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ORDER OF REFERENCE
Extract from the Minutes of the Proceedings of the Senate.
THURSDAY, February 11, 1960.

“The Honourable Senator Aseltine moved, seconded by the Honourable
Senator Macdonald, P.C.—

That a Special Committee of the Senate be appointed to consider and
Teport on land use in Canada and what should be done to ensure that our
land resources are most effectively utilized for the benefit of the Canadian
€conomy and the Canadian people and, in particular, to increase both agricul-

Aturai production and the incomes of those engaged in it;

That the Committee be composed of the Honourable Senators Barbour,

asha, Bois, Boucher, Bradette, Buchanan, Cameron, Crerar, Emerson, Glad-

stone, Golding, Higgins, Horner, Inman, Leger, Leonard, MacDonald, McDonald,

MCGrand, Methot, Molson, Pearson, Power, Smith (Kamloops), Stambaugh,

%‘;ﬁ’ilt()r, (Norfolk), Taylor (Westmorland), Turgeon, Vaillancourt, Wall and
e.

That the Committee have power to engage the services of such counsel

and _tEChnical and clerical personnel as may be necessary for the purpose of
the lnquiry;

& s.'fhat t.he Committee have power to send for persons, papers and records,
o Sit during sittings and adjournments of the Senate, and to report from

time 1o time;

e That the evidence taken on the subject during the four preceding sessions
referred to the Committee.

After debate, and—
The question being put on the motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.”

J. F. MacNEILL,
Clerk of the Senate.

22604-3—13
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, March 3, 1960.

Pursuant to adjournment and notice the Special Committee of the Senate
on Land Use in Canada, met this day at 11.00 A.M.

Present: The Honourable Senators:—Pearson, Chairman; Bois, Deputy
Chairman; Barbour, Basha, Boucher, Bradette, Buchanan, Gladstone, Golding,
Higgins, Horner, Inman, Leger, Leonard, MacDonald, McDonald, McGrand,
Methot, Stambaugh, Taylor (Westmorland), Taylor (Norfolk), Vaillancourt
and Wall.—23.

On motion of the Honourable Senator Wall, seconded by the Honourable
Senator Horner, the Honourable Senator Taylor (Norfolk) was appointed a
Mmember of the Steering Committee.

The Clerk of the Committee read the Minutes of a meeting of the Steering
Committee held on Thursday, February 18, 1960.

The Committee considered the Report of a Delegation of the Canada
Department of Agriculture, made on the Request of the Special Committee

_of the Senate on Land Use in Canada, on The Rural Development Program in

The United States of America.

The following officials from the Canada Department of Agriculture were
heard with respect to the said Report:

; Mr S. C. Barry, Deputy Minister; Dr. J. F. Booth, Director, Economics
DIV1s1on; Mr. A. E. Barrett, Assistant to the Director General, Research Branch

an_d'Mr. Ralph A. Stutt, Head, Land Economics Unit, Economics Division, Ad-
Ministration Branch. g

Further consideration of the Report of the delegation was adjourned.

On Motion of the Honourable Senator Taylor (Westmorland) it was ordered

that the Report of the Delegation be printed as an Appendix to today’s
Proceedings.

i At 12.30 P.M. the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chairman, tenta-
vely set for Thursday, March 10, 1960, at 11.00 A.M.
Attest.

James D. MacDonald,
Clerk of the Committee.
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THE SENATE
SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON LAND USE IN CANADA

EVIDENCE

Otrawa, Thursday, March 3, 1960.
The Special Committee on Land Use in Canada met this day at 11. am.
Senator Arthur M. Pearson in the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN: Honourable senators, we are very pleased to see a good
turn-out for the first meeting of the Land Use Committee. May I say at the
outset that we have a good program for this session. To start off, I will ask
Mr. MacDonald, the clerk of the committee, to read the Minutes of the Steering
Committee, which was the first meeting held.

The CLERK of the CoMmMITTEE: Tuesday, February 23rd, 1960. Pursuant
to notice the Steering Committee of the Special Committee of the Senate on
Land Use in Canada met this day at 2.30 p.m.

Present: The Honourable Senators Pearson, Chairman; Bois, Deputy
Chairman: Basha, Inman, McDonald, Smith (Kamloops) and Taylor (West-
morland) .—T7. i

In attendance: Dr. J. F. Booth, Director, Econocmics Division, Department
Of. {\griculture and Mr. Ralph A. Stutt, Head, Land Economics Unit, Economics
lvision, Department of Agriculture.

_The chairman informed the committee that Mr. Stutt’s services would
again be available to the committee as a special consultant.

Dr. Booth informed the committee that pursuant to the recommendations
of the committee the federal Government, through the Department of Agri-
Culture, had appointed delegates to study and report on the Rural Develop-
Mment Program in the U.S.A. The delegation was composed as follows: Dr.
J. F. Booth, Director of the Economic Division of the Administration Branch
(Leader); A. E. Barrett, Assistant to the Director General of the Research
Brélnch; S. F. Shields, Regional Director of the Prairie Farm Rehabilitation

filpinistration; and Ralph A. Stutt, Head, Land Economics Unit, Economics
1vision.

Dr. Booth stated that the delegation had prepared a report for submission
the committee and that he expected it would be available for presentation
On or about Thursday, February 25th, 1960. :

e The committee considered witnesses to be heard at future meetings, and it
e s resolved that Dr. Booth and Mr. Stutt would be heard at the next meeting
the committee, tentatively set for Thursday, March 3rd, 1960, at 11.00 a.m.
Pis Was also suggested that Mr. Shields and Mr. Barrett be heard at a future
eeting of the committee, possibly on Thursday, March 10th, 1960 at 11.00 a.m.

Orf motion of the Honourable Senator Bois it was resolved to request
adier Rutherford, Director, Farm Credit Corporation to appear at a

Brig
ture meeting of the committee.



8 SPECIAL COMMITTEE
Dr. Booth and Mr. Stutt presented a proposed outline of program of the
Committee for the present session under the following headings:
I. General theme;
II. Areas of investigation; .
III. Suggested scope of presentation by witnesses;
IV. Some suggested points to cover in areas of investigation:
A. Agriculture;
. Forestry;
Industry and labour;
Recreation and tourist trade;

Education;

4B U QoW

Leadership;
G. Public Relations.

A tentative list of bodies to present briefs to the committee was presented.

Dr. Booth-and Mr. Stutt received a unanimous vote of thanks for the
splendid contribution they have made to the committee’s deliberation.

At 3.30 p.m. the committee adjourned to the call of the chairman.

The CHAIRMAN: Honourable senators, on going through the list of mem-
bers of the Steering Committee I noticed that we have every other province
in the Dominion represented except Ontario. I went to see Senator Taylor
from Norfolk, and I asked him if he felt he was able to join the Steering Com-
mittee, and he said he was in very good health this year and was able to take
part in the work. I will ask him if he would stand. Will somebody move that
Mr. Taylor be added to the membership of the Steering Committee?

Senator HORNER: I so move.
Some Hon. SENATORS: Agreed.

The CHAIRMAN: We have with us Mr. S. C. Barry, the new Deputy Min-
ister of Agriculture in Ottawa. Mr. Barry is a graduate of the University of
British Columbia. He graduated more years ago than he would care to
remember, sometime just after the First World War. Mr. Barry became
associated with the Department of Agriculture in 1925, I understand, and he
has been gradually working his way up in that department. He was associated
with the Production Branch, being concerned with poultry, and later he be-
came associated with the sale, and such like, of stock during the period of
the foot and mouth disease problem, and he made a very fine showing, I
understand, in regard to the disposal of meats at that time.

He is also interested, and has worked considerably with, the Research
Branch, with particular emphasis on the pathology of animals. He has an all-
around knowledge of the affairs of the Department of Agriculture.

That is just a brief summary of what I know of Mr. Barry, and I would
ask him now to introduce the other members of his group who are here today
from the Department, and after that we will hear from Dr. Booth.

Senator Taylor (Westmorland): Mr. Chairman, I would like to say a
word or two myself in connection with Mr, Barry. I am probably one of the
members of this committee who have been most associated with him over a

——
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good many years in the agricultural work of Canada, and I can assure you that
those of us who have been in the field of the administration of the policies of
the Government with respect to agriculture throughout Canada consider Mr.
Barry as one of the top men in Canada, and we have so considered him for
many years. His promotion to the position of Deputy Minister of Agriculture
gave me a great deal of satisfaction.

.Mr. BARRY, Deputy Minister of Agriculture: Mr. Chairman and honour-
able senators, may I express my appreciation to you, Mr. Chairman, and to
Senator Taylor, for those remarks. I know that I do not need to assure this
committee of the desire of our department to be of any assistance we can be
to you in the responsibilities you have in your committee work. We have
had—and I am very pleased that we have been able to do it—over the period
of your deliberations certain of our people act in a consultative capacity to
your committee. Last year, as has been said, we arranged at your request
to have a group of our people conduct a survey or study in the United States
on the rural development program in that country, and that is to be reported
on at this point.

As you know, the composition of that committee was Dr Booth, who is on
my right, and who is the Director of our Economics Division; Mr. Stutt, at the
end of the table, who is in the Land Economics Unit of the Economics Division
and who has been associated with your committee in the past; and Mr. Barrett;
Who is next to Dr. Booth, is with our Research Branch. With respect to this
total field of land use and land conservation our Research Branch is intimately
associated with many facets of the total problem, and Dr. Barrett represents
that section of our ‘interest. The fourth member of the committee is Mr.
Shields from our Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Administration in Saskatchewan.
Mr. Shields has had a wide background in the rehabilitation of farmers from
firied—out areas in Western Canada and specifically with those settled on
Irrigated lands in Alberta, and experience in general irrigation work carried
on by P.F.R.A.

When we were asked to make a selection of a committee to undertake
this study of the United States Rural Development Program we felt these
four would constitute the type of people with varying backgrounds who could
do this most adequately, and I can only say from my perusal of the report
?Vhich they have presented to you that they have done a worthwhile job
In this connection. '

. That is all I have to say, Mr. Chairman, and I think it is now your
Intention that Dr. Booth should carry on.

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you. We have this report, and I think most of
you have received a copy of it. Dr. Booth has made a resumé of it, and he
Will now read it, and he is willing to answer questions as he goes along.

: '.I‘hat will start off our program of discussion of the Rural Development Program

In the United States.

b DR. J. F. BOOTH, Director, Economics Division, Administration Branch,
epartment of Agriculture:

Mr. Chairman, Honourable Senators, it is a distinct pleasure for me, as
leader of a delegation of the Canada Department of Agriculture, to present
Our report on the Rural Development Program in the United States and to
In_ake some general remarks of explanation. In these remarks I will deal
With some of the highlights of the Program and make a general summary.
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It is hoped that the scope and activities of the Program may be further
conveyed to you by reference to specific parts of our report and by answers
to questions. I bespeak for my colleagues permission to take part in discus-
sion and to answer questions.

The delegation started its study of the Rural Development Program in
September 1959 at Washington, D.C. Here we were taken in hand by Messrs.
Paul V. Kepner and L. I. Jones, Deputy Administrator and Field Representa-
tive, respectively, of the Federal Extension Service, United States Department
of Agriculture. These gentlemen arranged at the outset for an interview
with True D. Morse, the Undersecretary of Agriculture and we spent a very
interesting and profitable two hours with Mr. Morse. Then followed two
main conferences in Washington, the first of which was with representatives
of the various Services and Agencies of the U.S. Department of Agriculture
and the second with representatives of the specific sections of other federal
government departments and independent agencies associated with the program.

After this initial look at the program from a national viewpoint the
delegation went to seven different States in the order of Kentucky, Wisconsin,
Minnesota, Michigan, Washington State, Montana and Maine. All the members
of the delegation took part in the investigations in the first four States, two
members in the case of the western States of Washington and Montana, and
three members visited the State of Maine.

The delegation has nothing but praise and admiration for the kind and
untiring efforts of all the people at federal, state and local levels to acquaint
us with the basic tenets and principles of the Program. This assistance
included the opportunity to observe a sample of county and area development
projects in each State. In addition to full day schedules, several evening
meetings were arranged. The term of the discussions and observations covered
a period of approximately three weeks.

States wvisited:

Outside of the visit to Kentucky, which was made at the particular recom-
mendation of the Program officials in Washington, D.C., all the other States
visited were in the northern part of the country. They bordered on areas in
Canada which have similar physical and other conditions. This was a district
advantage for it enabled us to present a review of activities which are being
carried on to deal with conditions of land use, small farms and low income
which are the main concern of your Committee.

The Rural Development Program was started in 1955 in the United States
to carry out a national policy of farm, industry and community development
and is particularly focussed on disadvantaged rural areas. When people in a
rural area are willing to devote their energies to this objective in terms of
contributions of time, resources and skill and to organize under local leader-
ship, agencies of the government under the stimulus of the Rural Development
Program give all the help possible within the framework of the regular
technical and financial assistance programs. From the viewpoint of national
administration, rural development is a method of supplementing and redirect-
ing all the regular programs in order to gain more effectively the fundamental
objective of area economic development.

Reasons for program:

The main points leading up to the launching of the Rural Development
Program are covered in a broad way in chapter II of the report and we have
no intention of repeating them at this time. Suffice it to say here that the
build-up of the program results from a relatively long experience in different
kinds of governmental programs and from a more recent concern over the
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plight of farm and non-farm people with low incomes in many rural com-
munities. A paPticular type of program has developed in which the emphasis
is on self-help with aid from federal and state governments and private bodies
in a technical and financial assistance role. In this program all the different
elements of society in a community are brought together to solve common
problems by taking a look at their resources, by working out plans by study
and group discussions, and by community action.

The CHAIRMAN: Dr. Booth, may I interrupt for a minute? As to this Rural
Development Program what groups actually worked together in co-operation
with the federal and state people, or were there different groups in different
counties?

Dr. BootH: Yes, the set-up varied somewhat, I think in all cases there is
a state committee to begin with and then county committees below that, and
then various groups formed within the counties even down to communities.
All interested parties in the communities are represented, not only the federal
and state service people, who acted in a guiding capacity, but also members
of the local chamber of commerce, various school and church groups, business-
men, representatives of forestry and small industries, and so on, a widespread
representative group of people embracing all elements within the communities.

Two important facts stand out with regard to direction of activities under
the Rural Development Program. It is pretty well recognized and accepted in
the United States that area economic development in fields outside agriculture
offers the best opportunities for improved levels of living. This is not to say
that efforts to increase income and improve living conditions through develop-
ments within agriculture are not important. Secondly, technological and scientific
ady‘ances have permitted more output of agricultural products per worker and
this rate continues to rise. Thus less and less people are needed on farms. Unless
opportunities are available for gainful employment in other fields, serious
underemployment conditions arise in rural areas.

Income from farm and non-farm sources:

I would like to support the above statement with some information that
has come to hand since we wrote our report. The U.S.D.A. bulletin “Agricultural
Ecqnomics Research” for January 1960 contains an article in which a comparison
of income from farming and from off-farm sources is made. For 1955 it is
shown that the income of the farm population in the United States was $11.8
billion from farming operations and $7.6 billion from off-farm sources. In other
Words supplementary income contributed 39 percent of the total $19.3 billion
Obtained by the farm population.

Senator WALL: May I ask whether this was a sampling study?

Dr. BooTtH: Yes, I believe this was a sample study, embracing the year
1955, and it was a very large sample.

It appears that where per capita income from farming is low dependence
upon non farm sources of income generally is high. In the North East Region
Per capita income from farming was low and income from off farm sources
accounted for 52 percent of the total per capita income of farm operator house-
?Olds. In the South Atlantic and East South Central Regions per capita farm
Mcomes was also low and income from off farm sources equalled 42 and 43
bercent, respectively. In the Pacific, Mountain and West North Central Regions,
(r)n the other hand, per capita farm incomes were relatively high and in these

€glons income from off farm sources was relatively low.

& The extent. tq which farm families in the various regions were able to

avalen{le_znt their incomes from non farm sources depended largely upon the

e illabl.hty of job opportunitie_s. In the Pacific and North East Regions industry

in t;’iavﬂy cqncentrated. The income of farm families from non-farm sources
€se regions was greater than farm family income from such sources in
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other regions. The relatively low level of industrialization in the West, North
Central, South Atlantic and East South Central Regions limited the off-farm
earning of farm families in these areas.

Not a separate program:

It should be clear at the outset that the Rural Development Program is
not separate or apart from the regular activities of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture or other departments to improve living standards in under-devel-
oped rural areas. Its main objective is to bring about beneficial economic change
in these areas through three broad avenues, first, to assist families wishing to
remain in the occupation of farming to attein the most modern and efficient
means of production and commensurate level of living; second, to expand
existing and new industries in these areas and thus widen the extent of off-
farm job opportunities; and third, to help people in these areas enjoy better
opportunities for adequate education, vocational training and improved health.

The principal responsibility for carrying forward the Program rests with
community leaders working with agency representatives in the counties. Only
when local support and participation is forthcoming can success be assured.

While no special agency of the government is responsible for the Program
there is at the national level a “Committee for Rural Development” consisting
of the Undersecretaries of the Departments of Interior; Commerce; Agri-
culture; Labor; Health, Education and Welfare; the Administrator of the Small
Business Administration; and a member of the President’s Council of Economic
Advisers. This group has responsibility for program direction and for coordina-
tion with §tate committees.

Senator WaLL: Have you any idea if this administrator of the Small
Business Administration is a very important and far-reaching aspect of the
promotion of small industries, and so on? I mean, that is very important in
the context of what we are discussing.

Dr. Boorn: I do not know that I am in a position to give an authoritative
statement on that aspect of the program. We did meet a representative of that
organization who came to present their activity to us in Washington, and every-
where we went in the States we encountered members of the agencies in the
local areas who were also concerned with that activity. It is my impression
from contact with them and from some general knowledge of what is taking
place in the United States that this is a very important phase of the whole
program.

Mr. StuTr: If I may interject I think you will find on page 19 of the report
a reference to the work of the Small Business Administration.

Senator WaLL: Yes, I think I read that, Mr. Stutt.
Dr. Boors:

Emphasis on state and local responsibility: i

Rural development is basically a state and local responsibility. Representa-
tion at the state level is generally on the basis of the principal agencies and
organizations in the field of agriculture, industry development, education,
health and social welfare. The state agricultural extension service is usually
the leading agency, being in a position to supply the state committee with
services that help to lay the ground work for discussion, help implement
committee decisions and improve coordination among the various agencies and
organizations. The state committee selects the pilot counties of areas and
provides assistance to local leaders to organize and maintain a development
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program. This committee furnishes to county and area committees whatever

~ research, technical and advisory help is:deemed necessary to move the program

forward at the local level.

Rural development has been called “a people’s program” by a leader in
one of the pilot counties in the south eastern part of the United States. This is
not an overstatement by any means since the real core and key to success of
the Program lies with the local county or area committee of lay people. The
principal responsibility for the Program is shown clearly in the formation of
the county or area (a number of counties) development committees. They
are really planning groups of local citizens within the communities such as
farmers, businessmen, bankers, professional men, church leaders and so on.

The county or area committees stimulate local interest and initiative, take
the lead in short and long range planning and execution of development projects.
They also perform three general functions which are extremely important to
ensure smooth functioning of any community project. These are (1) the cement-
ing of farm-town relations, (2) coordination of effort and focussing of objectives
of all different groups towards the common good, and (3) to serve to direct
attention to basic economic and social needs.

The local county or area rural development committees are similar in
nature to many development councils or organizations formed to promote
community growth. Most of us are acquainted with these groups in their
campaign work. Probably one difference is the focus on resource development
of a specific area and the linking together of similar interest groups through
subcommittees of the over-all county or area committee.

It should be ohserved that the duties of a rural development committee,
at least those of specific sub-committee groups, are often performed within
the framework of the program in pilot counties by existing bodies such as the
!Ocal chamber of commerce or development bodies. In actual fact it was the
inspiration and example provided by such groups that provided the impetus
of the development of the program.

I am sure you are aware of, and will note further in our report, the large
number of national and State government agencies and private organizations
that participate in the program. In the United States, government groups
provide help to the people on a cooperative basis by means of grants-in-aid
and many other joint federal-state arrangements. Usually these are formally
Set up on a regular continuing basis through legislative action. This enables
an exchange of information and guidance regarding the Rural Development

rogram among state, regional and federal offices of these agencies on a
regular basis.

Importance of federal-state Extension Services:

In addition to these arrangements, and the program coordination service
of the Coordinator of the Program in Washington, the existence of a federal-
state cooperative extension service should be especially noted. It would appear
that a resource development program such as we are talking about is greatly
assisted by being able to draw upon and utilize technical and financial govern-
ment assistance. The cooperative federal-state extension service supplies the
I‘Ural committees with the administrative assistance they obviously must have
to back up their group deliberations and plans. Our account of the work of
County agents with the rural development committees shows how devotedly
these people help with organization matters, encourage local participation,
Provide secretarial and other administrative support and pass on the results of
Tesearch and other information.

Team Effort:

The Rural Development Program is a means of organizing people in rural
areas for team effort and directing the weight of the whole community behind
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improvement projects. County or area committees have the major responsibilities
of carrying out this goal. This is done through (1) assessment of community
resources through the assembly of information from government and other
agencies on farm and town conditions, resources and family living for use
in community planning, (2) use of the committee for forum purposes to discuss
and understand development problems and bring forth ideas, (3) focus
county-wide attention on economic improvement and stimulate interest in
and contributions to local projects, (4) cooperate with regular community
development groups such as industrial development boards and chambers of
commerce, etc., and (5) to bring together all major interests in the community
to help in solving economic problems cutting across farm-town lines.

Rural development committees in a county or area are most effective
when sub-committees are formed to deal with problems in specific fields.
They also serve to develop more interest and involve more people who are
directly concerned with the development projects. You will find a great deal
of attention and description of active sub-committees in the report. These
sub-committees are in many fields such as agriculture, industry development,
health and welfare, education and community facilities. They vary according
to the kind of problems dictated by the conditions found in the county or
area.

Some reference has been made to federal departments and agencies and
how they fit into the picture. In local areas, representatives of these bodies
stand ready to provide continuing assistance to the rural development committee
or sub-committees. This is as full a part of their duties as the administration
of the regular educational, credit, technical and regulatory programs of the
government. The representatives are not members of the local committees but
participate as advisors. No extra government employees have been needed for
these duties aside from those needed to take care of the expansion of regular
government services created through the Rural Development Program. Just
over 140 persons have been employed in the pilot counties as special rural
development agents and they are paid from funds provided by the Federal
Government through an amendment in 1955 to the Smith Lever Act.

