /'
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