A Resource Development Program:

It has perhaps become apparent that in this statement and in our report
the terms “rural development” and “resource development” are used inter-
changeably. That is because the program has come to embrace all aspects
of community development. It actually started that way as far as the intent
of its creators is concerned but the increasing interest of all elements, both
town and country in those areas outside the metropolitan centers, is the thing
that gave the program added impetus. Actually it includes the people and
business interests of the small and medium sized towns and cities in many
areas.

As noted earlier, farmers in the heavily industrialized North East Region
of the United States obtained just over half their per capita income in 1955
from off farm work. Income from farming in this area was relatively low.
Many farmers and members of farm families found part time or full time
employment in urban industries. But many areas are not highly industrialized.
Many have been adversely affected by the very conditions that have contributed
to over-all progress and prosperity. Unfavourable topography, declining re-
sources or other factors have worked to their disadvantages. In the Rural
Development Program the people of these areas, rural and urban, have found
common cause. Businessmen, bankers, and professional people have combined
with farmers in a broad attack on the problem. So, combined with efforts to
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improve agriculture one notes the encouragement of small business develop-
ment, the expansion of forestry operations, the creation of additional resort
areas, parks and recreational facilities, the building of highways, access roads
and improved waterways.

These have created work in the community and they are being paid for
by the products sold to people outside the area and by the use of the facilities
by people attracted to the region from distant points.

We saw many projects in the seven States visited that owe their origin
?o the Rural Development Program. You will find reference to these projects
In the report. These included a variety of activities in each of the fields of area
development. Recently over 200 development projects were cited by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture resulting entirely from the work of lay leadership or rural
development personnel.

Typical Projects:

In one county we were told of 17 community projects that owe their origin
to the Rural Development Program. These include a rural community center; a
f‘ejuvenated main street, new stores and businesses in an important small city
In the region; more 4-H Clubs; improved pastures, dairy and beef enterprises;
additional grade-A milk routes; a new artificial dairy cattle breeding association;
an association for the marketing of feeder pigs; new homes, schools and churches;
a health center; a local agricultural fair; a sports center; trade schools for

; Welding, electricity and plumbing. We were fortunate enough to see many of

these developments.

Elsewhere we saw or learned of drainage projects, saw mills, Christmas
tree development and marketing, wood by-product and waste utilization plants,
Ome handicraft development and sales outlets, broiler poultry plants, chick
hatcherieS, mink farms and other developments for which the Program was
Tesponsible.

! We saw evidence of many changes on farms and in agriculture including
St!:lking examples of adjustment to new conditions. But we also saw much
€vidence of inability to adjust and were reminded that the program recognizes
that part time farming or migration from rural areas may be an essential part
of adjustment in many instances. This calls for the provision of preparatory
and vocational training and guidances to assist individuals and families to make
the shift, Underemployment is a chronic problem in some rural areas. It is
not the purpose of the Rural Development Program to encourage people to
:Tsrzam on farms when it is evident that they would be better off somewhere
R Part of our report is devoted to the large number of regular government

Vices and aids utilized under the Rural Development Program (Chapter

~—Pp. 12-21). The application of these services in areas visited by the dele-
g:;‘_lon is outlined in another Chapter (Chapter VI—pp. 25-44). The types of
inciStance are grouped under technical and financial. They are numerous and
am %de among others such things as conservation; cooperatives; credit; employ-
Whl; assistance; extension education; financial aid and social services for people
e ildcanflot support themselves such as the aged, blind, disabled and dependent
indusrten, forestry; health and sanitation; social security; Ind}an programs;
i ry development; marketing improvement; research; vocational training;

Water resource development. It is pointed out in the report that these services

31?13 aids are more effectively applied in the case of counties and areas organized
€r the Rural Development Program.
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Conclusion:

I will conclude this statement by noting that in our report we have included
as an appendix a review of Federal and state relationships in Agricultural
Education, Research and Extension. There was a purpose in doing this. It was
to draw attention to the fact that, in the 98 years of the existence of the United
States Department of Agriculture, a characteristic feature of development has
been the coordination of federal and state relationships. This has been encour-
aged by the enactment of federal and state legislation and the adoption of policies
and programs designed to promote cooperation. It has resulted in large scale
federal appropriations for joint programs extending right through to the local
community and individual farm. This has led to a marked degree of inter-
dependence and has conditioned workers in the state and county services and
people in rural areas to accept and make the most of federal assistance. This
probably made the introduction and acceptance of the Rural Development
Program easier than otherwise would have been the case.

Finally one must note that what we saw was not the exclusive product of
the Rural Development Program. Much had already been done or was underway.
What the Program seems to have done was to give a new impetus and urgency
to a problem and its solution. As our report states, it has galvanized institutions
and people into action and has helped to mobilize human and other resources
to meet this problem.

The CuairMAN: Honourable senators, are there any questions you wish
to ask?

Senator WALL: Mr. Chairman, before this escapes me, is there an inference
I am to draw from the conclusions about the large amount of integration and
co-ordination of federal and state agencies vis-a-vis what is true in Canada—am
I to draw any inference from that or am I not to draw any inference?

Dr. Bootd: Mr. Chairman, I do not think it would be fair to draw any
conclusion from our remarks. All we wish to state is to emphasize the fact
that there does exist this degree of integration and co-operation that we
have described.

Senator WaLL: And that it is crucial?
Dr. BootH: Yes.

The CuaIRMAN: From a practical point of view, Dr. Booth, how can a
community, say in the province of Ontario, get started in rural development?
Is it something that the federal Government has to follow through on?

Dr. Boors: Mr. Chairman, at this stage I would not care to try to answer
that question specifically. It is our understanding that you propose to spend
this term, or some part of it, on a study of what has been done in the United
States and, I presume, with its possible application to Canada. That being the
case, I think it would not be particularly appropriate for me to try to suggest
how these things should be done.

Moreover, the program in the United States, as we have indicated, did
not begin exactly at the local community level. It had leadership and direction;
and although many of the services were found in the local areas, and a good
deal was already being done there, it seemed to require the introduction of a
program on a larger scale, represented by the state and federal services to
bring out the most effective use of what was being done.

I do not think I could go much further than that at the present time,
Mr. Chairman.

The CrarrMmaN: Thank you, Dr. Booth.

Senator STAMBAUGH: It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, the idea behind your
question and the thought I have in mind, is as to whether such a development
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program would be able to start in Canada, or should we be proposing something
by way of help and co-operation at the federal, provincial and community levels?

-Dr, Boors: I think a community could start a program on its own, and I
believe many have done something along that line.

Senator STamBAUGH: Would they have the same co-operation in Canada
from the provincial and federal Governments as they have had in the United
States, or is there something we should be doing or suggesting along that line?

Dr. BootH: My guess is that any community in Canada that wishes to
organize along the line similar to that described in this report would find the
fullest support and assistance from the provincial and federal services, such
as we believe would be appropriate for us to participate in.

Senator HorNER: It might, for instance, be an enlargement of the 4-H
Clubs throughout Canada.

Dr. BootH: I think that could be a starting point in some cases.

Senator WaALL: From what little observation I have made and what little
experience I have had in farming communities, it seems to me that the
Agricultural Representatives as such, and the extension services of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture in Canada, are in a sense directed to the increase of
productivity and improvement of conditions on an agricultural basis. What we
are dealing with here is an enlargement of that concept, and is the bringing
together of agricultural people, industrialists, and small business people into
what I would call a community resources development plan rather than a rural
development plan. I think such a concept would probably be more appropriate.
Under such a community resources development plan, instead of the Agricultural
Representative being interested only in the improvement of a flock of poultry,
for instance, and how to do this or that, he enlarges his concept and that
of other people.

I have read this report with a great deal of interest, and it seems to me
this is the story that is being told to us: that, once a need is recognized—and it
1S not for me to discuss how the local people of an area recognize a need—and
the local interest is focused upon this larger concept of a total community,
limited not only to agricultural aspects, but to business, small industries and
S0 on, then everybody pitches in and all these various agencies come into play,
and something is done.

We probably know what many of the problem areas are, and yet we sit
and wait for somebody to do something about them. Here are people who have
_fOUnd a way of doing it, as Dr. Booth has said, by supplementing and re-direct-
Ing all the services that exist.

Mr. A. E. BARRETT: Mr. Chairman, may I comment on that aspect?

It has been of some interest to us to observe what has happened in certain
Counties where the wider concentration on resources development has in a
Sénse enhanced the program. For instance, the county agricultural extension.
agent at Newberry in Luce County in the State of Michigan, near Sault Ste.

arie, Ontario, is now called the County Extension Director. His committee on

esources and Development comprises a number of local citizens; the local
druggist is the chairman of the committee, the sporting goods store manager
18'a member, and there are various representatives of other activities on the
Committee, In other words, this is a new concept, such as Senator Wall has
Suggested, which integrates the whole economy of the community. i

I would refer also to a place called Morgantown, Kentucky, to which Dr.
Booth hag referred, which is an example of the extensive refurbishing of a
'!JOWn. In this case the complete county approach stimulated not only an
Interest in the rural problems, but also the problems of the entire town; in
act, new houses are now going up in Morgantown since people have decided

22604-3—9
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to live there because of the development of the total area as against that of one
branch of the economy.

Again, it is an important matter, as you and I have observed by looking at
people, to determine just what goal they can achieve. It is necessary to remember
that there cannot be a standard goal. The goal will differ with the resources
under one’s command and control. Some counties are quite straightforward,
and they say that this land should not be farmed, or that certain people should
farm, if you are thinking in terms of establishing sidelines to farming.

Any honourable senator who has had anything to do with farming will
realize that there are people who can handle livestock and there are those
who cannot. Therefore, it boils down to a question of what a man is personally
capable of achieving. I have seen persons trying to raise sheep who should not
be in that line at all; I have also seen people raising sheep who were natural
livestock men. It becomes important to realize that you cannot impose any
particular structure on individuals, without recognizing the resources each has
under his control.

Furthermore, the technical services given to the people generally are of
assistance in evaluating what they can achieve. That seemed to be an important
concept of the whole Rural Development Program as such. It seemed to act as a
catalyst to mix these people in various areas in order to achieve the goal that
technical service would enable them to achieve.

Senator BucHANAN: Would that not be the exception, though? There would
not be many groups like that? That was done by the initiative of a small group
in an area, and that was not a policy of the whole development, and, therefore,
anything that we could do to get that done as a general policy rather than just
an individual community effort would be of some assistance?

Mr. BarreTT: Well, actually the whole program, as I see it—and the other
members of the delegation might wish to make some other comments on it—
is that it is a series of a large number of individual community efforts within
the broad general framework of a policy approach which is, as Dr. Booth aptly
brought out, an elusive thing to get hold of in Washington. There is the general
acceptance of the program, and there are the facilities which have been placed
at their disposal, but there is no particular staff to administer it. It is admin-
istered by a committee of under-secretaries and other administrators. It just
seems to me that they have provided an atmosphere of co-operation for various
state and federal people at local levels. They commented that without this
concept they had a tendency to work separately, and within this concept they
sit down in the county agent’s office and work together. It is a concept only,
and the people are already there, and the idea is put before them and they are
working on it. As I say, it is an elusive thing, but it seems to be working
very well.

The CHAIRMAN: In the United States did they start there with pilot counties
—that is, did they start by the department’s starting up a program in some
particular area to demonstrate how it might be done so as to build up this
incentive?

Dr. BootH: Perhaps I might show you this map, Senator Pearson. I do not
know whether you can all see this, or not, but this is a map that was given
/to us, and you will notice that these are pilot counties or areas that were
selected to participate in the project at the start. You will note that the con-
centration of the areas is in the south and southeastern part of the United
States, extending up into the northeast, but only to the extent indicated. It also
extends up along the area approaching the Canadian border, into what is
known as the cut-over area in the states of Wisconsin, Minnesota and Michigan.
"I cannot describe this area (pilot counties in Washington State and Montana),
maybe Mr. Stutt might do so. I am not sure what the conditions in these areas
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here are, but, generally speaking, these are areas where economic conditions
are not favourable; where the topography and other conditions have made
farming difficult, where considerable underemployment exists, and where
farms are small and incomes are low.

I am getting a little beyond my depth here, but the counties were selected
on a certain income rating. They looked at the national income figures and the
county figures, and the counties, as I recall it, which were below certain levels
of income were designated as pilot counties. Then, in those counties the pro-
gram is developed pretty much by local initiative with some stimulation from
state and federal authorities all over the whole area at once, more or less.
It is not a case of just one county starting, and the others following it. After
they gained experience, the program which was launched in 1955 over a fairly
broad front, has been expanded. Would you like to comment on this, Mr. Stutt?

Mr. STuTT: Mr. Chairman, the counties shown on the map are the counties
where the program actually got under way. The original report of the task
force which was set up by the Government of the United States in 1955 pointed
out that there were about a thousand counties in the United States which
could be considered at three levels—the moderate, the intermediate, and the
very severe problem areas. I think there are only about two hundred of the
thousand that were originally indicated which are called pilot counties and in
which activities under the Rural Development Program have been launched.

Senator BARBOUR: Did the committee find that farming was in a pretty
healthy condition in the United States? How does it compare with Canada?

Dr. BooTH: I think that is, perhaps, rather beyond the terms of reference
of the delegation, Mr. Chairman. There are other reports available to indicate
the relative economic conditions in the two countries, but, as you know, there
is always a considerable degree of similarity in the trends of economic con-
ditions in our two countries.

Senator BARBOUR: I was wondering whether conditions were good or bad.
Were farming conditions good, or did they need to be pepped up a whole lot?

Dr. Boors: I think the only way I could answer that would be to refer
you to their own information. They have, as Mr. Stutt indicated, divided the
areas into groups of relative economic conditions as indicated by income levels,
and certainly those countries in areas in the third group, or the lower group
of income, are countries in which they feel conditions can be improved by
this kind of a program, and that is what the program is demgned to do. It is
to bring up the level of income in those areas which are, relatively, at a disad-
vantage.

Senator LEONARD: May I ask Dr. Booth two questions, Mr. Chairman?
The first is with respect to his digest of the report under the heading of
“Income from Farm and Non-Farm Sources”, and where the statement is
made that the supplementary income contributed 39 per cent of the total
$19.3 billion obtained by the farm population in the United States. My ques-
tion is: Is there any comparable information available as to Canada, or any
part of Canada?

Dr. BoorH: I can only answer that in part. We do not have very much
information. We have no national surveys so far as I know that would cor-
respond with this information. There are some bits and pieces which do
indicate a substantial amount of income derived from sources other than the
farm, and the study which is now being completed, and which was undertaken
during this past year, involving some thousands of farms tprpgghout Canada
by the Dominion Bureau of Statistics, and in which our Division has played
quite an active part, will, we hope, provide information of the type that is
available in the United States some time late this year, or, perhaps, next year.
That will give us the information on that point.

22604-3—2%
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Senator LeoNarD: The kind of information we would need in order to,
perhaps, start any type of a similar pilot operation in our rural development
plan?

Dr. Bootr: It would be, very, very helpful in that connection.

Senator LEoNARD: Then, my other question is this: At page 66 of the
report it appears to me that the federal Government of the United States
went into this program by reason of an amendment to the Smith-Lever Act,
an act which was originally passed in 1914. At page 66, in the second para-
graph from the bottom, it is stated that, “A further amendment in 1955
permitted the use of federal funds for extension activities under the Rural
Development Program without the matching of funds by the States as under
the regular extension program.”

My question is really directed to ascertain whether or not legislation would
also be required by the federal Government of Canada in order to do a similar
program in this country, or do we have now sufficient authority and all that
is required is provision of funds?

Dr. Boots: Mr. Chairman, I do not think I should attempt to answer that
question. It would only be a personal point of view. Our group has not been
requested by your committee to do more than report on the program in the
United States. Inasmuch as you are now launching a program of study and
you are going to call witnesses, I presume, to deal with this very point, I
think it would be a little premature and perhaps not desirable for me to
attempt to comment on this, for it does involve all the relationship between
federal and provincial services and it could lead us into quite a considerable
discussion here which I would prefer not to see take place at this time.

Senator Lronarp: I can understand that the witness may not be in a
position to answer the question but I think it might be noted whether or not
we have legislation now on our statute books which permits going into a
program such as the committee has found out exists in the United States.

Senator TavLorR (Westmorland): May I ask two or three questions, and
I think they are within the realm of answerability. In a program of this kind
there must be a starting point, either through federal or state/provincial
authorities or local authorities. Inasmuch as so many of these pilot programs
were developed in the United States, they must have had their origin or
genesis in the federal Government. I presume there was legislation under
which the federal Government would contribute to these programs through
state and local organizations.

When a program is organized and agreed upon by the local authorities
and committees are set up representing all sections of the population, and
when agreement is reached between state and federal authorities on such a
program, is there any legislation which would bolster the carrying through
of the program in the event there is interest in the local community or
country which may be opposed to carrying out such a program? In other
words, is there any legislation back of it which would give the authority to
carry out the program?

Mr. BARRETT: With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would attempt to
answer the part of the honourable senator’s question relative to how this
program got under way in the United States. The actual idea for rural
development was born in the mind of the Under-Secretary of Agriculture, True
D. Morse. Before going to Washington as Under-Secretary he was employed
by a commercial firm, a management organization, and they were approached
by a group of rural people at Tupelo in the state of Mississippi and asked to
evaluate the community’s possibilities for success, rural and urban, and the
firm made a very careful study. The businessmen in the community put up
some $30,000—I am quoting from memory as to the amount of money—to
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further this program. There was another area, in Asheville, North Carolina,
which, after reviewing the success of the experiment at Tupelo, Mississippi,
also invited this agricultural service in to make a similar service.

The CHAIRMAN: A commercial service?
Mr. BARRETT: Yes.

Senator GoLpiNG: What is the principal objective in setting up these
projects? Is it to increase production or to help the small farmer? What do
they hope to accomplish by this?

Mr. BARRETT: I can answer that question best by repeating a quotation
made by Mr. Lee, who is with the Farmers Home Administration in
Washington. In effect he said that their interest is not only property but it is
people. Actually this Rural Development Program is taking an interest in the
people who are in these low-income areas. The statement was made on many
occasions that while prospects here for agriculture are not too good, the
people who are here stand very little chance of moving out into another
area of operation. The children of these people who are here must be trained
before they move over into another area. They must have better educational
facilities and increase the scope of their thinking before transferring from
one low-income group sector to another.

The primary objective was not to increase production but just to make
sure they were using all their resources, including people and land, to the
best advantage.

Senator GorpiNg: That does not seem to me to be a very satisfactory
answer. They must have some objective in mind. What is it? Dp they h'ope
by keeping these people on the farm they will be able to raise sufﬁmel:)t
income to keep themselves? Are they trying to educate them to do that in
some way? What is the principal objective?

Mr. BarrerT: I think I would be quoting from Dr. Booth’s submission
of this morning but I think he brought it out very well in his preamble, the
question of making sure that where agriculture was a possible profitable
venture that all facilities were enlisted to make it so, but where study
indicated that agriculture was not a profitable venture then some other utiliza-
tion of these resources should be made.

Senator McGranp: Have you any idea what the conclusions were in
Washington County?

Mr. BARRETT: I was hoping to deal with that in more detail at the next
sitting. As you know, that area is quite comparable with what we find across
the border in the province of New Brunswick. In some of those areas there
are cases where personally I would look at a man and say he was no good
for raising sheep, that he was not fitted for it, anfi I. wquld look at another
and say he was; but the present projects give an 1nd1ca§10n.of the way .they
are approaching this in the way of woods resources, which is put_of a'gmcul_
ture. You are aware of the extensive pulp and paper organization in that
area at Calais and that the hardwoods are not too useful to the pulp and
paper people, but they have through Rural Development brought people
together in the hardwood sawmills and studied the pulp and paper logging
operation in order to make use of hardwood that is of no use for pulp and
paper. So they have that type of co-operation. There are small mills, set up
through the services of the Small Business Admlmst'ratlon, v&{here th'ey have
been provided with management facilities and advice and instruction. We
saw two or three of these people who are new hardwood mill operators.
Down in the very easternmost part of Washington county we saw a young
man who is a machinist by trade, and he has taken an interest in poultry

and has 20,000 birds.
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Senator GorpinGg: I do not know, but it seems to me that I would like
to get the picture a little clearer. It occurs to me that even here in our own
country, the Department of Agriculture, and so on, are spending a lot of money
and a lot of time, and our agricultural representatives do good work, and
all that kind of thing. We undertake to try to get our people to produce more
efficiently and more economically, and after we get them to do that we turn
around and penalize the efficiency. I think we ought to know where we are
going before we start on the way.

The CoAIRMAN: If you look at the Rural Development map in your copy
of the report, you will notice the great concentration of this Rural Develop-
ment Program in the southeastern part, the area where the topography is
rough, heavily wooded in many cases, and the population on the whole or on
the average is not up to normal standards of living; that is, their intake from
their farms is very small; and you see the great plains area of the United
States, where the biggest farms, the wheat farms, are and the big stock man
operates. There are very few pilot areas there yet, So apparently the whole
thing is not being concentrated on increase of production but rather to look
after the human element, being as it is in a depressed area. That is what I
take as a result of their study in the Rural Development Program in the
United States, that they are concentrating on the underdeveloped, under-
employed areas so far.

Senator Gorping: Yes, I can understand that. Perhaps, Mr. Chairman,
you can tell us this now: What is it that we hope to do with these people?
Take an individual on a small farm. Let us take a concrete case, and then tell
us what you hope to do and in what way you will do it.

The CHARMAN: I would say this, that my feeling is that what we hope
to do under a rural development program—this is just a surmise on my part—
and it may develop later into something else—and what is being attempted
is to look after the human resources first. For instance, you know in your area,
and I know in some areas in our part of the country, that there are men who
are not fitted to farm. The problem then is to move those men out, volun-
tarily, of course, and by their own wish, by suggesting what they could do,
and we would assist them in getting moved into another community where
they might be good men, say, at stock raising, perhaps sheep raising, but on
their existing farms they are doing some other work for which they are not
best fitted. It would be our idea through a voluntary scheme to move them out
to some other area where they could become efficient and where they could
also earn a good living for themselves and their families.

Senator Hiceins: Do the same conditions exist over in the United States
as exist in Canada?

The CHAIRMAN: Yes, they are the same.

Senator Gorping: I understand, then, that one of the objections to moving
these people out is that they may not want to move out?

The CuHarmAN: Yes, it has to be voluntary; it is not a matter of pushing
them around.

Senator HorNErR: You might also make better facilities for them where
they are at the present time.

Senator TavyLor (Westmorland): One of the fine things about this scheme
is the high type of personnel or the composition of these rural communities,
consisting of bankers, businessmen and rural people. After spending some 22
.years in the field of agricultural work I think I know something of the rela-
tionship between the townspeople and the country people, and it has been
horrible; nobody understood each other. This is one way that I think will
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bring about a better understanding of the farmer’s problems in dealing with
bankers, and so on. At the same time, it is not a good idea to go into the com-
munity and say, “We are going to produce more of this commodity here.” It
may be that that area is not suitable for certain commodities and that it would
be advisable to develop some other product in order to bring up the standard
of living so that those people can have some of the things that others are
enjoying. I think that is one of the purposes.

The CHAIRMAN: In that connection, you might refer to the terms of refer-
ence, which reads as follows:

That a special committee of the Senate be appointed to consider
and report on land use in Canada and what should be done to ensure
that our land resources are most effectively utilized for the benefit of
the Canadian economy and the Canadian people and, in particular, to
increase both agricultural production and the incomes of those engaged
in it.

There are a lot of farm lands which are not of use to Canada at all, and
are being wasted both as to human resources and the land itself.

Senator HORNER: Senator McGrand raised the question about com'parabl.e
conditions in farming in the United States and Canada. Of course, that is
difficult to answer because the farms in the United States receive a greater
measure of subsidy from their Government than ours do in Canada.

Senator BARBOUR: I suppose my own province might be considered a
depressed area in Canada, but our credit unions and our 4-H clubs are about
the best in Canada, and our people go to Toronto to the Canadian National
Exhibition there and win prizes, and are expert in judging cattle, and so on.
I think in that province we are further ahead, and that our condition in
Canada is better than the area you have been discussing. However, perh:_aps
Mr. Barry could answer this: I do not think our people as a rule are taking
full advantage of the information that can be obtained from experimental
farms, soil analysis, and so on. :

Mr. Barry: I think this is entirely true. Obviously, if every farmer were
in a position to take advantage of all the technological information gvallable
to him, the position would be better than it is. In this total area of agrxcultux:al
interest, I think we have two basic considerations. We have our commercial
farmers who, on the one hand, have their own type of problem. Secondly,
are those who are not commercial farmers. 7 :

Probably by virtue of their own inabilities and the soil on which tpey
are settled they possibly are not able to take advantage of technological
information the way the commercial farmers can.

I am sure that this will apply to the United States as well’except_as
Senator Golding pointed out that any thinking in this connection hasn't anyth}ng
to do with the farmers being made better farmers. That is not an 1mp11c_at}on
of it at all. It is simply to devise some means to give therp a better living
than they are now getting. It may be through the establishment of small
industries in farm areas. L 3

. Now, I feel that there may be some lack of understanQIng here with .respect
to federal-provincial relations which I would like to mention. The question was
asked when Dr. Booth was making his opening statement as to whethgr the
type of relations that exist between federal and state Governments in the
United States was different to that in Canada bet\n{een the federal and ’Phe
provinces. There is this distinction that in Canada, in the very fine working
relationship that exists between our Department of Agrlcul‘ture and the pro-
vincial Departments of Agriculture there is an understanding tpat education
and extension are a provincial function. We collaborate very considerably with
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the provinces; all our research activities are the source of information that the
provincial staff use in their extension activities. Extension is accepted as a
provincial function and responsibility.

In the United States the federal government provides financial assistance
through the land grant colleges to extension work in the United States. In this
way there is a direct tie-in between the federal Government and the states,
which does not exist here. But I would not like the impression to be left with
the committee that because there is not a formal relationship that there is
not a complete relationship in a more informal way.

As I understand the background of this rural development program, it is
not something which has started from the top. After all, these efforts on the
parts of local communities, whether in the United States or Canada, has been a
matter of very long application. This is going on all the time. It seems to me
that all that has happened in the United States and what is being done now, is
pointing up and perhaps providing for some co-ordinated measure of co-opera-
tion with these local enterprises by the various local federal and state agencies.
Also, there is a provision under state legislation which authorizes assistance to
extension so that it can be used for this purpose. My impression of the delega-
tion’s findings is that this is still fundamentally a local development with the
program, as it is called, simply providing a co-ordinated service and assistance
on the part of the federal state agencies to help the local bodies in developing
their programs.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions?

Senator StamBavugH: Mr. Chairman, I think probably there are a great
many but we will have to take them up at future meetings.

The CHAIRMAN: Is it the wish of fche committee that the report of the
delegation be incorporated as an appendix to today’s proceedings?

Senator TavLOR (Westmorland): I so move, Mr. Chairman.
Agreed.

(See Appendix—A Review of the Rural Development Program in the
United States.)

Senator HorNER: Mr. Chairman, I move we adjourn.

The committee adjourned.

M
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APPENDIX “A"

A REVIEW OF THE RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
IN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Report of Delegation
of the
Canada Department of Agriculture
On the Request of
The Special Committee of the Senate
on

Land Use in Canada

Economics Division

Canada Department of Agriculture
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ORDER OF REFERENCE

The report of the Special Committee of the Senate on Land Use in Canada
at the second session of the twenty fourth Parliament, 1959, under date of
July 8 made the following recommendation, among others, as follows:

“(10), that this Committee request the Federal Department of
Agriculture to send a delegation to the United States to study and report
on the Rural Development Program.”

This matter was taken up by the Chairman of the Special Committee,
Senator A. M. Pearson, with the Canada Department of Agriculture. He stressed
that the Committee wished to obtain first hand knowledge of the Program and
to have it studied and appraised in the light of the small farm or low income
farm problem in Canada.

THE DELEGATION AND TOUR

The delegation selected by the Canada Department of Agriculture to con-
duct this study was as follows:
Dr. J. F. Booth, Director, Economics Division, Administration Branch.
A. E. Barrett, Assistant to the Director General, Research Branch.
S. F. Shields, Regional Director, Prairie Farm Rehabilitation
Administration.
R. A. Stutt, Head, Land Economics Unit, Economics Division,
Administration Branch.

Dr. J. F. Booth was designated as leader of the delegation.

Contact was made through diplomatic channels with United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture officials in Washington, D.C., and arrangements to meet
with and discuss particular phases of the Program were made by these officials
with all the appropriate federal and state bodies in Washington and in selected
states (see Appendix A). This task was handled by Messrs. Clarence Ferguson,
Administrator; Paul V. Kepner, Deputy Administrator; and L. I. Jones, Field
Representative of the Federal Extension Service for True D. Morse, Under
Secretary of Agriculture.

STUDY PROCEDURE

The procedure at each point varied with the particular conditions and type
of activity. In Washington, the main emphasis was on orientation of the general
framework and scope of the Program and federal government contribution. A
full description of the work of each department and agency associated with
the Rural Development Program was outlined by top level officials. The dele-
gation met separately with Mr. True D. Morse, Under Secretary of Agriculture
and Chairman of the National Committee for Rural Development Program and
profited greatly from our discussions.

Representatives of departments and agencies participating in the con-
ference at Washington were:

Department of Agriculture
W. S. Swingler, Assistant Chief, U.S. Forest Service.
J. E. Lee, Real Estate Loan officer, Farmers Home Administration.
C. E. Kellogg, Assistant Administrator, Soil Conservation Service.
J. S. Wood, Program Analysis Section, Rural Electrification Adminis-
tration.
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J. C. Doherty, Special Reports, Rural Development Program, Office
of Public Information.

C. L. Beale, Statistician, Farm Population and Rural Life Branch,
Agricultural Marketing Service.

K. L. Bachman, Assistant Director, Farm Economics Research Divi-
sion, Agricultural Research Service.

P. Fankhauser, Deputy Director, Short Term Credit Service, Farm
Credit Administration.

E. L. Gambell, Deputy Director, Program Analysis Division, Agri-
culture Conservation Program Service.

L. I. Jones, Field Representative, Federal Extension Service.

P. V. Kepner, Deputy Administrator, Federal Extension Service.

Other U.S. Government Departments

K. Bredenberg, Department of Health, Education and Welfare.
K. Larson, Department of Interior.

L. Black, Department of Commerce.

J. Inderdohmen, Small Business Administration.

W. B. Hewett, Department of Labor.

The Extension Service in each of the seven States arranged a program and
guided the delegation. This was arranged at the request of the Deputy Adminis-
trator of the Federal Extension Service. In the case of Kentucky, Wisconsin,
Minnesota and Michigan, local transportation was also provided. The area super-
visors and the particular county agents designated for Rural Development
activities handled all these matters. In addition to interviews with university
and federal government agency representative, the extension men arranged
for opportunities for discussion with some of the county committee members.
The balance of the time was taken up with visits to representative projects of
the committees in each county or area and discussions with farmers and small
business operators. This enabled the delegation to observe a sample of the various
types of projects underway.

A REVIEW OF THE RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
IN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Chapter I
A Broad Outline

The delegation found that after about three years of operation, activities
under the Rural Development Program are now going forward in some 200
counties in 30 States and Puerto Rico. This national effort to speed up economic
development in rural areas is increasing each year and has attained some
short-term results and developed many longer range plans. It is part of the
total attempt to enlarge the opportunities for low-income families and entire
rural areas.

In the United States there are about two million farms producing 90 per
cent of the farm products marketed. Most of the government expenditures for
price supports and stabilization have their main impact on these commercial
farms. By comparison, operators of small scale, part-time and residential
farms benefit but little from these programs. These farmers number about
2.7 million but they produce only ten per cent of the farm products marketed.
. Problems of low and inadequate income are found here with widespread and
acute underemployment.

Living within the same areas of low income farms and associated with
the farm families as neighbors in the country and in the towns are even larger

L‘ﬁ
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numbers of rural non-farm families. They likewise have low incomes, under-
employment and often low levels of living.

The large numbers of underemployed people in agriculture should not be
viewed only as a farm problem but also as a social problem. This calls for :
entirely different approaches than in the case of the income problem of com-
mercial farmers. Older farm operators make up a big part of the group with
extremely low incomes, earning little from their farms or from non-farm
sources. Farm programs designed for commercial farms do not meet the.
problems of this large and important group.

The Rural Development Program in the United States might be called
a campaign or operation to promote balanced farm, industry and community
development in which the leadership in rural areas becomes involved. The first
main emphasis has been to turn to farm improvement as the main way to add
to income. This is understandable since these resources are in the hands of the
farm operator and extension services are geared to assist in this type of
endeavor. These are generally low cost ways to improve income through better-
ment of agricultural production and practices. But other things are being
attempted and done in non-agricultural fields such as promotion of rural in-
dustries, forest and recreational developments, off-farm jobs and better and
revised educational programs. In most areas, this is the core of successful Rural
Development Programs.

Fundamental principles.—There have been many attempts in the United
States to improve the unfavorable conditions of life and work of the families
in rural communities. But most of these failed to come to grips with the
economic situation and welfare of the more pronounced disadvantaged section
of the farm population and people belonging to all other crafts and professions
in rural communities and towns. The Rural Development Program is a new
approach to the solution of social and economic problems and human affairs.
It has its center in the development of neglected human resources in areas
probably only slightly touched by the industrial uplift of the nation.

There are three major objectives of the Program.! These are:

(1) to help families that have the desire and ability to stay in farming
gain the necessary tools, land and skills;

(2) to widen the range of off-farm job opportunities;

(3) to help rural people enjoy more opportunities for adequate training
and improved health.

The main strength comes from the combined efforts of farmers, business
and civic leaders and representatives of agencies and organizations working
together as a team. Local people, both in the towns and country are brought
together to solve common problems. The foundation of the Program at the
county and community level is based on research, education and community
action. In this the role of federal and state governments is to help people help
themselves. ;

A basic concept of the Program is one of area economic development with
probably the major emphasis on fields outside agriculture such as in business,
industry, forestry, tourist trade, vocational training, health, job opportunities
and guidance. The need for action in non-agricultural matters is recognized
‘in practical programs of economic improvement in underdevelqped rural areas.
These are considered to be essential for improved levels of living. i

The Program is based on the theory that rural people can do fchings to help
‘themselves if they are provided with leadership, guidancg and in some cases
financial resources. This means the mobilizing of local citizen groups through
team effort with assistance from federal and state agencies. In this matter

1 Rural Resource Leaflet no. 1, Revised May 1959. Committee for Rural Development Program.
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the role and activities of the extension agencies are very much widened beyond
traditional ways of improving agricultural production and practice. It also
means a change in the methods and tools used by the extension worker in
reaching and serving the wider clientele.

Operation of the co-ordinated plan is under direction of national, state
and local committees. The real work horses of the Program are the local county
committees. Work of the state and local committees is assisted by the national
Committee composed of departmental and agency representation. The repre-
sentatives of these departmental and agencies in each state serve on the state
committee plus many non-governmental agencies concerned with agriculture,
education, and industrial development.

The Rural Development Program is concerned with human resources and
human problems which are inseparable parts or parcel of the whole ecenomic
performance and normal growth of the country. It recognizes the freedom of the
individual to find his own niche. But through example and initiative and
advancement by innovation, the disadvantaged are persuaded or encouraged
to follow. There is also a growing consciousness by the bodies politic of their
obligations towards those concerned. The encouragement of the democratic
approach through spontaneous and decentralized local initiative has the main
advantage of harmonizing with the needs and capacities of rural people. It
rejects the idea of dependence on special government agencies' and additional
government financial hand-outs.

It was impressed on the delegation that there were no standard arrange-
ments for problem solving in all areas. These have to be worked out in specific
detail for each area. The procedures must be tailored to the specific circum-
stances as well as to the particular people in the area so that they will be able
to help themselves with minimum assistance from other people and government.

CHAPTER II

Beginning and Development of the Program

The need for a program, such as the Rural Development Program, is
indicated by the extent and characteristics of low-income farm problems in the
United States. Relatively low production and incomes have characterized
large parts of American Agriculture for several decades. It is only in recent
years, however, that these problems have been regarded as matters of public
policy.

These problems were ascribed, at one time, wholly to inherent physical
characteristics, such as poor soil or to charateristics of people in these areas
who were considered by some to be of a ne’er-do-well nature. Supposed inherent
lack of ability or preference for non-money values such as hunting, fishing or
leisure were common reasons. The solution of this situation was considered to
be the main responsibility of the individual family or of charitable agencies.

The severe economic and depressed conditions of the 1930’s, while not
restricted in their effect to small farm operators, drew attention to the problem
of agriculture in general and gave rise to large scale remedial action by govern-
ment. Federal and state governments stepped in at that time to assist the
needy and large-scale rural assistance programs were part of the general attack.

After World War II underemployment in agriculture developed as a result
of technological progress and resulting surplus rural population. Meanwhile

the rate of growth in the economy of the nation more or less paralleled the

1 During the first year of the Program it was noted that ample leadership potential exists
in States and in rural communities to provide vital direction. It was also emphasized that this
is not “just another Federal Governmental program” and that federal agencies stand in a
supporting role only. (See First Annual Report of the Secretary of Agriculture, September, 1956).

"
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growth in the working-age population and industry was not able to absorb the
people unneeded in agriculture.! This was not conducive to improvements in
low production and low-income areas.

The view now held by agricultural authorities in the United States is that
the low-income farm problem cannot be solved by individual farmers or local
areas alone. Nor is it viewed as a farm problem as’such. It is part of the national
general employment and income problem, as well as part of the income problem
of agriculture as a whole.

In recent years additional governmental programs have been developed,
most of which are still in effect. Many effective methods have been developed
to increase productivity and raise income. Among these are new educational
techniques, supervised credit, vocational training and the provision of employ-
ment information. In many cases, however, no effective way or little co-ordi-
nated effort to tie these programs together in the communities of the United
States was developed.

Early experimental efforts—The delegation was informed that the germ
of Rural Development was conceived by groups of rural people such as those
found at Tupelo, Mississippi. About 15 years ago, this group had the idea that
by studying the resources of the area and their needs on a community group
basis, it was possible to plan, develop and put into operation a well conceived
resource development program. To assist them in this process the group
enlisted the aid of a farm management service firm. It was concluded as a
result of the firm’s appraisal, that a program of farm and community develop-
ment could be instituted and carried out at a trade area level with local initia-
tion and resources. When all the facts were laid before the people by com-
mittees of farm and other non-farm group representatives, local business men
were sufficiently convinced to invest $30,000 for the first year’s farm improve-
ment program. Returns to the community were such as to ensure the success of
the first venture. The local resource development organization and the program
went on to future progress. .

Another early example of organization of local farm business and industry
leaders into groups for rural development was spearheaded by the Chamber of
Commerce at Asheville, North Carolina in 1949. Strong programs by the local
Chamber had obtained good results in the areas of industrial deyelopment and
tourist trade. They set up an enquiry into the condition of agriculture in the
area and noted that over half of the population lived in rural areas; farms were
small; much of the acreage was in woodland; and incomes were low. At this
point an Agricultural Development Council was formed and a farm manage-
ment service firm hired to study the surrounding 18 coun@ry areas and to outline
a program of action. In the conduct of the program business men teamed with
rural people and agricultural agencies to form 2 “partnership for progress”.?
The business men provided capital and promotional effort .and the agricultural
agencies provided guidance and technical knowledge. Desire for better homes
and communities and a higher standard of living ha\{e been whetted. The
business men were rewarded by large increases in retail sales and industrial
firms were encouraged to locate plants in the area. )

The example of these and other similar development committees pointed
the way to a national rural development program in which all local groups of
an economic, civic and educational nature join in a team effort to spa_rk'
improvement and development in the area. In essence, these groups with
government agencies and extension agents perform all the steps in the
development process including the services performed by the farm management
service firms indicated in the above mentioned examples.

1 Problems of Low-Income Farmers, Hendrix, william E. Farm Economics Research Division,

U.SD.A., Farm Policy Forum, Volume 11, No. 1, Summer 1958. :
2This discussion yis mainly based on an article in The Monthly Review of the Federal

Reserve Bank of Richmond, July 1959.
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Government activity—On January 11, 1954, the President in a Special
Message on Agriculture to Congress called for broad improvements in agri-
cultural programs and placed new emphasis on the need for basic economic
changes in certain farm areas. The most important subject in this message was
the situation of many families on small farms and their need for special
assistance. In recommending a new program. President Eisenhower stated that
the Secretary of Agriculture, in co-operation with the National Agricultural
Advisory Commission would “give special attention to the problems peculiar
to small farmers”.

Following the President’s directive, a comprehensive study and review
was made of the problems outlined in the Special Message. This study was
under the direction of the Secretary of Agriculture. Task forces in the Depart-
ment with personnel from several other government departments and agencies
carried out the undertaking.

The report “Development of Agriculture’s Human Resources” was submitted
to the President on April 26, 1955. It reviewed the situation with regard to low
income of farm families, the characteristics of the major problem areas and
set out certain areas on the basis of three criteria i.e. farm income, level of
living and farm production. All the programs in effect were examined and
suggestions were developed to improve them. The study emphasized that the
foundation for programs to increase the opportunities available to low-income
people is the interest and enterprise of local people and communities but
pointed out that co-operative effort by local communities, private enterprise
and State and Federal Governments can speed up and facilitate improvements

in levels of living of low-income families. Thus the approach to the problem

was regarded primarily as educational and developmental.

The Secretary of Agriculture recommended the launching of pilot operations
in not less than 50 of the 1,000 low-income counties during the 1955-56 fiscal
year. A nine point program was suggested. It recognized that the problem is
not exclusively agricultural and that opportunities for off-farm employment
are part of the solution. It stressed a voluntary approach to the problem,
the importance of working with young people and the desirability of broadening
the program as experience is gained. The matching of local plans and efforts
with individual needs and resources available was indicated as the basis for
action.

The nine point program comprised the following elements:

(1) expand and develop agricultural extension work to meet the needs of
low-income farmers and part-time farmers;

(2) develop needed research in farm and home management, human nutri-
tion, population, marketing and in evaluating experience gained in the pilot
program;

(3) provide additional credit for low-income farmers and extend Farmers’
Home Administration services to part-time farmers;

(4) increase technical assistance, such as provided by the Soil Conservation
Service, to low-income farmers;

(5) request the Department of Health, Education and Welfare to encourage
the States to expand vocational training in rural areas of low income;

(6) request the Department of Labor to strengthen the Employment
Service in rural areas and further to adapt it to the needs of rural people;

(7) undertake to ‘get more effective programs developed to induce the
expansion of industry in rural low-income areas, using the facilities of the
Departments of Labor and Commerce and the office of Defense Mobilization;
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(8) call upon the agricultural colleges to make substantial research and
extension contributions to a co-operative venture and employ in part the
increased Federal funds;

(9) aggressively encourage farm, business and other leadership to assume
local responsibility and to unite in efforts to aid in the development of agri-
culture’s human resources, using trade area and community development
programs to increase farm income and raise living standards.

Certain legislative action was needed to launch the program in an effective
way. These included:

(a) authorization of loans to part-time farms under Farmer’s Home

Administration;

(b) legislation to enable special funds outside of the present agricultural
extension formula for the purpose of conducting pilot programs and
extending assistance to low-income farmers;

(c) appropriation requests were recommended to initiate work proposed
involving extension, research, soil conservation, farm loans and re-
lated services;

(d) lending authority for an additional $30 million was suggested for the
Farmers’ Home Administration;

(e) proposed certain administrative arrangements including an indepart-
mental committee, and a committee within the Department of Agri-
culture to co-ordinate the work of its agencies. The Secretary of
Agriculture and a principal officer were designated to co-ordinate and
direct the administration.

(f) require the Secretary of Agriculture to submit a comprehensive report
to the President.

The launching and progress of the program.—The conduct of the study
and the report on the “Development of Agriculture’s Human Resources” was
the first step in the program. It was a study showing the resources and needs
in certain rural deficient areas and was a general guide or study document
rather than a blueprint. It revealed an awareness of the magnitude and com-
plexity of the problem.

After the report was transmitted to Congress by President Eisenhower
on April 26, 1955, vigorous action was taken by Federal Government and
State representatives to make a start on the program. A conference of Deans
of the Land Grant Colleges, other State agricultural leaders, Federal repre-
sentatives and leaders in business, religious and civic affairs was held in
Memphis, Tennessee and came up with a possible plan and means of furthering
constructive rural development programs in agricultural areas characterized
by low farm family incomes. Work groups grappled with the problem under
three broad headings. These were (1) organizing for action, (2) additional
information needed and steps necessary to insure its availability, and (3) the
stimulation of local initiative. Following this conference the two main na-
tional committees proposed in the first government report were organized.

The Program did not progress very far in 1955 and was also limited in
1956 because the needed funds and legislative authority was not obtained until
June 1956. On the other hand, ten States had already shown some progress
with work leading to community economic improvement in Rural Development
Program pilot counties. Most of these States were in the southeastern part of
the country, which was shown in the «Development of Agriculture’s Human
Resources’” report as the most critical area. Program planning had also begun
in ten other additional States.

The first annual report on September 1, 1956 indicated that rural develop-
ment committees in 24 States had named 54 pilot rural counties and areas of

22604-3—3
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program action during 1956-57. The following year, rural development activ-
ities were reported in 100 pilot counties organized in 30 States. These ranged
from Washington to Florida, from Maine to New Mexico and included Puerto
Rico. More than 350 new development projects in agriculture, forestry, mar-
keting, industry promotion, health and vocational training were reported. Three
regional conferences were held during the 1956-1957 year for Federal, State
and local government agency workers and private leaders.

A significant statement of the status of the Program was noted in the
hearings of the Senate Subcommittee on Agricultural Appropriations on March
31, 1958, as follows:

“The Rural Development Program is not separate from our (Department
of Agriculture) regular activities for improving living standards in
underdeveloped rural areas. Nor is it limited in scope and objectives
to specific areas. This program is one method, among many, of sup-
plementing and redirecting the work of government agencies in order
to gain more effectively the fundamental objective—area economic de-
velopment.”

The last annual report for the 1958-59 fiscal year shows that rural develop-
ment programs have been designated in 200 counties in 30 States (Figure 1).
Increased opportunities include (1) progress of the program in many parti-
cipating States has gone far beyond the experimental or pilot stage and from
a single county to a multi-county level, which has broadened the work and
brought in more resources and interest, (2) most counties have increased in
both farm and non-farm opportunities including industry expansion, small
woodlots and timber processing enterprises, job guidance and placement ser-
vices, building of new marketing and processing facilities, opened new mar-
keting co-operatives, reorientation 'of agricultural production on small farms,
more attention to young people through vocatinal guidance and training, new
education courses, stay-in-school and education beyond the high school. Industry
growth in 52 Rural Development counties resulted in some 8,000 new job
openings.

Some 140 additional State extension agents and specialists have been made
available through the Program. A few other significant special assistance
government aids include among others (1) increased lending by the Farmers’
Home Administration, (2) demonstration projects in four States aimed at im-
provement of job developments, community planning and employment services
in small rural area, (3) 63 loans for $2.5 million to small firms in 48 counties
were facilitated through the Small Business Administration, (4) special low-
income area research in 22 States, (5) increased forest improvement, (6) in-
creased allocations of ACP funds in 19 States, and (7) increased technical
assistance through the Soil Conservation Service.

Federal appropriations specifically ear-marked to the Rural Development
Program as such, were $2 million and $2.5 million in 1957 and 1958, respec-
tively.1 The relatively heavy dependence on locally-run and locally-financed
community projects in Rural Development has kept the budgetary assistance
costs to the government at a minimum. The scale of operations is still rela-
tively small in relation to the size of the problem to be tackled.

1The second annual report of the Secretary of Agriculture on the Rural Development
Program shows direct appropriations of $2,061,645 and $2,589,342 in 1957 and 1958, respectively.
Additional loan authorizations for farm operating loans under Farmers’ Home Administration
mounted to $15,000,000 each year. The fourth annual report for 1959 indicates that direct
expenditures by the Department of Agriculture for educational, research and conservation
activities alone under the Rural Development Program were expected to approximate two
million dollars. In addition, many Federal Agencies are actively at work on the Program
supplying credit, technical and other assistance.
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CHAPTER III
Organization at the Various Government and Public Levels

Participating Groups.—The organization of the Rural Development
Program can be outlined through three levels which are national, state and
county. This does not mean that the importance of these three levels is in the
order as stated above. As a matter of fact, the key to success lies with the
local county or area committee of lay people. All the members of the local
committee have a personal interest in helping to bring about imptrovements
in the economic and social structure of the area. Thus, they stand to benefit
in one way or another from any such improvements.

The Program should not be thought of in the ordinary sense of a
“program’.1 It is not an activity whose boundaries have been established by
legislative action. It has not resulted in the establishment of any new organi-
zation or agency to supervise operations. It is mot “administered” by the
Federal Government.

A national Committee composed of the Under Secretaries of the Depart-
ments of Agriculture; Commerce; Health; Education and Welfare; Interior;
Labor; the Administrator of the Small Business Administration; and a
member of the Council of Economic Advisers was formed at the commence-
ment of the Program. The chairman has been the Under Secretary of Agricul-
ture, Mr. True D. Morse. This committee renders guidance and support but
not directions.

It was impressed on the delegation that the Rural Development Program
is an activity or movement having no administrative head and purposely kept
that way. The committee though functioning, was not officially established
until October 12, 1959 when to expedite progress President Eisenhower issued
Executive Order no. 10847. The Order calls upon the various federal depart-
ment agencies to make the fullest possible contributions to area development
programs and related activities.

One or more agencies in several federal government departments render
appropriate support to local development programs. Agricultural interests are
supported within the Department of Agriculture by the Federal Extension
Service, Agricultural Research Service, Agricultural Mark‘et'mg S_ervxce, Com-
modity Stabilization Service, Rural Electrification Administration, Farmers’
Home Administration, Forest Service, Soil Conservation Service, Farmers
Co-operative Service and the Agricultural Conservation Pro_gram ‘Serv1ce.

In the Department of Commerce the agency which assists with business,
commercial and industrial activities and interests under Rural Development
is the office of Area Development. The Small Business Administration also
operates in this area. In the Department of Labor, the group f:oncerned with
manpower interests is the Bureau of Employment Security; in the Depart-
ment of Interior, resource interests are handled by the Bureau of Land
Management, Bureau of Mines, Geological Survey, Fish and Wildlife Service
and the National Park Service; and in the Department of Heal!:h, Education
and Welfare, the interests are assisted by the office of'Educatlon, Office of
Vocational Rehabilitation, Social Security Administration and the Publie
Health Service. )

The Farm Credit Administration is an important independent credit
agency of the government and is concerned in rural development as far as
its loan policies permit.

Representatives of most federal departments are usually .found on the
state committee level of organization. Probably those most' active are repre-
sentatives of the Department of Agriculture and its agencies. In the case of

1See “How Rural Development Operates” by Kepner, P.V., Deputy Administrator, Federal
Extension Service, U.S.D.A. Farm Policy Forum, Summer 1958.

22604-3—33



36 SPECIAL COMMITTEE

the agricultural interests the main state organizations represented are the
land grant colleges, the state agricultural departments and the farm organi-
zations. Other state departments include commerce, the planning and develop-
ment agencies, the labor and employment and education, social service and
health departments.

At the county and local area committee levels, all the federal depart-
ments and agencies having local employees and State departments are usually
represented to serve in an advisory capacity. County committees include
farmers, agricultural employees and farm organization representatives;
business and industrial group representatives; employment service repre-
sentatives; educators, social workers and county health, doctors and sanitarians.
Local bankers and representatives of the national farm loan and production
credit associations of the Federal Land Bank system are important members.
Others include clergymen, social and fraternal organization representatives
and civic groups. The range of local forces in rural development normally
include agricultural agencies, farm groups, co-operatives, civic clubs, industry,
womens clubs, bankers, clergymen, press and radio, chamber of commerce,
school authorities, health groups, youth and county officials. The members
of the local interest groups are elected or selected by lay people, not by the
agency representatives.

The county or the area committee (usually composed of a number of
counties) is the real nucleus of rural development and the planning and working
level. After the resources of the area have been inventoried and studied and
priorities of action programs decided, working subcommittees are set up on a
continuing or rotating basis as decided by the county committee. There might
be a subcommittee for any particular purpose such as agriculture, industry,
tourist trade, vocational education, zoning, health and sanitation.

Stages in county program execution—The designation of specific counties
or areas as pilot or demonstration projects has usually been based on the type
of information outlined in the “Development of Agriculture’s Human Resources”
report and other basic resource inventory data of the State. This is a task of the
State Committee, which at this stage is usually formed by key state and federal
agency representatives.

The state colleges or universities are called on to provide pertinent informa-
tion at this point. The state committee acts as a co-ordinating body and as
liaison between the county and national committees. In starting the program,
representatives of the state committee meet with a representative group of
people in the proposed pilot county to explain the general nature of the effort
and the kind and probable extent of help the county can anticipate receiving
from outside sources. The availability of professional help through one or more
special rural development agents, who are provided under provisions of the
1955 amendment of the Smith Lever Act, is pointed out to the local people.
This is concrete evidence of available assistance to the people undertaking
improvement projects. It is also a definite boast to their morale.

The decision to undertake the program is one which is left entirely up
to the people. At this informal meeting, the identification of the problems is
made through a study of fundamental research reports, surveys and farmer
experience. Problems are named such as lack of income, markets, resources,
land, credit, knowledge, vocational training, full or part-time off-farm employ-
ment. If the decision is made to go ahead, working sub-committees are formed
by the county committee. These might include agriculture, home and living,
industry, tourist trade, health and education depending on the particular
problem area.

To facilitate planning of the program and to enlist local support, the
county or area committee formed includes all the organized groups of the
community such as farm, civic and business. The county or area committee then
considers alternatives, chooses priorities, decides what is to be done, outlines the
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objectives and activities and the appropriate group to do the job. An important
phase of the planning stage is the provision of co-ordination and emphasis on
team approach and uniting of effort. All must realize that they have an interest
in helping to bring about improvements in the economic and social structure
of the area and stand to benefit in one way or another.

The next stage in program execution is the matter of getting the program
underway. The problem at this point is to motivate people, of involving the
lay groups, of developing the resources, of expanding employment. A final
important step is an evaluation of the value of the program and report of
progress to the public. This enables a refinement and strengthening of the
program by elimination of activities that do not hold promise of producing
desirable short or long term results.

Helpful aids in program execution include surveys by local committees and
research conducted at the state and national level. Publicity of the program in
local papers assures local support and sense of pride and satisfaction in
accomplishments.

CHAPTER IV
Types of Assistance from Governments and Other Agencies

Federal—The delegation found that there is a wide range in types of
assistance that federal agencies make available to help communities to accom-
plish the objectives of improving their services and diversifying and expanding
their economies. All these types of assistance are, of course, available under the
Rural Development Program. '

Early in the tour it was stressed on the delegation that the solution to the
problem of the low-income farmer was not to be found exclusively within
agriculture and that there was generally a condition of excess labor in the
problem areas. The situation could be summed up by the term—underemploy-
ment—meaning unprofitable employment of all labor resources for agricultural
production in many counties of the United States. _

Unless industrial and service job opportunities are e§tab115hed in local
areas the only feasible alternative is to find employment in centers of large
industry. As an example, we were informed that people from a poor agricultural
area in eastern Kentucky were working in manufacturing plants in a large city
and commuting back and forth daily a relatively long distance. This reflects
many unfavorable conditions, one of which is the lack of resource development
and community services in such rural areas.

As a part of national policy, the dispersion of industry is regarded by the
government as very desirable to ensure growth of the economy in all sections
of the country. It also assumes importance in defence policy.

General policies on assistance to local areas to promote dispersion of
industry are directed under authority assigned to the Executive office of the
President and the office of Defense Mobilization.

By Executive Order No. 10582, December 17, 1954, the President established
uniform procedures for application of the Buy American Act of 1933. Preference
is provided to domestic suppliers as against foreign suppliers in the award of
government contracts. It permits rejection of a foreign bid or offer in cases in
which all the materials can be produced in areas of substantl‘al unemployment
when the President states such preference would be in the national interest.

Defense Manpower Policy no. 4 Placement of Procurement and Facilities
in Areas of Imminent Labor Surplus—is designed to encourage the placing
of government contracts and facilities in labor surplus areas and t(? assist
such areas in making the best use of their available resources. The policy also
provides for the intensification of service to these areas by all appropriate
Federal agencies.
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In 1956 Congress amended the Defense Production Act by inserting in
the law the following statement, “it is the policy of the Congress to encourage
the geographical dispersion of the industrial facilities of the United States...”.
Through the National Defense Education Act, Congress in 1958 provided for
guidance, testing and counselling in both rural and urban schools, and area
programs of vocational training for highly skilled technicians.

Federal funds are expended by Federal executive agencies that administer
programs authorized by Congress under two broad categories.! These categories
are (1) technical assistance and consultation or (2) financial assistance, pro-
curement and consultation.

In the Department of Agriculture, technical assistance and consultation
are provided by (1) the Federal-State Co-operative Extension Service, (2)
The Forest Service, (3) the Soil Conservation Service and (4) the Farmers
Co-operative Service. In the broad category of financial assistance, procure-
ment and consultation the following agencies are active (1) Agricultural
Conservation Program Service, (2) Agricultural Marketing Service, (3) Com-
modity Stabilization Service, (4) Farmers’ Home Administration and (5)
Rural Electrification Administration.

Under the first category of technical assistance and consultation, the
Federal-State Co-operative Extension Service provides educational and tech-
nical counsel to farm families and others seeking this assistance. In the United
States, the Federal Extension Service is integrated with each State in its
Extension Service by matching of funds as set up under the Smith Lever Act.
With regard to the Rural Development Program, this Act was amended in
19552 so that federal funds could be allocated directly to the States and from
there to the counties for the employment of personnel to strengthen the exist-
ing extension staffs.

In general, the Federal-State Co-operative Extension Service makes avail-
able the results of research on agriculture and related fields, helps those con-
cerned to use these results to reduce costs, increase incomes and adjust produc-
tion more nearly to market demands. Those connected with the Rural Develop-
ment Program perform three principal jobs (1) increase on-the-farm educa-
tional assistance to farm families on small farms, (2) support the county and
area committees in their economic and social programs, and in some cases, (3)
supply those committees with administrative services in the conduct of the
Program.

Over the years methods and procedures of extension work have been
revised as experience has dictated and new programs developed. One of the
main procedures used now is to involve the people to whom a program is
directed. Extension acts in the problem solving framework. Extension now acts
with a broader, more varied and less localized population. This suggests teach-
ing aid of mass media nature in such areas as family ‘living, public policy,
conservation. On the other hand, some subjects such as management call for
a more individual approach. '

A major function of the Extension Service is the training for leadership.
This is vital to the success of the’rural development program since so many
of the needs of modern life can only be met by group action.

The Forest Service provides valuable service to rural development since
much of the land area in the counties and area under the Program is under
tree cover. In addition to the main task of administration of the 149 National
Forests, the Forest Service conducts research in improved techniques for forest

1 Federal Activities Helpful to Communities, U.S. Department of Commerce, Office of Area
Development.

2 See Appendix B, pps. 62 to 63 inclusive, re Public Law 360 to amend Public Law 83 (The
Smith Lever Act).
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management and utilization; co-operates with States and private landowners
in forest protection and promotion of good timber management; assists county
and area committees in surveys of forest resources, markets and employment
possibilities. It also co-operates with state foresters in providing forest-tree
planting stock for reforestation at reasonable cost.

In the area of promotion of good land use and conservation practices on
crop lands, the Soil Conservation Service is a very important agency. Soil
Conservation Service technicians make soil surveys, prepare plans for farm
and ranch conservation, watershed protection, and flood prevention in up-
stream watersheds. They also assist in the planning and application of needed
conservation practices on grazing lands, woodlands and lands suitable for
recreation or wildlife, as well as croplands. The delegation observed that the
Soil Conservation Service officials in the States visited are one of the most
prominent and active federal group on county and area committees under rural
development. They are concerned with better land use in the broadest sense
both in on-farm improvement and in the transfer of land now within a farm
unit but deemed to be more appropriately suited to other uses, such as forestry
or recreation.

The Farmer Co-operative Service provides guidance for farmer co-opera-
tives participating in the Program, It advises the rural development workers
and local people on the role of co-operatives and credit unions in rural area
economic growth. The research, advisory and educational services are directed
towards helping farmers to organize and operate co-operative associations to
provide marketing services, to increase returns for their products and to obtain
farm supplies and services essential to the farm business.

At the national level, a major program known as the Agricultural Conser-
vation Program is administered by a Service of this name within the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. It is an important part of a co-ordinated effort to help
farmers, part-time farmers and other land users attain desirable soil conser-
vation objectives. The Program operates as a farmer-government partnership
by providing a share of the cost of approved soil and water conserving prac-
tices. ACP assistance is meant to provide for conservation needs over and
above what farmers would carry out with their own resources a_tnd on their
own initiative. The assistance is generally in the form of ﬁnapmal aid on a
sharing basis, but it may also be in terms of materials or services. Participa-
tion in the program is voluntary and all farmers are eligible.

Programs are developed and administered locally through Agricultural
Stabilization and Conservation (ASC) County Committees who are elected
annually by the farmers. Specialists of the Federal Department of Agriculture
are available to assist the county and state committees on phases of A.C.P.
and other government programs as the occasion arises. The county agricultural
extension agent is an ex officio member of the cqmmittee. The activities of the
county committees are reviewed and summarized by state committees. This
applies to approved recommended practices, the setting of cost-sharing rates
and the allocation of federal funds. 30

This program assumes importance in improving the condﬁnon and produc—
tive capacity of farm lands and in promoting desirable adjustments in land
use. Increased allocations have been obtained for use in specific counties
designated by state committees for rural development. Cons_lderable importance
attached to the use of ACP was noted by the delegation in all of the States
which we visited. : :

The Agricultural Marketing Service! contributes to the Rural Development
Program by conducting research, including field studies, in co-operation with

1 Correspondence from Undersecretary of Agriculture with Chief, Production Economics
Section, Economics Division, November 14, 1958.
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various State Agricultural Experiment Stations on problems of low-income
farm families. These may be indicated under five groups (1) studies to disclose
the effects of the establishment of new industries upon the level of living
of rural people, (2) studies to appraise the availability and utilization of
educational facilities for rural youth and to ascertain the relationship between
type of education received and later occupational and migration careers,
(3) studies of the need for and utilization of health facilities by rural people
and their participation in voluntary health insurance programs, (4) studies
to determine farmer’s attitudes toward and knowledge of the Old-Age and
Survivor’s Insurance Program and to evaluate the effects of the recent extension
of this program to farmers, and (5) studies to determine the economic feasibility
of establishing either agricultural processing or marketing facilities or the loca-
tion of industrial plants in low-income areas.

One of the most important programs which is administered by the Com-
modity Stabilization Service is the Soil Bank Program. Under this program
two basic types of payments are made to farmers (1) to reduce allotment acres
of basic crops (acreage reserve), and (2) to put general cropland to conservation
use (conservation reserve). Applications for assistance are made through the
County ASC (Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation) committee as with
the case of assistance payments under the Agricultural Conservation Program.

The delegation found that the Conservation Reserve of the Soil Bank Pro-
gram was being used extensively by farmers in the counties visited in Kentucky,
Wisconsin, Minnesota, Michigan and Maine. The three basic aims of the Soil
Bank Conservation Reserve are to take land out of crop production, to make
long-time changes in land use, and to protect the land from erosion and other
damage. Under the Conservation Reserve the farmer can receive two types of
payments (1) an annual rental payment up to a maximum of the basic county
rate per acre for three, five or ten year contracts and (2) a conservation pay-
ment for approved county practices best suited to the particular land and type
of farming. There are three main groups of approved practices as follows.
(1) land cover practices such as planting a permanent cover of grass, trees or
shrubs (2) water conservation practices such as construction of dams, pits, or
ponds, and (3) wildlife conservation practices such as provision for wildlife
cover and dams or ponds for fish.

Many farmers on small units or poor land are using the Conservation
reserve of the Soil Bank to ease the adjustment from full-time farming to a
part-time operation. It enables them to devote all or part of their time to
off-farm employment while receiving payment from the land under the
program. With Social Security it enables older farm operators to make desir-
able adjustments in land use and assure a fair level of living.

The Farmers’ Home Administration provides a wide variety of agricultural
credit services, accompanied by guidance in the development and carrying out
of sound farm and home planning. It is intended to provide credit only to
those farmers who have capacity to develop but are temporarily unable to
obtain the credit needs for established private sources and banks or from
co-operative credit agencies such as the national farm loan associations, produc-
tion credit associations and farmer’s co-operative associations of the Farm
Credit System.

General objectives of the credit services availablé through FHA are to
assist farmers to make needed changes and improvements in their farming so
as to become successful full-time or part-time farmers. Loans are made for
operation, purchase, land improvement, farm enlargement, refinancing of
existing debt, farm building improvements, soil and water conservation.
Prior to December 7, 1959 applicants were required to be established farmers
carrying on substantial farm activities, spending most of their time and obtain-
ing the major share of income from the farm. Effective on the above date the
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eligibility requirement to spend most of the time farming was revised to
provide operating and farm ownership loans for farmers who are regularly
employed off the farm. Valuable help is given to applicants in preparing
farm and home operating plans, keeping farm records and obtaining advice on
credit and farm problems. Primarily these loans are to help farmers who are
otherwise unable to obtain enough land resources to develop full-time farms.

The delegation noted that representatives of the Rural Electrification
Administration were active in making loans to provide electric and telephone
service in the counties visited.

It was pointed out to the delegation that the extension of credit was not
regarded as a cure-all to a rural development problem. Elements for success
on farms include farm resources that can be developed on a sound basis, good
organization and efficient operation of farm enterprises, a market for its
products and skill in the use of credit.

The Farm Economics Research Division! of the Agricultural Research
Service has a comprehensive program of research underway to assist in the
work of the Rural Development Program. Studies are made in selected areas
to describe in detail the low production or low income problem, to determine
the minimum capital requirements to provide given levels of income, to analyze
and describe the labor resources and to evaluate possible adjustments in the
use of resources that can be made to alleviate the low-income problem resulting
from small farms. These studies? are being conducted in co-operation with State
Agricultural Experiment Stations. They provide information on adjustments
that can be made in the use of resources available to farm families, including
changes in farm enterprises, farm enlargement and non-farm employment.

The Home Economics Research Division of the Agricultural Research Serv-
ice does a considerable amount of research in foods and nutrition and household
economics. It provides guides to good nutrition and management, clothing and
housing.

Assistance to local areas is available under general policies of the govern-
ment for procurement of supplies in the Departments of the Navy, Army, Air
Force, Atomic Energy Commission, Defense, Federal Civil Defense Administra-
tion, General Services Administration, Post Office and parts of other depart-
ments. These represent very important demands for products which can be
produced in sections of the country that are disadvantaged agricultural areas
and have large labor pools.

Valuable technical assistance and consultation service is available, partic-
ularly in the 17 western States, to local communities, groups and individuals
through the regular programs of the Bureau and Offices of the Department of
Interior. Functions of particular value in assisting local areas are the topo-
graphic surveys, geologic investigations, and surface and ground water resources
investigations of the Geological Survey; research on the utilization of minerals
by the Bureau of Mines; and land classification and land-use studies for irriga-
tion, power development, conservation and recreation purposes conducted by
the Bureau of Reclamation, Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Park
Service in co-operation with state and local agencies.

The Department of Commerce assists in Rural Development activities
through the Office of Area Development. The principal goal of this Office is to

1 Correspondence from Undersecretary of Agriculture, Washington, D.C. with Chief, Produc-
tion Economiecs Section, Economics Division, Ottawa, Canada, on.November 14, 1958.

2 Excellent examples are as follows: (a) An Economic Analysis of Fam and Nop-Farm Usgs
of Resources on Small Farms in the Southern Piedomont, North_ Carolina, Tec{m}cal Bulle_tm
no. 138, May, 1959, North Carolina Agricultural Experiment Station; (b) Combmmg Fa.rmxng
with Off-Farm Jobs in Northeastern Minnesota, Frank T. Hady, Report no. 242, University of
Minnhesota Agricultural Experiment Station. :
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assist in the improvement of economic and business conditions in state and
local areas. This is done through technical assistance directed to:

(1) the expansion and strengthening of existing industries

(2) the development of new industries based on local resources

(3) the improvement of community conditions to encourage economic
growth.

Assistance is given through 33 offices of Field Services to communities in
initiating and carrying out industrial and area development programs in secur-
ing new industry and helping existing industry through product improvement
and new product development.

The Department of Labor has a program called the Community Employ-
ment Program which is carried out with affiliated state employment security
agencies. It is designed to stimulate concerted local community action to
increase job opportunities. In the planning and execution of economic develop-
ment programs, the Labhor Department co-operates by providing manpower
information to help community groups attract suitable new industries or
expand existing industry. Information about local manpower resources, area
training needs and worker’s training potential is valuable to existing industries
planning to expand and to industries seeking new plant sites. Counselling
services 'on the organization and planning for on-the-job training programs
tailored to the needs of existing or prospective industry is provided to any
community group such as county or area rural development committees.

The work of the Department of Labor has been influential in expanding
employment in the pilot counties of the Rural Development Program, in train-
ing programs to improve skills of rural people and in the field of employment’
guidance. The fourth annual report issued on October 29, 1959 shows that
industry growth in 52 Rural Development counties resulted in some 8,000 new
job -openings.

Starting in 1958, the Department of Labor co-operated with the Depart-
ment of Agriculture in an experimental program in four States—Arkansas,
Kentucky, Tennessee and Wisconsin—to try and fashion more effective job
development programs for people with low incomes. Studies called labor profile
studies are being conducted in rural areas to provide information on the utiliza-
tion and productivity of labor, employment status, characteristics and capa-
bilities of the labor force and the availability of labor for off-farm employment.
It is hoped that this experimental program will lead to expansion of employ-
ment services in rural areas of the limited States.

The delegation was not informed in the States visited of any special work
or emphasis of the Department of Health, Education and Welfare directed
through the Rural Development Program. It is noted, however, that repre-
sentatives of the Department at the regional offices and the Social Security
officers are members of the county or area development committees. Through
the Office of Vocational Rehabilitation consultation services are provided to
communities on the establishment of community programs and rehabilitation
centers designed to help disabled persons become employable. Grants-in-aid
are provided to state vocational rehabilitation agencies on a matching basis
for basic rehabilitation services. Grants are also made to educational institutions
for teaching purposes to alleviate the acute shortage of professional workers
in vocational rehabilitation.

The Social Security program is administered by the Department of Health,
. Education and Welfare and is concerned with the welfare of older people in
rural areas. A larger proportion of people in low-income counties are older
than in the average county. A function of some rural development committees
has been to acquaint people in pilot counties with the availability of Social
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Security. For example in one county in North Carolina, a survey showed that
only 49 per cent of the eligible persons were covered by the Social Security
Program. This was raised to 94 per cent after people were informed about the
program.

In the field of federal agencies that provide financial and technical assistance
and consultation services to development of rural areas, one of the most im-
portant is the Small Business Administration. Officials of the Small Business
Administration from regional offices meet and discuss problems with com-
munity leaders and small business men. Individual consultations are arranged
with those wishing to develop a small business and technical, managerial and
new product assistance is provided. Loans can be made directly to small firms
if these cannot be obtained from other financial bodies. Sometimes loans are
made jointly with other loaning agencies. These loans are made on a medium
or long term basis to purchase materials and equipment, to expand and modernize
operations for construction or for working capital. Some of the other services
in the advancement of local development programs that foster small business
growth and contribute to increased off-farm employment include (1) publishing
of booklets and business aids to assist owners and managers of small businesses,
(2) assistance in obtaining government contracts, (3) courses to provide instruc-
tion in business management, (4) provide counsel in locating and marketing a
new line or type of product.

Since one of the main objectives of the Rural Development Program is to
increase off-farm job opportunities for those who desire to leave the farm, the
establishment of small business firms that utilize local resources is a vital force
in broadening the economic base. When existing firms expand their operations
and new firms get started, a community gains many benefits. The Small Business
Administration acts in a role similar to all other federal agencies of assisting
people and organizations to strengthen rural industries through united com-
munity action of business men, community leaders and state and federal
agencies.

State—The State Departments and State Agencies active in the Rural
Development Program vary in the different States visited by the delegation of
the Canada Department of Agriculture. A common threat, however, was
apparent in all of them. In most cases the usual state organizations have con-
tinued long established activities but these have been more closely co-ordinated
and strengthened under the Program.

Invariably the chairman of the State Rural Development Committee is the
Dean of Agriculture or the Director of Extension at the State University.
Agricultural groups are most numerous at the state level but there are many
other departments and agencies serving forestry, business, tourist trade, health,
education, social service, youth, employment civic interests and in general in
promoting developments outside agriculture. These are referred to in the
chapter on organization at the Various Government and Public Levels (see
page 10).

The state departments and agencies helping in the work of Rural Develop-
ment depend on the nature of the problem areas and the organization in the
particular State. In Kentucky the member organizations on the State Rural
Development Committee include (1) Agricultural Experimental Station and
the Agricultural Extension Service of the University of Kentucky, (2) the
Bureau of Rehabilitation Services of the Department of Education, (3) the
Division of Vocational Education of the Department of Education, (4) Extended
Programs of the University of Kentucky, (5) the Department of Agriculture,
(6) the Department of Conservation, (7) the Department of Economic Develop-
ment, and (8) the Department of Health. In other States, the same departments
and organizations are usually active in the Rural Development Program but

often under other names.
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The nature of assistance by University groups is in the fields of education
and research. In most cases the results of research are funnelled through the
regular extension program and the county agents. There has been considerable
increase in technical assistance in pilot counties. Since much of the research
of the universities with respect to rural development is done in co-operation
with federal agencies it is difficult to separate and identify the contributions
of each.

It is difficult to separate and identify the contributions of Federal and
State! and a breakdown of financial costs was not attempted by the delegation.
The cost-sharing varies as between types of assistance and between the federal
government and the different state governments. The usual practice is to co-
operate in all activities and some of the state obligation is shared by the
particular counties concerned.

Assistance to rural communities in the United States in providing an
extensive education service has been traditionally done through the land-grant
colleges. This assistance has been carried out mainly through agricultural, youth
and home economics programs. Other services are now being focussed on a larger
section of the people to serve the wider needs of other interests and develop-
ment problems of the community.

Other—There are many non-governmental organizations involved in the
Rural Development Program. These include agricultural agencies, farm groups,
co-operatives, civie clubs, industrial firms, women’s clubs, bankers, clergymen,
press and radie, local chambers of commerce, school authorities, health groups
and youth organization. These are found on the state and county rural develop-
ment committees and are useful members of the working sub-committees.
Many of these national and regional lay organizations and private-industry
groups provide essential information and counsel with respect to their particular
fields of interest and competency. They also provide other services and financial
grants in many cases.

The assistance and services which comes from outside the counties and
areas under the Rural Development Program are regarded as merely supportive
and not determining. Rural Development agents and federal personnel associated
with the Program stressed that the full responsibility and credit for accom-
plishments rest primarily with the local working committees.

CHAPTER V
Guidelines for Organization and Activity under Rural Development

A recent national Rural Development workshop? reviewed all phases of
the program and based on the experience to date came up with important
recommendations for future development work. With regard to program
organization, a number of guidelines were offered in orienting county and area
situations and determining problems, resources and potentials.

A basic step in making wise decisions for effective actions is an evaluation
of resources and conditions. This is a valuable way for county committee mem-
bers to see where they stand and to determine the level of productivity to
guide future progress. In this process information and technical assistance are
available from research personnel at land grant colleges, other universities,
federal and state agencies.

In addition to close co-operation among all groups on county and area
committees in determining problems and making an inventory of available
resources, it is necessary to stimulate some imaginative and critical thinking

1See Appendix C pps. 64 to 67, inclusive for a discussion on federal and state relationship
in agricultural education, -research and extension.

*Work Group Reports, Rural Development Workshop, Jackson's Mill State 4-H Camp,
Weston, West Virginia, May 11-15, 1959.
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in order to see potentials or opportunities. Emphasis and follow through in
terms of problem solving is essential at this stage. Professional workers can
make a valuable contribution at this time in helping the committees to crystallize
goals or obtain a consensus of opinion on general objectives.

The committee must concentrate on the low-income problem even though
the members themselves may not be in this category and direct their attention
to over-all problems and not to a series of individual problems. Involvement of
local people should be maintained through discussion, talks by technical persons
and consultation on research and publicity.

Potentials or opportunities must be based on facts. Early in the problem
determination stage these facts must be faced and those capable of solution
separated out. These represent real potentials either in the short or long run.

An important guideline is the utilization of abilities, attitudes and ingenuity
of people in agricultural improvement and industry development. An inventory
of the human and organization resources of all agencies, organizations and
groups should be part of the total resource evaluation. At the same time an
aggressive and willing offer of these bodies to participate is a prerequisite.

Much useful information is at hand in a community which can be utilized
by rural development committees. These can be marshalled for early use through
community meetings, school classes, newspapers and interviews with neighbors
by committee members.

Probably much of the success of the Rural Development Program in the
pilot counties has been the result of co-ordination of effort and co-operation
between agencies and organizations at the federal and state levels. As far as
federal groups are concerned this has been handled through the Committee
for Rural Development Program through suggestions and statements of policy.
These aid in clarifying responsibilities for leadership. Federal groups are
directed to associate themselves with early planning and to clarify their organ-
izational set-up and lines of communication.

Frequent meetings and reporting are recommended to ensure that all
agencies are mutually informed and that there is complete co-operative
understanding.

In most cases, county and area committees are advised to utilize groups
that already exist to avoid over-lapping and competitive situations.

Within argiculture, economic development and means of expansion are
limited in many rural development areas. Some of the problems in low income
areas are probably unique in that they call for different approaches than the
income problem of commercial farms. Current economic research! of the
Agricultural Research Service in support of the Rural Development Program
provides basic data for planning long-range adjustments.

Results of the initial fact-finding phase of the co-operative ARS-experiment
studies point to several significant features of agricultural adjustment. Farm
family data are classified into groups on the basis of such factors' as age of
family head, number and age of family members, educational level and training
and farm resources available. Farm and non farm employment adjustments
were also studied. Some pertinent findings are as follows:

(1) low income problems in rural areas applies to both farm and non-farm

families and solutions to the problem are not separate for these groups;

(2) the problem is primarily one of underemployment and under-utiliza-

tion of resources;

(3) employment opportunities in industry or other non-farm work need

to be considered on an area basis rather than a county basis;

1See “Guidelines for Rural Leaders in Low-Income Areas, Inman, Buis. T. Head, Law-
Production Farms Section, Agricultural Research Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture,
July, 1959.
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(4) employment opportunities on farms in low-income areas are likely
to decrease. While some farm enlargement will occur, the general trend
is towards use of the less productive cropland for pasture and forestry.

(5) population is expected to decrease in low-income areas and to be
selective as to age and training. This suggests change and realignment
of rural organizations and institutions.

Means of expanding incomes in many of the counties under rural develop-
ment are limited by lack of credit, inadequate resources, inadequate kinds and
use of extension services, inadequate opportunities resulting from inherent
characteristics of the agricultural industry and unawareness of new develop-
ing opportunities. Farmers in low income areas with a real desire to
remain in the business can be helped by programs that outline credit sources,
knowledge of the use and management of credit through credit counselling
services and instruction of farm management concepts to improve managerial
ability. With regard to improvement in the resource situation other than
capital, there are worthwhile suggestions such as the rental of unused suitable
farm land, encouragement of purchase or gradual transfer of farm ownership
from retiring to active operators and public purchase of farms.

County and area committees can help to maximize the services which are
available through federal and state programs. These committees can also
evaluate and test the services so that they can be supplemented, changed or
replaced to serve the real needs of low income farmers.

Other guidelines within agriculture under the Rural Development Program
which were outlined at the recent workshop include advice to farmers of
opportunities and potentials to be attained through possible new farm and
woodlot enterprises, area specialization and changes in the processing and
service businesses associated with agricultural production.

Resource development guidelines outside agriculture relate largely to
improvement and help to existing industries, encouragement of new industry,
developments in the tourist trade, in parks and the general recreation field.
Some other development guidelines are provision of vocational training in
specific skills for youth and adults and planning and zoning for all development
and improvement programs.

After the proper course of action is determined, local, state and federal
co-operation is essential if a high and lasting degree of improvement is to be
enjoyed. Care must be taken in all the steps involved in a program such as
financing and credit, co-ordination and thought and effort and responsibility
for leadership.

A major stage in the development of industrial interest and associated
possibilities, is the collection of basic facts through research and study, recorded
and publicized. These basic facts relate to such things as the amount and kind
of labor in an area; present and potential vocational educational possibilities;
attitudes, needs and wants of people; tax structures, school and church situation;
power, transportation and site situation; recreational facilities; social and
cultural standards.

One of the important matters in the improvement of community facilities
and services has to do with the health of rural people. Rural development
committees can study the local situation to see how health affects their income,
education, recreation and all-round development. They can also help people
to use all the kinds of public health and vocational rehabilitation services that
are available. Plans can be worked out to improve conditions to prevent illness,
promote good nutrition and periodic physical examination and generally to
. work with health leaders and groups.

Provision for greater opportunity for rural people to obtain training for
non-farm occupations is a recognized objective of rural development committees.
Guidelines are needed with respect to establishment of vocational instruction
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for adults and to provide opportunities for youth. Regarding vocational training
for adults, part of the job is to encourage and develop good attitudes and to get
local people to provide instruction and learning opportunities. In the past youth
work has been one of the activities promoted by the Extension Service through
4-H Clubs. Guidance and counselling of students is a profitable area that
warrants more attention.

Along with the matter of training for skills in non-farm positions, there
is a real need for employment guidance and counselling.

One of the fastest growing industries in the United States is the tourist
trade. People are devoting more time to recreatipn. Factors contributing to this
growth include: shorter work weeks; improved highways and transportation;
higher family incomes; more paid vacations of workers; growing ranks of
retired people resulting from longer life spans and earlier retirement age;
stepped up promotional programs by local, area and statewide trade associa- _
tions; and intensified interest of people to go places and do things.

Guidelines to rural development committees to encourage increased busi-
ness in the tourism and recreation business include several important types
for low income areas. In the matter of tourist facilities, rural development
committees in several States are helping people to develop more and better
lodging such as cabins and motels and to establish better food services in
restaurants and snack shops. Areas of\low income often have physical features
which are conducive to good resort sites for swimming, fishing, skiing, hunting
and the like. This means boat and motor rentals, guiding services, camps,
playgrounds and other services.

Associated with tourism and vocational potential are such possibilities as
the development of roadside marketing of fruit, vegetable and other farm
products, gasoline and other auto services, development of home industries
and sale of home-made crafts and souvenirs.

Local citizens are urged to participate in the Rural Development Program
in pilot counties and areas through three broad guidelines. Special pains are
taken by the Committees to stress the basic concept of rural development such
as (1) it is a total development program, (2) it must be broad, over-all, in-
cluding agriculture, industry, education, tourist trade, etc., (3) it involves all
interested organizations, groups and individuals in a co-ordinated action pro-
gram. Various means are taken to make people realize that their participation
is essential. k

CHAPTER VI
Rural Development in Selected States

The concepts of the Rural Development Program, the problem aspects of
low incomes and the associated rate or lagging economic growth have been
outlined. The delegation visited sections of seven States and had a chance to
see something of the Program in action. These included Kentucky, Wisconsin,
Minnesota, Michigan, Washington, Montana and Maine (see Appendix A).

Kentucky.—In Kentucky the Program got underway in the middle of 1957.
At the present time rural development activities are centered around three
trade areas, i.e. Ashland, Bowling Green and Glasgow. There are certain
counties in each area that are designated pilot counties. In the case of the
Bowling Green trade area, located in the southwest part of the State, the pilot
counties are Butler and Metcalfe. The delegation spent most of its time in
this trade area.

Apparently early attempts to get the Program underway there were not
successful because the lines of direction were from the state level to the local
areas. There was little co-ordination of effort between the various groups
of local people. The focus is now on local direction and activation with the
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people themselves determining the type of action to be taken. The state and
federal personnel help to determine the problems and offer suggestions for
solution. We found a very strong awareness and feeling in Kentucky among
the lay county committee members that the organization and program must
develop and remain at the local level and that the committees comprise all
phases of social and economic life. The Program in Kentucky is now regarded
by federal officials as one of the better ones.

The views of leaders in rural development in Kentucky coincide with the
general objectives of the Program outlined to the delegation by representatives
of federal departments and agencies in Washington. The principal objective
in Kentucky is to speed up change and adjustment in rural-areas by stimul-
ating local initiative and increasing all kinds of services. Major changes in
mind include more part-time work off farms, industry development, better
schools and education, improved farming with new methods of producing
higher value products, community planning and co-operation. Every effort is
made to involve every agency and private organization in the community,
county or area and to contribute to the goal of sound, economic and social
progress.

In Kentucky we found two types of approach to the problem of improving
low income and underdeveloped areas. These are organization on a single
county basis and a trade area basis. A total of six counties were in the
Bowling Green trade area. It is believed that certain problems, particularly
those dealing with industrial development and employment, can best be attacked
through an area approach.

The use of the term “Rural Development” is not regarded by committee
members as being desirable. They pointed out that area development and
resource development was envisaged. Also since action is needed on a wider
community basis than inferred by “rural”, it would be more satisfactory to
drop this word.

The services of the state committee are educational and technical. These
are educational in the sense of providing the knowledge, needed skills, guidance
and stimulation and technical in the sense of providing interpretation through
demonstration, procedure and professional assistance.

Development in the pilot counties and trade areas is conceived to be in
three general areas, economic, civic and attitude development. By economic
development they mean it is possible for individuals to obtain more profit, to
promote better marketing facilities and to recognize and encourage the over-all
generators of income in a county or area. Civic development means the raising
of educational levels; improving community services and facilities such  as
better schools, roads, health, communications and religious opportunities; and
training of the active or latent leadership in the handling of their own problems.
Attitude development means creating a mental climate to receive new ideas
with an open and objective mind and willingness to assume certain responsi-
bilities for self and community betterment.

At Bowling Green the delegation met with the local county resource
development committee. This committee is made up entirely of lay people
from all areas of influence in the community. Federal and State officials were
there as advisors and not as members of the committee.

The delegation also met with the area extension agent and a group of
county extension agents from the trade area at Bowling Green. The area
extension agent works entirely on rural development without any adminis-
trative authority. He works through the regular extension system of the State
with his sole purpose to inject enthusiasm and to aid in pointing the program
along the best possible lines.

The work of a regular resource development committee is usually
organized under a four-pronged attack. The four standing resource project




LAND USE IN CANADA 49

sub-committees are (1) agriculture, (2) industrial, (3) education, and (4)
sociological, including public relations. Other project committees are formed
as required, such as roads or telephone and communications, to carry out
the county program.

There are also federal agency committees at area and county levels. Their
function is to create awareness and recognition of the real problems among
the people and to assist in solving problems and implementation of projects.

Sometimes community commitiees are organized along the same general
lines as a county or area committee to serve specific local needs. The delega-
tion visited the Readyville community center in Butler county. This is an
isolated rural community and their projects ranged from the building of a
community center to several small specific annual projects.

The delegation met with the county extension agent in Logan County
and some of the county committee and agency representatives. The main
activity in Logan County has been conducted by the agricultural sub-
committee. Since Johnston Grass creates a serious weed problem in the region, a
program of eradication was set-up. Recommended tillage and chemical con-
trol practices were promoted through the A.C.P. cost-sharing program.
Demonstration plots were also set up by the committee. Other projects by this
committee was the promotion of a clean-up paint-up campaign, farm home
name plates and location of trash barrels along highways and main roads.

Other committees conducted activities in community health, farm-city
week activity, watershed development and a committee on vocational training
arranged for courses for adults unable to read or write.

At Morgantown in Butler County, the county extension agent listed
17 accomplishments to date under the rural development program. Results
include (1) development of community centers such as the one at Sharer, (2)
organization and revival of 4-H Clubs, (3) establishment of better pastures
through ACP and promotion of dairy and beef enterprises, (4) organization
of parent-teacher groups, (5) social and community activities, (6) improve-
ment in management through use of Farm and Home planning, and (7)
change in attitude of businessmen towards farm development and local bankers
more willing to loan funds, (8) increased business activity in Morgantown,
(9) development of a health center, (10) new construction and remodelling
of homes and churches, (11) sprucing up of old stores through new store
fronts and street improvement, (12) moves to attract industry by local
businessmen, (13) sponsoring of a fair and building of new sports center
and boat decks, (14) the holding of trade schools in welding, electricity,
plumbing, (15) promotion of feeder pig businesses and holding of sales, (16)
the setting up of an artificial dairy cattle breeding association, and (17) new
stores and businesses.

A good example of a project carried out on an area basis was a local
drainage improvement project affecting 13 farm units. The problem had

- always existed but nothing had been done due to lack of initiative. The agri-

cultural committee made use of the technical services of federal agencies to
investigate the problem. The Soil Conservation Service conducted topographie,
drainage and soil surveys. A drainage project was approved and completed
through the combined teamwork of local people and governmental agencies.
This improved the productivity of these lands.

A considerable amount of research has been done in rural development
areas in Kentucky by the staff of the Experimental Station at the University?,
the Departments of Economic Development, Vocational Education, Extension

1 Reference has been made to research done by federal agenc'ies.in co-operation with State
Agricultural Experiment Stations. An important example of this in Kentucky‘ was a study
“The Educational Attainment and Future Plans of Kentucky Rural Youths” Bulletin 664, January
1959.
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Service and the Soil Conservation Service. Contributions include providing of
basic data in determining the agricultural, industrial, social and educational
situation. Many surveys have been conducted on such things as vegetable crop,
poultry opportunities, labor profiles and conservation.

An important state official expressed concern over certain assumptions
of the rural development concept. These were (1) that farm people in low
income areas can really solve their problems, (2) that the Rural Development
Program is regarded as a cure-all and that it takes two or three years for
people to realize it is not a financial hand-out, and (3) that there is a tendency
to attempt to work out devices to keep and employ all of the people within
the particular county or area.

The delegation was impressed with the effort put forth by federal agencies
in Kentucky and their earnest desire to work as a team in assisting area,
county and community rural development committees. The work to date has
demonstrated the value of co-ordinated effort and group action by lay people.
These people have been made aware of problems by federal and state bodies
and have been made to feel the need for action.

Wisconsin.—The Rural Development Program in Wisconsin is found in
the pilot counties of Price and Sawyer and the delegation talked with officials
in both of these counties. In this State, the Program is conducted by committees
on a county basis only as contrasted with an area, county and community basis
in Kentucky. Dr. H. L. Algren, Associate Director of Extension said the Program
was started in September 1956 and was fitted into the regular state extension
organization which is on a county basis. He said that “A Resource Develop-
ment, Program has all the essential ingredients of the extension program in
the future”.

There is a state committee on which there are representatives of all federal
and state public agencies, a total of 34 agencies. Private organizations are not
represented nor are farm organizations such as the Farm Bureau. The chairman
is the Director of Extension.

The set-up in Price and Sawyer counties is viewed as experimental but
the county committees are anxious to expand the Program. Three more exten-
sion persons have been employed through extra federal funds under the Rural
Development Program. Steps are being taken to enlarge the Program on an
area basis and a Resource Institute for a number of counties in northern
Wisconsin was held in October, 1959.

The effectiveness of the Program is regarded only as strong as the wish
and desire of the people to solve their problems and the types of public
programs and responsibility of public agencies in helping them.

The first step in the Program in Wisconsin is to determine the basic problems
and in this regard the county committees are assisted greatly by all the research
agencies of the State. In Wisconsin, all extension or county agents are staff
members of the University. All facilities of the University are dedicated to the
development and utilization of the resources of the State.

From the start of the Program in Wisconsin, emphasis was placed on total
resource development as well as agriculture. Special pains were taken to refrain
from reference to “low income farms” or “rural” development. It was felt this
placed a certain amount of stigma on areas or people by identifying them as
such. The program is referred to the “rural resource development program?”
in Wisconsin.

In Price county, the resource development program, which is not con-
. sidered to be separate from the regular extension program, was first set as a
county organization called the County Resource Development Committee. A
legal body called the County Board of Supervisors appointed the first committee
consisting of about 70 men and women from all walks of life and interest. All
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communities and organizations were represented on this committee. The com-
mittee was then divided into seven sub-committees representing agriculture,
forestry, industry, recreation, education, health and welfare, and publicity and
promotion. The chairman of each sub-committee, the chairman of the county
committee and the extension agent form the executive committee.

All the county extension personnel, who include the Agricultural Agent,
the Home Agent, the Forestry Agent and the extension agent for Rural Develop-
ment are working towards the goals of over-all rural development in their
respective fields.

Many public and private organizations are active in the Program in Price
county. These include, among others, all the federal agents noted previously;
state departments such as Employment, Community Development, Industrial
Development, Conservation, Public Instruction, Vocational Education; local
chambers of commerce, forest and other industry firms.

The University of Wisconsin through the Agricultural Economics and Rural
Sociology Departments has taken the lead in making the basic inventory of the
natural and human resources of the county and in conducting research. A series
of reports have been prepared under the general subject of the changing role
of agriculture. These are (1) some highlights concerning open-country people,
(2) some highlights concerning employment and migration of open-country
people, (3) service orientation, and (4) an analysis of recent population trends.
These studies have pointed up such things as (a) trend to fewer and larger
farms, (b) changes in age distribution showing a high proportion of farmers
in older age groups, ,(c) ineffective use of human resources, (d) trend to people
living in open country but working in non-agricultural industries such as
processing of low grade hardwoods and tourist trade.

Prior to the switch to a resource development program in Price and
Sawyer counties, the extension agents carried on some non-agricultural activities
in addition to the regular highly developed agricultural activities. But under
the resource development program these have received increased attention.
For example, the forestry agent now carries on the work formerly attempted
by the county agricultural agent. In order to take care of the increased work
load. The State now employs four foresters to service requests in the county
rather than only two for the district before the program.

Increased attention has been given to the development of flowage! areas
for recreation and wild life use, to the securing of new industr?es to manu-
facture the raw forest materials and to encourage present wood-using industries
to expand and develop new product lines. Three resort recreational institutes
have been held for resort operators at which mutual problems were discussed
and information provided on business management, promotion and publicity
programs and quantity cookery. The committee on recreation has worked with
the cities of Phillips and Park Falls in developing and improving their present
park systems.

In Sawyer County a resource development program has _been underway
since 1943 when the county agricultural agent (only extens;on member in
county) developed a program based on a personal interpretat}on of peeds of
rural people. In 1945 a planning committee was set up and it remamed_ the
nucleus of the present 30 member county resource development committee
formed in 1955. )

The extension staff has been enlarged since the stgrt of the resource
development program. It now includes, in addition to the counfcy agents, (1)
a Farm and Home Development agent, (2) a Home Demonstration agent, and
(3) 4-H Club agent. :

1This term refers to the improvement of lake levels by means of earth embankments with
controlled outlet structures.
22604-3—43%
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It was recognized that this county has physical and economic disadvantages
in terms of an agricultural program which results in low incomes and hardship.
The new county resource development committee has assistance from the Uni-
versity research personnel in appraising the resouree base, in determining the
problems and fields of action.

Sawyer county is fundamentally suited to non—agrlcultural pursuits and
the emphasis is on resource development related to reforestation, forest
management, sawmills, woodworking industries and Christmas tree trade and
utilization of wood by-products and wood waste; recreational expansion through
lake shore improvement, restoring lake levels, planning parks, picnic grounds,
public landings, summer home and resort developments; youth programs;
basket making and other handicrafts of Indians on reservations; and other
things such as wild rice production and maple syrup projects.

The county agent spends a major part of his time as a consultant with
individuals who come to him with a desire to establish a small business
utilizing local wood products or other local resources and which hold promise
of providing employment for local people. He helps these persons to develop
ideas and plans for business establishment, obtain the services of appropriate
federal agencies and assists the persons to obtain adequate credit and super-
vision. The county agent appears to have been quite successful in this regard.
He shepherds the enterprise through its early period of organization and
development but leaves the major decisions and operation to the individual.

Agriculture is only a small part of the resource development program in
this county but development is promoted through such things as (1) demon-
stration of pasture improvement, variety testing and fertilizer use, (2) help in
establishing broiler poultry plants, layer flocks, hatching eggs and turkey
flocks and (3) mink farming.

Minnesota—The delegation visited the counties of Carleton and Itasca
in Minnesota. These are two of the three pilot counties organized under the
Rural Development Program in 1956. During the first two years the efforts of
the State Committee were concentrated in the counties of Carlton, Itasca and
Hubbard. Rural development agents were employed by the State Extension
Service and placed in each of these pilot counties. In addition, an area rural
development agent was employed to co-ordinate the work for the area. County
sub-committees formed usually include representatives of agriculture, forestry
and conservation, family living, finance, marketing and transportation, tourists
and resorts, industry and business, and health education and welfare.

These and other counties in the Program are found in the northeastern
‘part of the State where iron mining (Mesabd Range), lumbering and pulp-
wood are important activities and low farm income characterizes agriculture.

The over-all county program in Carlton is under a Rural Development
Council composed of 11 members. These include a chairman, two program
vice-chairmen, seven committee chairmen and the Rural Development Agent.
Approximately 200 people have taken an active part in guiding and directing
the whole Carlton Program. Farm organizations and a number of private
industry firms, educational institutions and civic groups have taken part in
the Program. Commercial clubs have helped to prepare an industry and busi-
ness fact sheet of the county and have investigated industrial prospects and
location of sites. A large power company and local banks have associated them-
selves prominently in the Program.

Probably the Soil Conservation Service has given the most assistance in
the Program of any federal agency in this county. There was little help from
the Soil Conservation Service prior to Rural Development. They have carried
out all phases of their activities including soil surveys and testing; farm plan-
ning including farm organization and income possibility analysis; engineering
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services for drainage, water ways and water shed management; and helped
farmers with such things as cropping systems, fertility problems and soil and
water management. Farm and home development has a prominent place in the
Carlton program. The federal agencies work with the Extension Service and
private and co-operative organizations in this phase of the Program.

Since the start of the Rural Development Program in Carlton more farmers
have taken advantage of ACP cost sharing than during the whole 20 years of
agricultural assistance. Adjustments of agricultural assistance and practices
have been made by the Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation State and
county committees to meet the local needs. The most important are with respect
to pasture and grass mixtures, seeding rates and use of fertilizer.

In addition to farm improvement many operators are enlarging their hold-
ing and increasing dairy and beef herds when satisfactory loans can be
arranged through regular credit sources. There is also a trend to part-time
farming and off-farm employment. Some complaints were heard that this
prevented them from qualifying for loans under F.H.A. In general, however,
farmers are encouraged to obtain work off farms to supplement low incomes
from farm operations. The use of the conservation reserve section of the Soil
Bank has been less than any county in northeastern Minnesota. Only 6,224
acres out of a total county cropland acreage of 87,653 has been signed up
under this program. Two-thirds of this was accounted for by two farms so that
the retirement of low productivity land on small farms has not taken place
here. It might be noted at this point that out of 1,545 resident farmers in the
county only 350 are classed as full time farmers (1956 census).

Reforestation and forest management is being promoted in the Rural
Development Program. Interest is very high as evidenced by the number of
orders for transplants. Last year 100,000 trees were planted in Carlton county.
The main difficulty is in obtaining a supply of nursery stock and desirable
species.

The Industry and Business Committee in Carlton County has studied the
possibilities and limitations of a number of businesses including the charcoal
and peat processing industry. There is an abundance of peat in the county and
one concern has shown interest in expanding its present operations.

In Minnesota, several county groups have suggested that the name of the
Program be changed to “resource development” as this title would be more
acceptable to urban people. With the rural development title, urban leaders
show little interest and are often reluctant to accept responsibility.

Operations under the Rural Development Program have been carried out
for a little over two years in Itasca County. The County Rural Development
Council has eight sub-committees dealing with agriculture, forestry, industry,
tourist and recreation, health education and welfare, family living, finance, and
rural roads. The only full-time worker on rural development is the extension
agent in rural development. The soil scientist, the soil conservationist and a
conservation aide in the Bemidji office of the Soil Conservation Service devote
about six days per month specifically to rural development activities. Other
prominent groups assisting in various phases of the work are the United States
Forest Service, the Minnesota Conservation Department, the University of
Minnesota, North Central School of Agriculture at Grand Rapids, the University
of Minnesota Experiment Station, the U.S. Lake States Experiment Station, the
County A.S.C. Committee, the County Welfare office and the Minnesota Public
Health office. Private industrial firms helping include a large power company,
a large paper and pulp company, a forest products manufacturing firm and two
co-operatives, one electric power and the other a consumer co-operative store.

The Agricultural activities in Itasca County are similar to those outlined
in Carlton County. Emphasis is placed on promotion of approved practices under
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A.C.P. cost sharing, soil mapping and testing by the Soil Conservation Service
and a group of farmers are keeping accounts and analyzing them under a Farm
and Home Development approach. The Agricultural Committee has done some
work in promoting feeder pig production and improving potato growing under
approved practices through educational meetings.

The North Central School of Agriculture and Experiment Station at Grand
Rapids has been a valuable educational force in the area. There are facilities
for some 100 students. A definite trend was noted in discussions with the area
and the county extension agent to less vocational training courses in agriculture
and more in industry. Last year a course in woodmen’s training was initiated.
Thought is being given to a complete switch from agricultural courses to courses
which will fit people for jobs in industry.

Before rural development started in the County there was no active com-
mittees working on industrial development. Since then the Chamber of Com-
merce in Grand Rapids has been promoting new industries to utilize local
resources and encourage outside firms to set up plants in the area. Help has
been given to several people to market handicraft items. A local ceramics shop
is now selling souvenir items to resorts and tourists.

The delegation toured a local wood processing plant which was producing
building and snow fence lath from low grade hardwood, i.e. American aspen.
This plant also processes pine, basswood and popple! box lumber. This small
but efficiently run plant was providing employment for 15 men for ten months
of the year.

The tourist industry in Itasca county brings in over two and a half million
dollars annual income which appproximates the revenue from agriculture or
from forestry. A vacation-travel study conducted by the Minnesota Arrowhead
Association in co-operation with the Iron Range Resources and Rehabilitation
Department indicated, however, that there is a need for upgrading and improve-
ment of the resorts and tourist facilities in 19 northern Minnesota counties
including Itasca. This is being done mainly through the Resort Owner’s Associa-
tion by such things as training of operators in better management, helping with
building plans, encouraging the provision of additional services at resorts, hotels
and motels and emphasizing the importance of courtesy and friendliness by all
persons in the tourist industry.

In Itasca county, as elsewhere, the Rural Development Council has made
a real contribution in defining the problems of rural families and making people
aware of trends. This self inspection enables committees to discuss problems
intelligently and to make plans through group action for betterment. Under-
employment of rural families is a serious problem in northeastern Minnesota.
Mechanization in the iron mines and in forestry operations, as in agriculture,
has reduced the needs of labor. Many miners are part-time farmers and low
labor requirements have aggravated the situation and point to need for
adjustment.

Michigan.—In Michigan, the entire Upper Peninsula which includes 15
counties, has been designated as the Rural Development area. The counties of
Delta, Alger and Mackinac were the initial pilot counties when the Program
became operative in November, 1956. The Upper Peninsula includes nearly one-
third of Michigan’s geographical area but has less than five per cent of the State’s
population. The Economy of the area has been largely influenced by extractive
industries which market timber and iron and copper ores as raw materials to
- be processed elsewhere. But things have changed with the gradual depletion

1Popple is a colloquial term used in the United States to describe American Aspen. In
Canada, poplar is the most commonly used term.
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of the lumber and mineral resources. Agriculture is the fourth largest source
of revenue. There are many small inefficient farms that are contributing little
to the owners and to the economy of the area.

In 1956 the co-operative off-campus activities of the Michigan State Uni-
versity were combined under one head. This was held to be the first time in
the history of land-grant colleges in the United States that an integrated program
was developed in any specific area. The ‘“Resources Development” program, as
it is called in Michigan, is headed by a District Extension Director and the
headquarters is located at the Upper Peninsula Extension Center at Marquette.

Prior to this step, the educational activities of the Extension Service were
essentially rural and agricultural oriented, but, with simultaneous development
of the rural development concept by the Federal Government, resources of
many agencies, institutions and organizations were brought to bear on all
development problems of rural areas. The Co-operative Federal State Extension
Service was joined by the Continuing Educational Service, the Labor and
Industrial Relations Center and the Highway Traffic Safety Center in getting
the Upper Peninsula Resource Development Program underway.

The services of the University are made available to communities through
the Center at Marquette. The District Extension Director has a staff of special-
ists serving in the fields of general education, vocational education, community
development and program promotion. Other specialists are available from the
University staff at Marquette in such fields as dairying, forestry, communica-
tions, home economics and agricultural economics.

Seminars and meetings enable the District Extension Center staff members
at Marquette and’ University program leaders and specialists to maintain a
clear picture of the economic and social situation, to determine available re-
sources and to develop objectives for the direction of leadership. The fruits of
these meetings are passed on to the county extension staff and the county
resource development councils.

There is an Upper Peninsula Rural Development Council. The purpose of
the Council is to help develop programs in specific counties, to obtain recom-
mendations, to establish priorities, and to best determine what each participat-
ing organization might contribute.

A large number of federal, state and non-governmental agriculture, indus-
try, farm and civic groups participate in these meetings upon invitation of the
Upper Peninsula Extension Center. These include the Soil Conservation Serv-
ice, Farmers’ Home Administration, Social Security Administration, Depart-
ment of Economic Development, Michigan Farm Bureau, U.S. Department of
Commerce, Production Credit Association, Michigan Department of Conserva-
tion, Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation, Water Resources Commission,
Department of Social Welfare, Michigan Employment Security Commission,
Upper Peninsula Development Bureau, Michigan State Grange, Small Business
Administration, Michigan Farmers Union, U.S. Forest Service, Michigan
Department of Health and the Federal Land Bank Association.

The focal point for action in the Program is the county extension director
(formerly a single county extension agent) and his staff of assistants. In the
case of a typical county such as Delta County, these are listed as the county
extension agent, Agriculture; the county extension agent, 4-H; and county
extension agent, Home Economics.

The authority and responsibility of accepting or rejecting programs, advice
and ideas concerned with a county extension effort is largely vested in the
county extension staff. The function of the county extension staff and of their
supporting county and district advisory group is to plan programs and carry
them out. This is done by involving people at all levels in the problem-solving
approach so that workable programs might be established in which people
have a personal interest.
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The county extension directors are responsible for all types of non-
agricultural improvement programs as well as servicing the traditional farm,
home and 4-H club programs. The role of the extension worker has changed in
Michigan, as in most other States, from an informational and consulting
agricultural service role for individual farmers and farm groups to one of
service to community groups in new and varied capacities. These services relate
to such things as public problems as school and educational matters, roads,
zoning ordinances, taxation, wise development of resources, health, safety;
development of the tourist industry; development of co-operative group action
in marketing; farm management problems; reforestation, forest management
of small woodlots and development of forest product markets; vocational
guidance; encouragement of new industry and help to small industry.

Although changes in the role of the county extension agent have taken
place, most of the traditional extension methods are still effective in reaching
the maximum number of people. Among those used are publications of various
kinds, news stories, radio, television, mailing lists, telephone calls and personal
visits. In Michigan, new distinctive approaches are being used. These are
(1) shift from meetings of a general type to meetings of a more intensive and
depth type involving small groups, and better use of mass media, (2) intensive
workshop type meetings, (3) personal counselling to assist individuals to
examine and decide on alternatives, (4) special conferences to accent the need
for action on a particular problem, (5) special workshops and training courses
for teachers with or without credits, (6) service pools of technical assistants,
(7) use of the county extension director’s office by specialists for private coun-
selling and (8) use of surveys as a determinant of area needs and resources
and to serve as an educational tool.

The delegation discussed programs in the Counties of Marquette, Delta,
Alger, Luce and Mackinac with county extension directors. At the County
extension director’s office in Escanaba (Delta County), we found an intensive
rural development program underway in the areas of (1) agriculture,
(2) forestry, (3) industries, (4) vocational training, (5) tourist trade, (6) zon-
ing, and (7) public information and relations.

One of the items of the agricultural program in Delta County includes a
move to encourage utilization of rough waste land, of which there are extensive
areas, by beef herds operated on a cow-calf basis. It was felt that a 50 beef cow
herd could be handled on an efficient basis by part-time farmers. Activities of
the industry council included help to establish a $400,000 fence post business
utilizing cedar from State and national Forest swamps; and a survey on location
factors relative to a potato flake plant which was later put into operation. In
the vocational training area, a group of 100 lay people have discussed with
consultants of the State Department of Education the need for and feasibility
of a “community” college which would offer practical courses under a broad
vocational and technical training program.

The tourist trade in Deltia County is a 19 million dollar annual business. A
great deal is being done to improve tourist facilities through training courses
for young people as resort workers, helping motel operators improve designs of
building and services and encourage better food preparation and service. A
serious problem which they plan to tackle relates to zoning. Many people
working in Escanaba live in adjacent rural areas, (termed locally as “bedroom
communities”) often living in very poor buildings which detract from good
neighboring homes.

A number of excellent reports have been prepared which have served tao
cultivate good public relations and to maintain local interest. These reports are
. concerned with area development, the tourist-trade and the potato flake industry.

Full and active programs in the other countries were described to the
delegation. In Alger County, a broad program is underway in tourism, forestry,
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agriculture, public problems, education and schools, zoning, home making and
youth work. Probably the most active of these is in the areas of tourism and
education.

The population density in Luce County is probably the lowest of any
county in Michigan. The number of farms is only 90, of which only six are
classed as full-time farms. Most of the land is suited to forestry and recreation.
About one half is owned by the Federal or State Governments, approximately
35 per cent by large industrial and business companies and 15 per cent by
private individuals. Despite the unimportance of agriculture, the activities of
the county agent prior to rural development were confined to agricultral matters.

The early experience of the county extension director in connection with
program formulation was similar to the early attempts in Kentucky (see
page 25). Local government and state officials surveyed conditions in the county
and came up with a program but the execution failed because it lacked local
support. When local lay people were brought into an educational program by
such groups as local chambers of commerce results were obtained. These
included a training school for waitresses, a food service institute, winter sport
promotion such as skiing, small local conservation projects and the preparation
of a new county map showing such things as location of trout streams, roads and
land ownership. Active interest groups were developed such as businessmen,
homemakers, farmers and tourist and resort operators. Through a survey
conducted by the Newberry Chamber of Commerce of the members of these
groups about 400 ideas relative to individual business and total area improve-
ment were obtained. Out of seven original sub-committees of the county
resource development council five are now functioning and the county extension
director now feels he is leading the people in actual resource development rather
than being just an organizer or promoter. Most of the people active in the
resource development committees are businessmen and are stressing projects
concerned with conservation, forest management and use, water, resources
development and recreation promotion.

In Mackinac County, near St. Ignace where the new Mackinac Bridge
crosses the Straits, the main stress under rural development is centered on
the tourist industry. Here the annual income from the tourist and industry
resort business is estimated to be 13 million dollars as compared with only
$800,000 and $600,000 in forestry and agriculture, respectively. Fifty per cent
of the population live within ten miles of St. Ignace. Surveys are being made
on the tourist business relative to such matters as traffic flow, motel standards,
maintenance of natural beauty, etc. Zoning layouts of new towns and resort
centres is an important need with the development and relocation of improved
highways.

In the whole Upper Peninsula, the tourist and resort business is the fastest
growing source of revenue and at present nearly equals the income from forestry
or mining. It provides a boost for the area’s economy through returns to resort
owners and wages to employees. Unspoiled scenery is a major attraction of the
area. There is considerable room for expansion in the industry in Michigan
especially through a greater variety of activities and facilities which would
extend the tourist season into the fall and winter.

Washington State.—Stevens County was one of the original pilot counties
designated under the Rural Development Program but it was October, 1957
before a start was made. This fifth largest county in Washington is mainly
located between mountain ranges and was formerly covered with heavy forests.
There are a number of relatively large agricultural areas in the southern part
and smaller areas in the north. About 50 per cent of the farms range from
100 to 500 acres in size. Hay, usually alfalfa or other legumes, is grown on most
farms and pasture acreage is high with about 43 per cent of the farmers having
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tillable pasture. In addition there are frequently sizeable acreages of non-
tillable and woodland pasture. Timber is an important product on Stevens
County farms. Due to the relatively large acres of hay and pasture, dairy and
beef cattle enterprises are common. Oats, barley and wheat are fairly regular
cash crops in this order of importance.

In addition to the agricultural and timber resources, Stevens County is
endowed with rich mineral resources and water power. The extensive areas
with natural scenic beauty are conducive to a large tourist and recreational
trade throughout the entire year.

A State Rural Resource Development Advisory Committee was set up in
1957 comprising representatives of various federal and state government
departments and agencies, state and local county commissioners, farm organiza-
tions, women’s clubs and homemakers. The chairman is the Director of the
Institute of Agricultural Sciences at Washington State University at Pullman.
There are 40 active members on this committee.

The State Extension Service employs a total of 200 persons and 162 of
these work in the 39 counties. About two-thirds of the extension workers in
the State are men and the balance are women. The Extension Service has
assumed a major role in Rural Development in Stevens County and the senior
extension agent is the chairman of the county planning council. The Extension
Service co-ordinates its work in Stevens County with extension activities from
the University of Washington at Seattle in the fields of community development
and planning and adult education.

In 1957 a state extension “task force” on rural development was organized
with the responsibility of planning and conducting a program of research. This
was used to provide background information on the current situation in Stevens
County. These data provided the basis for problem analysis and program.
planning and projection. The group consisted of representatives from the
Extension Service, the Department of Rural Sociology and the Agricultural
Economics Department of the Washington State College at Pullman.

A Rural Development Steering committee was organized in Stevens County
and they undertook the initial promotion of the Rural Development Program.
They were originally appointed by the County Board of Commissioners and
were people engaged in farming, local business and service and in the past had
taken an active part in improvement and development of specific interest fields
through different clubs and civic organizations. They divided into the following
groups (1) agriculure, (2) lumbering, (3) mining, (4) youth, (5) tourist and
recreation, (6) new industries, (7) community planning and (8) education.
A large number of meetings were held with the extension agents and resource
leaders from the State College and the University and a comprehensive program
of study was outlined.

This steering committee saw the need of getting more people involved in
rural development work throughout the county and decided on a representative,
geographic community or trade area basis. The county was divided into 16
areas, one of which was the Spokane Indian Reservation, and two persons from
each area were appointed. Regular committees were set up and they devoted
their attention to interests such as agriculture, industry and employment, tourist
and recreation, forest use and management, transportation and communication,
better living, education, public policy, mining and youth. This organization is
the Stevens County Rural Development Planning Council and a large number
of people serve on these committees. In general they have the following
responsibilities: (1) to study the present needs of their community, (2) to
appraise the resources available to meet these needs, (3) to outline the problem
areas in which there are no existing resources for a solution, (4) to develop a
plan of action designed to provide selection, (5) to report to their community
from the Rural Development Planning Council, and (6) to submit to the



LAND USE IN CANADA 59

Council a list of fields of interest in their community and names of persons
interested in these fields. The area representatives are supported by local
planning groups.

Under the organization which has been outlined, the plan has developed
from the assembly of facts, to plans and thence to action. The technical group
or “task force” was supported in the County by the steering committee and
extension personnel in the conduct of two main surveys to obtain basic data.
The principle survey was an agriculture-human resources one. This study
covered (1) community development needs, (2) education, (3) recreation, (4)
occupations, (5) pattern of organizational participation, (6) activities and
interests of teenagers, (7) plans of older people, (8) agriculture, (9) family
life and levels of living and (10) Indian affairs. These data were obtained from
a random sample of 620 Stevens families. The second questionnaire was
obtained from all high school students at school on a specific day. This was
really a youth activity survey to determine their interests and potential help
in community development. Other research efforts included a series of surveys
to determine the feasibility of establishing a junior college in Stevens County
and a survey to determine the attractions to tourists in the county and accomo-
dation available.

The results of these surveys are very impressive and have been extremely
helpful to the steering committee and the Rural Development Planning Council
in developing plans based on the wishes and needs of the people. Some of the
results are (1) a need for community projects to be undertaken, particularly
for the improvement of educational and recreational facilities, youth centers,
roads, was evident, (2) many possibilities for new industries were identified,
(3) a particular need was expressed for recreational organizations and facilities
suited to the needs of teenagers and older people, (4) one of the main expressed
recreational needs was the development of hunting and fishing facilities, (5)
a large majority of adults and teenagers take no active part in the existing
organizations which is attributed to ineffective leadership and unattractive
programs, (6) about three-quarters of the full-time farms have unemployed
labor resources but job opportunities are relatively poor in the area, (7) the
level of living and educational status of the Indians on the Spokane Reservation
is relatively low and it was felt that industries suited to their capacities and
better housing facilities were their greatest needs.

Although the program of rural development has only been underway for
two years, a number of projects have been undertaken. Some new wood pro-
cessing plants have been established and some of the existing wood working
plants have enlarged their operations and are finding new outlets. Two members
of the delegation visited a new cedar fence post treatment plant, which was
getting into production. The Rural Development Steering Committee had a hand
in the establishment of a new livestock auction sales yard at Colville which
started operations in May 1958. Plans are now underway for a slaughter yard in
conjunction with the sales yard as well as a feed yard to improve the market
ability of beef cattle. The Small Business Administration has helped operators
of several small industries with their financial plans and problems. The steering
committee has devoted a great deal of time and effort to publicity in the form
of newspaper articles, radio broadcasts and so on, the prime reason of which
is to inform the citizens of the purpose and concept of the rural development
philosophy and plans of action. One of the outstanding efforts of this Committee
was the holding of a Rural Resources Development Day in March 1958 which
was attended by over 200 persons from all parts of the county. Discussion groups
were organized around subjects pertaining to agriculture, community planning
and roads, education and youth, new industry, lumbering, mining, tourist trade
and recreation and tree farming.
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One of the most important committees is the one on public policy. The
scope of this committee includes rural zoning, taxation structure and distribu-
tion, town and country relations and border customs. It is of interest to note
the personnel of this committee which includes a farm housewife, a member
of a ladies organization, a grocer, a representative of the State Department of
Public Assistance and the county assessor.

The program appears to be well organized in Stevens County and this is
due in no small part to the help and assistance from the State Extension
Service. The committees meet regularly. If they run into any particular diffi-
culties the matters are referred to the steering committee. The steering com-
mittee now seem to be acting mainly as a sounding board. The committees are
using the basic information obtained in the surveys to formulate long range
plans.

Montana—Rural Development in Montana is confined to the two inter-
mountain counties of Lake and Ravalli. Assistance in a community develop-
ment effort was applied for in 1957 and work started in that year. A rural
development agent was assigned to each of these counties to work with all the
governmental and other agencies that have responsibilities there. Their task
was to motivate local human effort to overcome the particular handicaps and
causes of low incomes.

Members of the delegation visited with rural development lay officials in
Lake County and toured part of the area. This county includes most of the
lower Flathead Valley south of Flathead Lake. Flathead Lake is a very
popular resort area and to the north and east is Glacier National Park with
excellent tourist attractions and facilities.

There are approximately 1,350 farms in this county, ten towns and
a total population of about 12,500. The farms average 67 acres of cropland,
a major part of which is irrigated. Fifty per cent of the farms have gross sales
of less than $2,500. Dairying is probably the major type of farming but sugar
beets and wheat and beef cattle are also important.

There are many agricultural problems. Among others, these include seep-
age and alkali salts infiltration on irrigated land, soil fertility and management,
noxious weeds and market outlets.

Off-farm employment opportunities within the county are limited espe-
cially during the late fall and winter months. Since there are few farms avail-
able for starting farmers nearly 80 per cent of the rural youth must find em-
ployment in other fields. This points to the need for additional vocational
training in non-agricultural occupations.

One unique problem in this County is in connection with the Indians from
the Flathead Reservation which covers about one-half of Lake County. The
actual population is only about 1,500 but many living off the reservation have
territorial rights. This affects the tax base structure since these lands are tax
free.

There is a relatively large number of people of retirement age in Lake
County and they generally do not have any basic interest in rural develop-
ment since most of the improvements would affect their welfare through
increased taxes.

The area extension agent classifies the problems of the area facing the
rural development council into three categories, i.e. (1) inadequate resources,
(2) poor use or underdevelopment of resources, and (3) passive or negative
attitude on the part of many people.

In Montana there is a State Rural Development Committee composed of
about 30 members. It is made up of representatives of federal and state depart-
ments and agencies and farm organizations and headed up by the Dean of
Agriculture at the Montana State College. The duties of this committee are
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similar to other state committees. At a recent meeting, however, it was suggested
that the Committee might also assume responsibilities of (1) developing an
understanding of the Rural Development Program among the people involved,
and (2) study the opportunities for investment of capital in Western Montana
business, industry and agriculture.

Some thought is being given to setting up a more formal and broader
organization with provision for area councils and area consultants. It was the
opinion of the Extension Service that a much better job could be done by
co-ordinating any new program on this basis, especially any non-agricultural
programs, than one organized on a county basis.

One observer! points out that the Rural Development Program was devel-
oped and oriented to conditions that exist in southeastern United States. There
the main causes of low income are dense rural settlement, high birth rates,
few outside jobs, topographic obstacles to the use of machinery, “overcrowding”
of land, and an abundance of labor. But in the West, conditions are different.
He lists the major causal forces here to be (1) high levels of risk and uncer-
tainty, (2) settlement patterns in irrigation projects which caused farm sizes
below that required for profitable farm operation under current economic con-
ditions, (3) the great “indian” problem, and (4) the instability of the timber
and mining industries causing periodic lengthy lay-offs. The first of these apply
particularly to the Great Plains. In this section of the country the average
income position of most farmers is not low but because of wide fluctuations
in weather, crop yields and prices, variations in income are great. This obser-
ver sees little in the Rural Development Program which will provide needed
security and stability to the Great Plains. The potential, however, is better
in inter-mountain and mountain areas although distance to markets, isolation
and small labor pools limit the opportunities.

In Lake County there is a 37 (original 17) member Development Council
representing businessmen, bankers, farmers, ranchers, lumbering firms,
women’s affairs, the tribal council of Indians, and educationalists. The chair-
man is a rancher who formerly was a U.S.D.A. employee and agricultural pro-
fessor in a Great Plains state college. There is an executive board of eight
members from this Council whose function it is to seek out basic problem areas,
to decide on the direction of their solution and to form special committees to
work on the problems. This Board is really the policy-making and directorial
group of the Council and the group concerned with the over-all philosophy of
rural development at the community level.

It might be noted that federal departments and agencies are not repre-
sented on this County Development Council although assistance is provided
through the working sub-committees. On account of this lack of representation
and some misunderstanding, a lack of co-operation was noted in the case of
Ravalli County but it now planned to organize agency heads as a technical
advisory group.

One of the first tasks in Lake County was a Land Appraisal and Reclassi-
fication Program which was facilitated in conjunction with county officials and
the State Board of Equalization through a series of public meetings. This work
had to do with establishment of a uniform assessment system to obtain values
based on the productivity capacity of land.

A survey committee was formed early by the Board to obtain economic
and social facts of the County. This “Human Resources” survey was a sample
survey of ‘825 families obtained on a random basis from the automobile license
list. The survey was conducted with the assistance of 17 community organiza-

1Rural Development Prospects in the West, Fischer, Dr. John L., Head, Agricultural
Economies Department, Montana State College, A paper presented to the annual meeting.
American Farm Economics Association, Cornell University, August 25, 1959.
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tions. The results of this survey are not available (October 1959) but the area
extension agent said that as a result of the interest generated by the survey,
more assistance is being requested from government agencies.

Sub-committees of the County Council deal with agriculture, weeds,
acreage limitation and tourism. The chairman of each committee is a member
of the County Development Council and the rest of the Committee are selected
at large on the basis of their interest. Some of the activities of the agricultural
committee are (a) efforts to meet the demand of buyers for a uniform quality
product through livestock marketing associations, (b) efforts to establish better
drainage or irrigation projects, (¢) improved farm management through an
educational approach using selected farm tours, demonstrations, night classes
and publication of an agricultural booklet on recommended practices and
management. The long term goal is to make agricultural per capita income
comparable with per capita income in other fields.

Weed control is difficult in irrigated areas, on Indian lands and on range
and wildlife refuge lands. As a result of recommendations made by the com-
mittee, chemical spraying was stepped up particularly of irrigation ditch banks,
country roadsides, emergency areas and other public lands. A lot of this was
done by helicopter.

Since national legislation has raised by acreage limitation to ownership by
one individual or irrigated lands in the Columbia Basin in Washington, a
committee has been studying problems involved and have presented their case
to the Department of Interior. This is basic to the establishment of a feasible
economic unit of irrigated land and to improve rating for loans under the
Farm Credit System.

Recreation potentials are very good in this County. The Committee has
been working on ways and means to hold tourists in the area a little longer
such as directed tours, developing the fishing and fish growth potential and a
well planned publicity program. Another major part of the work is to train
local people in the art of effectively serving tourists. The Rural Development
Program has given extra enthusiasm to this Committee. Many other aids to
the tourist trade are being investigated such as a plan to acquire public access
areas on Flathead Lake.

The local Chamber of Commerce at Polson has been active in recent years
trying to stimulate industrial development. The forest industries employ a large
number of men. Probably the largest businesses are outside the county and
draw labor from it. Recently some new smaller sawmills and a plywood finish-
ing plant have been encouraged to move into Lake County.

Vocational agricultural training and home economic courses are taught in
all the high schools but, outside of trade courses such as welding and motors,
there is no vocational training to fit local people for skilled jobs in industry.
The superintendent of the High School at St. Ignatius noted that the number of
students taking the vocational agriculture course was dropping.

Since the formation of the County Development Council, the interests of
the members have been broadened. They see the need of adding more com-
mittees as the need arises.

Maine.—Washington County in Maine was one of the first pilot counties
designated under the Rural Development Program. It is also the only one in
the New England States. On August 24, 1956 a State Rural Development Pro-
gram Advisory Committee was designated and a provisional committee was set
up in Washington County. This was formally reorganized in November 1958.

An evaluation of physical resources in the County shows a forestry, agri-
cultural and fisheries complex of importance in the order named. The total
area is about 1.68 million acres, 85 per cent of which is in woodland, eight per
cent in lakes, four per cent in bogs and swamps and only three per cent in
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cropland and pasture. In terms of annual productivity, the value of forest
products harvested approximates five million dollars, the value of farm produc-
tion about three million dollars, and fish and shell fish about two and one half
million dollars. The tourist trade is worth about four million dollars annually.

The basic problems in the County are considered by the County Committee
on Rural Development to be (1) low average farm and family income, (2) sea-
sonal nature of employment, (3) low density of population and (4) low formal
educational level and related problems of the people.

The State Rural Development Program Advisory Committee is headed
by the Director of Extension. Members of the Committee include representatives
of all the federal and state departments and agencies together with one farm
organization (The Grange).

The County Committee is composed of four sub-committees which are
(1) agriculture, (2) business and industry, (3) recreational development, and
(4) human resources. There is also an executive committee. Altogether about
60 persons from all walks of life serve on these committees. Close working
co-operation of agency personnel in the County is maintained although no
formal agency advisory committee exists. All are considered to be ex-officio
members of the County Rural Development Program Committee.

The extension services are well developed in Maine and in Washington
County in particular. They have responsibility for education to all people
in all lines of agriculture. Special emphasis is placed on certain lines such as
blueberries, poultry, forestry, farm management, home economics and youth.
In Washington Ceunty, the County Agent now devotes all his time to rural
development and is supported by an assistant county agricultural agent, a
home demonstration agent and a 4-H Club agent. In addition to the agricultural
interests mentioned above, increased attention is being given to production
of forest products, more manufacturing in general and of wood products in
particular, greater development of recreational resources and improved educa-
tional facilities especially for vocations.

The federal departments and agencies have helped to promote rural
development, especially the Soil Conservation Service, the Forest Service and
the Farmers’ Home Administration. Additional funds were allocated to provide
additional technical assistance to low income farmers for farm planning work
in soil and water conservation and to accelerate the soil survey work. Since
the regular technical services now provided are considered to be adequate
all the additional funds have been devoted to soil surveys. Additional staff
has been provided by the Forest Service and a timber survey has been com-
pleted. Fertilizer demonstrations are being conducted to determine the effect
on growth, color and density of Christmas trees. Landowners, the Maine Christ-
mas Tree Association, College of Agriculture, Extension Service, Forest Service
and a fertilizer company are co-operating in this work. The Farmers’ Home
Administration has made loans for demonstration sheep farms on the basis
of a specific management plan supervised by the Extension Service. The
regional office of Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation administers,
through local farmer committees, federal programs involving subsidy payments
for wool, and potato diversion in addition to programs for conservation practices,
land rental, and special bid features of the soil bank. Publicity has been given
to the Conservation Reserve part of the Soil Bank but due to the relatively
small cropland acreages on most farms this program has not proven very
attractive.

One of the first efforts of the County Committee was the assembling of a
Resources Inventory report. About 100 people worked on this study for about
two years. It created wide interest and better understanding between different
elements of society. It has been used as the basis for rural development activities
and to inform local people of their resources.
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The Agricultural Committee has encouraged the development of a sheep
enterprise on a number of small farms. This has been stimulated by the im-
portation of mid-western wool type ewes to be crossed with native mutton-type
rams. There are nine farms serving as demonstrations and four additional flocks
sponsored through 4-H Club work. Associated with this work has been the
organization among growers of lamb and wool pools.

Contract or integrated farming in the poultry industry has developed
rapidly in Maine and at present it is considered to be a million dollar industry.
There has been a gradual shift from the production of hatching eggs to market
eggs. The delegation inspected one of the many egg laying plants at Lubec.

The county rural development committee arranged for consultation services
by an extension economist for a- group of older farmers. Benefits of Social
Security, the Soil Bank and other programs were explained, which facilitate
gradual transfer arrangements of their farms and changes in farm operations
commensurate with advancing age.

The delegation had the opportunity to see a couple of new hardwood
sawmills at Waite and Princeton which were established through the combined
efforts of large timberland owners, local town officials and the Rural Develop-
ment Program forestry sub-committee. This type of development has provided
additional employment, enabled satisfactory utilization of low grade hardwoods
unsuitable for pulp or saw lumber and resulted in the development of markets
for hardwood. It has also helped to establish better public relations with the
large timberland owners.

The delegation met with officials of a large pulpwood company at Calais.
One of the accomplishments cited as a result of rural development, was that
this year, for the first time, hunters were allowed on their holdings. As a
condition of entry, they were asked to supply data pertaining to kind of game
obtained and other matters.

Blueberry production is a major industry in this part of Maine. Two large
canning companies have extensive holdings of “blueberry” land. There are also
many so-called blueberry farmers having holdings of 40 acres or more. The
delegation visited the Blueberry Hill Station near Machias which is the principal
research body of the Maine Agricultural Experiment Station in Washington
County. Weed, insect and disease control research is conducted there and is
financed in part by a four -and a half cent per bushel tax paid by the growers.
Other research is done on freezing facilities, improvement of quality and
uniformity of product through selection and breeding, mechanical harvesting,
and high bush production possibilities.

The recreational development committee is very active. It recognizes that
recreational advantages found in the area are one of the most important and
essential ingredients of a broad over-all development program. A good example
of a co-ordinated effort to bring about positive action was the proposal to
provide lake and sea shore access and to develop boat landings. A suggestion
was made by the Rural Development Program Recreational Sub-Committee
to town managers, town selectmen and others urging action at town meetings.
This proposal and other steps stimulated the acquisition and development of
rights-of-ways and the building of boat landings at a number of points. This
enables the local people and tourists to use these resources. The delegation
visited the access site on Boyden Lake. The Grange local at Robbinston assisted
with this project.

The sub-committee published a list of charter boats available for salt water
sports fishing and are looking into the development of more picnic, camping
and tenting sites. In all these activities the sub-committee has worked with
many bodies including the principal woodland owners, commissioners of
Forestry, Inland Fisheries and Game, and Sea and Shore Fisheries.

A major project spearheaded by the Recreational Development Committee
has been the preparation of a film illustrating the scenic and recreational
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advantages and development possibilities. By doing this, the Committee hopes
for the immediate attraction of tourists, campers and sportsmen to the area
as well as local residents. The actual process connected with the preliminaries
to the filming was the educational value to local people. In this work,
co-operation was obtained from many diverse groups including the Washington
County Chamber of Commerce, the Board of Commissioners, the Atlantic
Salmon Commission, the local press and a number of local commercial firms.

A number of youth and educational programs have been carried out
along with the regular 4-H Club activities. Through the County Schoolmen’s
Association the annual survey of all high school graduates and high school
leaders was conducted. This is intended to provide information for curriculum
changes, to hold students in high school longer, and to encourage more persons
to seek education beyond high school. It serves to determine reasons for
leaving school and the choice of subsequent occupations. A full-time recreational
guidance counsellor has been employed at Machias. Also some students are
receiving on-the-job experience as part of the regular vocational school course
under provisions of the Defence Education Act.

The Rural Development Program Committee does not have any projects
for guiding rural people into off-farm work or in upgrading skills through job
training. They recognize, however, the importance of industrial development
and employment opportunities. The Naval Radio Station at Culver employs
about 400 local people and is benefitting local business. The studies on the
feasibility of the proposed joint United States and Canada Passamaquoddy
tidal power project are being watched with keen interest as many benefits
are envisaged to all sectors of the economy in the area.

CHAPTER VII
Summary and Appraisal

Summary.—The Rural Development Program in the United States is a
new apptroach to the problem of how to improve the conditions of life and work
of low-income families in many rural communities. It does not relate particu-
larly to commodity affairs but to the tenacious social and economic problems
of a large segment of the rural population in need of help. It does not concern
the affairs and problems of commercial farmers but with the development of
economic and human elements in areas of limited basic resources and indus-
trialization. These areas have been on the periphery of the general economy in
recent years which has been dominated by rapid formation of capital, expanding
and industry and commercial agriculture, increased productivity of labor, ris-
ing incomes and levels of living.

The philosophy of the Rural Development Program relates to the develop-
ment of resources for the welfare of local citizens. In the final analysis, it is
felt that the development of human resources and solution of human problems
is the main concern of the whole economic performance and normal growth
of the nation. It is this view which guided the formative period of the Rural
Development Program. The Program is distinguished by its method of harnessing
the initiative, the spirit, and the abilities of individuals, and communities in
their own interest by advice and help from all participating, federal, state and
local agencies.

The range of activities under the Rural Development Program has been
quite extensive and since there is no standing arrangement for all areas, a clear
cut summary is difficult to make. The annual reports provide an extensive list
of accomplishments of the Program. It is possible to summarize on the basis
of broad fields. These are agriculture, forestry, industry and labor, tourism and
recreation, education, and public problems and leadership.

22604-3—5
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In agriculture, a number of general financial and technical assistance
programs have been carried forward in the pilot counties. These programs have
been outlined elsewhere in this report. They are mainly the regular government
assistance programs applied to American agriculture. They focus on ways to
increase income to permit better levels of living. Opportunities in farming are
limited in most of the pilot counties. Under the conditions found in low income
areas, it is recognized that agricultural programs alone cannot solve the basic
problems. National leaders in the Rural Development Program have cautioned
against failure to recognize possible areas of development outside of agriculture.

Efforts to increase income from agriculture in the pilot counties can be
grouped under (a) intensification, (b) improved techniques, better land use
and conservation, (c) use of credit and better management, (d) enlargement
of the farm unit and (e) part-time farming.

Intensification can improve the productive capacity through higher yields;
shift to higher value crops and animal products; intensive-type crops such as
vegetables, seeds, new specialty crops; the use of fertilizer; and finish feeding
of animals for market. The extent and success of many of these depends largely
on factors outside the farm such as location, transportation, markets and the
establishment of local processing plants. Some examples of local production
developments associated with the Rural Development Program which the dele-
gation noted were, expansion of broiler and market egg production, production
of Grade A milk for local fluid use, a feeder pig enterprise, development of
specialized sheep and beef cattle enterprises, commercial vegetable and small
fruit production. Improvements in marketing were found in Kentucky and
Minnesota with respect to sale facilities for feeder pigs, in Washington and
Montana with respect to sale facilities for cattle and the organization of lamb
and wool pools in Maine.

Improvement in farm practices and land use have been encouraged by
technical services available through the co-operative extension service and
through approved financial assistance under the Agricultural Conservation
Program Service, the Conservation Reserve of the Soil Bank and the Soil
Conservation Service. Evidence of activity may be cited for all the states visited
by the delegation. This applies also with regard to projects on soil and water
conservation. Some progress towards a more appropriate use of poorer grades of
abandoned cropland and rough waste land for grazing by beef cattle on part-
time farms was found in parts of Michigan.

Some special help to low income farmers to obtain more credit to accom-
plish desirable changes on the farm was noted through the offices of the Farmers’
Home Administration. Probably the most direct benefit, however, from the
F.H.A., as well as the Farm Credit Administration, was the advice offered on
credit management and the educational value to farmers in appraising the
likelihood of success of contemplated changes.

Projects to improve forests and farm woodlots through approved manage-
ment practices are common in the pilot counties since most of these counties
are found in wooded regions of the country. These can qualify for financial
assistance under ACP cost sharing. The delegation noted that reforestation
through transplants and seedlings is proceeding in parts of the northern Lake
States as fast as planting stocks are available. Increased technical help from
more federal and state foresters as well as financial help under ACP has probably
pushed this movement faster in the pilot counties than elsewhere. Farmers are
more and more learning to use selective harvesting practices of the forest.
Low grade hardwoods, which are now found on once heavily timbered or cut-
over areas, are finding ready acceptance in the market. This has been possible
because of improved wood manufacturing processes.
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When all is done that can be done within agriculture, the low-income farm

* problem remains essentially one of underemployment and thus a large part of

the solution has to be found in non-farm employment. This trend is increasing
in these areas and many farmers and members of their families are taking non-
farm jobs to supplement their farming income.

The attention of the delegation was drawn frequently to the development
of off-farm industries and employment opportunities as a feature of the Program.
The enthusiasm and hope of rural development committee members at Morgan-
town in Kentucky about new stores and businesses and business activity in
general; the increased attention to manufacture of raw forest products and
expansion of new product lines, utilization of wood products and waste, and
basket making in pilot counties in Wisconsin and Minnesota; development of a
$400,000 cedar fence post business and a potato flake plant in Michigan; estab-
lishment of new wood processing plants and enlargement of existing wood
working plants in Washington State; and new hardwood plants in Washington
County in Maine, were examples that the delegation observed. The 1959 annual
report of the Program points to the development of 8,000 new job openings in
52 Rural Development counties. The contribution of local businessmen and
farmers in chambers of commerce or rural development sub-committees has
been a stimulus to the establishment of these off-farm industries and employ-
ment in the pilot counties.

The physical characteristics of many low income areas in the United States
provide pleasant surroundings for recreation and development of the tourist
trade. These include among others, lakes suited to boating, fishing and swimming,
sea shores offering similar benefits, forests providing suitable habitat for wild-
life and hunting, and rough terrain for hiking and skiing. Projects by rural
development committees for tourist development rate high on the list of
activities. A wide range of things have been done in the pilot counties including
the development of the tourist trade through improvement and upgrading of
facilities and services, business promotion by publicity and extension of the
tourist season, holding of training schools or resort recreational institutes,
assistance to motel and resort operators with regard to building and layout
design, development of parks, picnic grounds, flowages and lake and seashore
access areas for boat landings and other public use. Because of the trend toward
increased time for leisure, developments in the recreation and tourist field hold
great promise as a source of income in the appropriate areas.

Education has been highlighted under the Rural Development Program.
When local people attain full and accurate knowledge of their situation and
the need for action they are in a better position to apply programs of resource
development. This is the reason that leaders insist on research, basic inventories
of resource, adult education, vocational training for agricultural and non-
agricultural jobs, demonstrations and other kinds of educational approaches at
the local level. The organization of local people in particular interest group
committees and the processes followed through rural development help to
train them for self-appraisal and action.

The stress on education relates to programs aimed at rural youth through
formal training, encouragement to stay in school for longer periods and ‘con-
tinuing’ education at the adult level. It also carries over into the fields of
career training, job guidance and placement. In one case, the delegation was
informed about consultation services provided through the Extension Service
for older farmers. In this case benefits of Social Security, the Soil Bank and
other programs were explained to facilitate a gradual transfer of their farms
and change in farm operations commensurate with advancing age.

22604-3—53}
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The Family Farm Subcommittee, House of Representatives, §4th Congress'
has pointed out that two or three out of four rural youngsters are destined
to settle in urban and industrial employment and that the vocational educa-
tion at rural schools should definitely embrace elementary training in urban
pursuits. Since areas of low income and especially areas of small farms are
the source of the main stream of youth migration to urban employment, the
need particularly applies here.

One of the pressing problems in low income areas is the need for local
people with leadership ability. This ties in closely with educational levels.
In at least one county the delegation was informed about the holding of leader-
ship schools to help people develop leadership skills in communications and
group dynamics.

Rural Development Committees are also concerned with a host of public
problems. These have increased because of needed adjustments in community
affairs and the migration and movement of many persons out of agricultural
pursuits. There are at least three broad categories under which the public
problems might be grouped. These are community services, roads and com-
munications; zoning and orderly development; and country-town relations.

Projects of the first categories noted by the delegation ranged from water-
shed development, community health centers and social centers to simple short-
term projects such as a clean-up paint-up campaign in Kentucky, and the
preparation of a county map showing land ownership, roads and location of
trout streams in. Luce County, Michigan. An example of a community agri-
cultural project in this category was the chemical spraying for weeds on
irrigation ditch banks, roadsides and public lands in Lake County, Montana.
Projects with respect to zoning and orderly development in Michigan exemplify
the kind of problems which arise with changes in communities. These cases
concern building restrictions in rural fringe areas adjacent to the city of
Escanaba and zoning restrictions re motels and developments along relocated
highways at St. Ignace. The establishment of a health center; the revival
of a county fair; the development of a site for fairgrounds, recreation center
and park; the observance of a Farm-City Week; and a number of other com-
munity ventures at Morgantown in Butler County, Kentucky are examples of
needed country-town relations projects in low income areas.

Appraisal—The Rural Development Program was launched in 1955 but it
was about two years before headway was made in a number of the States.
No project has been in operation for more than a few years and many are
really only getting underway. It is, therefore, too early to draw final con-
clusions on the success of the program. Nevertheless, some very encouraging
results have been attained and more seem likely to follow.

It is important to keep in mind that the Rural Development Program is
not a federal program to pump money into the local economy, nor is it con-
ceived as a ‘program’ in the ordinary sense of the word. No special admin-
istration has been established to deal with it. The Rural Development Pro-
gram should be viewed as a process or method through which local people
mobilize and develop physical and human resources with the assistance of
existing federal and state bodies.

An appraisal of what is taking place must recognize three main avenues
of approach: first, that economic and social betterment in low income areas
is being sought by emphasis on total area development; secondly, the services
of government departments and agencies have been redirected, refashioned
~and focussed on the rural development program; and thirdly, that economic
development in problem areas is based on the team effort of local people and
forces.

! MAJOR ADDRESSES PRESENTED AT RURAL DEVELOPMENT WORKSHIP, page 15, Jackson’s ,

Mill State 4-H Camp, West Virginia, May 11-15, 1959.
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Emphasis on total area development.—In the first area the concept of
rural development goes much beyond the traditional framework of agricultural
policies, programs and extension activities. While it uses the long range county
program planning technique employed by extension personnel (i.e. “Program
Projection”), it extends to non-farm as well as farm people and to non-
agricultural as well as agricultural resources. It is broader than “Farm and
Home Development”, which relates more specifically to the improved operation
of the farm and the farm home, and relates as well to developments outside
agriculture. The concept of rural development recognizes that differences in
income from agriculture in and among areas are primarily the result of dif-
ferences in total economic development. It follows then that solutions should
be sought outside as well as within the scope of agricultural policies.

The main reason for attempting a Rural Development Program lies in the
general condition of excess or underemployed labor in many problem areas
and the resultant conditions of poverty and suffering. This was first high-
lighted by the report of the special federal government task force “Develop-
ment of Agriculture’s Human Resources” and corroborated by many other
research studies. Provision for greater opportunity through the development
of local industries and non-farm occupations is, therefore, a major goal of rural
development committees. Associated with this is the emphasis on non-agricul-
tural vocational training and upgrading of skills; improvements in employment
guidance, counselling and job placement; and efforts to overcome obstacles
faced by people who wish to make the transition from farm to non-farm work.

The increase in productivity in agriculture resulting from technological
and scientific advances has enabled greater output per worker. But this has
increased the disadvantage of those not in a position to make use of these
advances. Increased federal help through various agricultural programs for this
group in particular is made more effective when directed through the united
efforts of federal, state and area committees under the Rural Development
Program. It has been found that programs for economic improvement can be
put into effect far more quickly and beneficially in organized rural committees.

Some changes have been made by legislation and administrative procedure
to facilitate attention to low income farmers. These changes, among others,
relate particularly to additional loan funds and changes in the Farmers Home
Administration to permit a loaning to low income farm families with off-farm
employment; focussing of attention on the Conservation Reserve of the Soil
Bank; and increased emphasis on recommended conservation practices under
the Agricultural Conservation Program.

Since much of the work of the Committees has to do with non-agricultural
activities such as promotion and development of existing and new industries,
employment, the tourist trade and recreation, health and education, it is under-
standable that the recent trend of organizational effort at the local level has
been towards a multi-county or area basis (probably four to six counties)
rather than a county or single community basis. As the scope of the Program
expands, from simple projects through which local committees can attain
short-term results to larger projects which have broader benefits, the breadth
of group participating has usually developed on an area or regional basis.

The delegation was impressed by the desire of the members of county and
area committees to view their activities as being in the field of resource
development. In that regard most of them mentioned a desire to name their
committees and the program as “resource development” rather than “rural
development”. It was felt this denoted a fuller scope of activities to include
farm-city relations, participation of all groups and people in a community and
the development and utilization of other resources as well as agriculture. It
indicated some degree of maturity of the economy and industrialization in
areas by-passed to date.
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The various kinds of committees set up in communities, counties and in
areas indicate the need and extent of effort which has been put forth under
the Rural Development Program. It has been pointed out that these are not
set or standard but relate to specific problems and problem areas which have
been determined by local people based on basic inventories and research.

Redirection and refashioning of government services.—From the viewpoint
of promoting resource development and the betterment of human welfare in
disadvantaged areas of the United States, the Rural Development Program is
becoming an important way for the government to carry out the whole gamut
of financial and technical assistance programs. This refers to programs of all
departments and agencies of the federal government. The delegation was
impressed with the eagerness and co-operative spirit of the representatives of
government departments and agencies in Washington and at the state level in
directing their policies and programs through the Rural Development Program
to the people. Problems of low income farm areas are now regarded as very
important public policy matters.

The foundation of the Program is based on research, education and
community action and in these the role of the federal and State Governments
is to help the people to help themselves. The way that the government helps in
problem solving is not stereotyped in all areas. It is tailored to specific circum-
stances as well as to the particular desire of people in local areas so that they
are able to help themselves with minimum assistance from other people and
the government. This is a logical and sensible approach to problem solving.

While there are a wide range of government programs of financial and
technical assistance for rural and urban-rural areas it was fully admitted to the
delegation that these have not always been effectively oriented, co-ordinated
and carried out in the past for the benefit of people in low income situations.

The application of government assistance to low income areas is more
effective now than it was before the inception of the Rural Development
Program. Programs for economic and social imporvement can be put into effect
more quickly by organized rural committees. This is a precise role of the
Rural Development Program. The delegation noted that at least one or more
federal departments or agencies rendered appropriate support to local develop-
ment projects in each State according to the needs expressed by the people.

Much of the success in the pilot counties must be attributed to co-ordina-
tion of effort and co-operation between agencies and organizations at the
federal and state levels. Federal groups are ‘specifically directed to associate
themselves with early planning and to clarify their organizational set-up and
lines of communication. From an administrative angle this has been one of the
biggest benefit of the Rural Development Program. At the same time, the county
and area committees have helped to maximize the federal services which are
available. They also serve as a means to evaluate and test the federal services
so that they can be changed, supplemented or replaced to better serve the real
needs of low income farmers.

The delegation is inclined to the opinion that the Rural Development
Program is most applicable to low income areas where farms are too small, the
soil is relatively poor or impoverished, where topography and drainage is
unfavorable and where these and other factors have resulted in an over-
abundance of labor and substantial underemployment. It has not expanded very
rapidly into areas, such as the Great Plains, where the major problems of
agriculture are those of risk and uncertainty. Exceptions to this conclusion
might be sections of the Great Plains where arable farming is attempted on
lands unsuited to this purpose. Programs of a re-settlement and rehabilitation

‘character and found in the latter area as well as other measures such as crop
insurance, supervised credit and research relative to an adequate farm unit
for areas fit for settlement.

9]
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Reference has been made to a modest amount of increased financial
assistance which the federal government has directed through the Rural
Development Program. Most of this is available through such agencies as the
Farmers’ Home Administration and the Small Business Administration which
provide, among other services, credit when it cannot be obtained through the
regular channels. There are many other sources of financial assistance for
agriculture, forestry, industry, recreation, research and the like. The financial
assistance available through the Agricultural Conservation Program Service,
the Soil Conservation Service and the Conservation Reserve of the Soil Bank
encourages and promotes better land use and conservation, improvement in
the income producing ability of those lands remaining in agriculture and the
appropriate change in land use. Such financial assistance is also a valuable
aid to the low income, part-time and older farm operators in easing the
transition and transfer to full time non-agricultural employment. Social
security for farmers in conjunction with the conservation reserve of the Soil
Bank has been especially beneficial to older farm people.

The Rural Development Program has permitted a side benefit to the
federal-state co-operative extension service. The organization of state, county
and area committees has strengthened and broadened the fields of extension.
A great deal of needed help from non-agricultural segments of the population
has been funnelled toward the solution of the low income farm problem. This
is particularly worthwhile at this time of significant rural adjustment.

The existence of a federal-state co-operative extension service has been
a means of bringing all the financial and technical services of government to
the people. The importance of this fact cannot be stressed too much. This joint
participation has greatly facilitated the application of the Rural Development
Program.

Under the Rural Development Program it has been possible to extend
educational and technical assistance to rural communities beyond the tradi-
tional agricultural, youth and home economics fields. These services are now
focussed on a larger section of the people and serve the wider needs of other
interests and development problems of the community. The placing of addi-
tional personnel in rural development counties and communities has allowed
the expansion of this service to non-agricultural fields and the motivation of
local effort through the rural development committees.

The Program has been strengthened and clarified by an increasing amount
of research on many problems relating to low income areas. The special task
force set up at the request of the President set the stage in this regard. It pin-
pointed the severe, intermediate and moderate problem counties of the Nation
on the basis of the criteria of farm income, level of living and farm produc-
tion. This research brought into sharp focus the magnitude and complexity
of the problem and stimulated awareness in the individual States. The amount
of federal research has been increased by a number of agencies. This is a very
real step and new knowledge is being brought to light all the time. The initial
work in pilot counties and areas has been to inventory the resources and to
determine the real situation. In this phase the local people have been strongly
supported by all the appropriate federal research agencies, the land-grant
colleges, the agricultural experiment stations and the universities. New basic
data have been assembled, analyzed and used for action projects.

Team effort of local people—One of the basic tenets of the Rural Develop-
ment Program is the belief that local people can do things to help themselves
if they are provided with motivation, leadership and financial aid. This has
been accomplished through the mobilization of local citizen groups under the
guidance of the federal-state extension service and many community minded
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leaders. It was of interest to the delegation to learn about the large number
and varied kinds of projects that local leaders and committees had put into
operation and were considering for future action.

A principal advantage of the Program, which utilizes the team effort of
all local interested people, is the harmonization of the needs with the capa-
cities of the people and other resources. The fact that the members of the
local committees have a personal interest in bringing about improvements in
the economic and social structure of the area is the real key to success. Local
lay people must be involved in all phases of program execution. This creates
wider interests and better understanding between the different elements of
society.

The real problem is to stimulate imaginative and critical thinking on the
part of the local people so they are able to see the potentials and opportunities
and the need for action.

The main strength comes from the combined efforts of farm people,
business and civic leaders and representatives of agencies and organization
working together as a team. Through various sub-committees all the lotal
people, both in the towns and the country, are brought closer together to
solve common problems. This is a town-country approach and sectional
interests are lost in the common good.

Some indication of the need for focussing on local effort in the develop-
ment and direction of projects was noted by the delegation in at least two
different states. Where the line of direction was from the federal or state
authority down to the local level, projects failed because of lack of local
interest and support. The delegation found a strong feeling that the organi-
zation and direction remain in the hands of local people but the stimulus and
motivation, especially in the early states, should come from state and federal
bodies through the co-operative extension service,

An important part of the Program rests in the hands of non-governmental
national and regional organizations and private industry groups. They can
provide essential information and counsel in their particular fields of interest
- and competency. Since industry benefits in the development of the resources
of an area, the rural development committees have generally found business
firms ready and willing to provide certain services and financial aid.

As a result of careful study of the Rural Development Program, involving
discussions with federal government personnel at Washington and representa-
tives in seven different States; state agricultural and extension leaders; members
of rural development committees and others; the delegation concludes that the
Program is making a constructive contribution towards improvement of living
conditions in depressed low income rural areas. It has not added anything new
but has stimulated the thinking of people to make effective use of resources.

Conclusion.—In the pilot counties and areas of the seven States visited, the
delegation saw many projects that owe their origin to the Rural Development
Program. These included a variety of activities in the agricultural field repre-
senting both production and marketing. They also included projects in the
forestry and recreational fields; and a number of industrial developments con-
cerned with processing and manufacturing. There was evidence of improvements
in farm and family living; of the creation of job opportunities; of the expansion
of investment and a widening of the taxation base with consequent improve-
ment of social services and well-being. The delegation also was made aware
of a substantial amount of educational effort including vocational training,
consultation and guidance. Some of this was designed to assist people to prepare
for the adjustment to non-farm occupations.

The delegation was informed of the research efforts that laid the foundation
for much of the subsequent development. Much evidence of community effort,
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enthusiasm and drive to get things done was noted. The tying together and
co-ordination of effort at all levels that dominates the program was observed.
This has been attained within a somewhat loose but still rather precise con-
ceptual framework of the Rural Development Program.

There was evident recognition that in certain areas the small farm problem
was part and parcel of a much broader problem—one that concerns many
people and many interests, both rural and urban. In some instances the solution
to the problem involved an attack on several fronts with the result that the
program became a comprehensive and co-ordinated community or area under-
taking. In the pilot count