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® practicab experience and technical expentise of thousands of rural Americans in the formulation of this policy.
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;- ., 7 , February 4, 1783
The President . . . B '
The White House * . . o )
Washingten, D.C. 20500 ' T )
. * . L] s i
* J ) . ~4
Dear Mr. President:
» . . ~ - r .

In accordance with the Rural Develepment Pohc) Act of 1980, I am submitting lo the Congress the Administeation’s rural
devefopment strategy, . ,
The, 1980 AQ mandates }h.e preparation éf a slratcg:v. to: ) ' ' ' . '

N
1. Imptove the effectiveness, resporrbweness. and delivery of chcral programs in rural areas.

2

. Increase coordination of Federal p{ograms with the dcvelopmcnl objectives and resources of local subala(-.. Slatc‘
and multistate governmental authorities. '

LY . /
3 Achieve the most effective” oombmauo\n of Federal, State, and local resources to meet the needs of rural areas.
w - » )

ln dc\rlsmg the s.lralegy, the special neads of rural America—its people, its economic potential, its social and physical re-
Qulrcmc , its governmental syslcms its family farms. and its environmental and naiural rcsoun.ca“wcrc taken into a*
eount. gfSo mandated by the Congress. H i :
The findimental premise of this strategy is that local and State governments have the right—and shou!d have the authori- ,
ty—to decide how public resources should be spent in rural America. The Federal rele becomes one of support rather than
direction, and the ag.enda for action is set principally by rura] cmicns thetselves. . ,
Web e that by restoring aulhorlty to the peoplc who must deal d|rcclly with these problems, prowdmg themn with -

roved means of Federal assistance. and hclpmg them stimufate the rural economy and the increased public resources such
economic growth can generate, the various “‘categorical*” problems of rural America—health, hovsing, education, and the

like—can be more effectively and efficiently sol‘yed

" This strategy is submitted in the confidence that. to a remarkable degree, it comes directly from the people 1t is mtended to
serve. As i section of this report will describe more fully, a serfous and successful effort has been made ta employ the

A2s member, National Advisory Council on Rural Development. which I appointed to help shape ami coordmmc this
strategy prucess, deserves prmup‘hl crcdn for the policy rcwmmundalwm which follow. My ‘taanks o them ‘.annol be
- overstated. & - y
) o / ’ o
We believe this strategy reflects the resourceful, concernéd. and confident spirit of rural America, and in that spirit we are
pleased to~subunit **Better Country: A Strategy for Rural Dcvclopmcnll in the 1980°s". .-

P

. . Faithfully yours,

.. . ohn R. Block
Sccrclary

EAN
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Honorable John R. Block .

- rural dcvelopmcnl pollcy . .
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Sccretary of Agrlcullure } . ) . _ -
Washmgton. D.C. 20250 ‘ Lo

- ! .

Dear Mr. Sccretary: . 7 ' o /./',
Twenty -five mdwulu.ﬂs from all parts of rural America and all walks of life were asked fo seFve on lhe National Ad\rlsory
Cduncil on Rural Dcvclopmcnl "'-.

These individuals accepted the challcngc placed beforc them—**To prowdc grasabroots input for use in the formulallon ef a
8

"

The Councsl prcscnlcd 1ts views to the U.S. Depanment of Agriculture for use in preparation of this rural dcvclopmcnl
stratcgy ) . ! . : .

The slmlcgy exprcsscs m the broadest of terms, the actions cons:dcred necessary, as a minimum, to keep rural Ameriea
viable. to maintain the quality of life in rural Ameri’:i, and to insure that the produtu\rlty of rural America will conlmuc at
the iewvel necessary (0 support lhc Nation @nd its pcople
Monetary reaoun:cs for implementation of the stralcgy exist. These resources must be placed where demonstiated nced ex-
ists. Demonstrated need.: in part, dcpcnos on the de\relopmcnt of a rural data base eomparable to that dcvcloped for and us-
ed by urban Anteriea. S
. b ; :
Deli\rcry mechanisms or agencles for implementation of the strategy exist—thiey are available at the grass roots level, they
have withstood the tests of time, thcy have developed credibility, and they have the confi dcncc and trust of local people and

oﬂ"cxals .
- . f

.
.

’ Thc di\rcrsily of rural areas and problems endemie to each cannot be solvc(i]Jy the imposition of an overall *’rural solution

’assurc its continued cxistence.

lemplalev * Any solutien must include the flexibility to be applied rcgionally.‘as nceds are identified and' verified.

d‘onsequcnlly, although many problems of riral Amcnca were identified and potential solullons thereto d|scusscd by the

Council. in fairness to the rural people on whom such sslutions would impact, lhc Council opted to “‘make haste slowly.™
ﬂcr all, the problems were several decades in developing and the “‘quick §ix'" has not been and is not the answer.

] ] . \

Thc Coum.ll has CXPI‘CbSCd its desire and wlllmgneSS; as the Council or as mdmduals thereof, to panicipate.n the dclalls of

}mp!émcntauon onee the strategy is appre\rcd; A
L

Ll‘hc Council expresses its gratitude for the opponumty, as offered by this Administration, to have been part of a new \vay

ot determining policy—** from the boitom up.'” We are also grateful for the opportunity to Kave participated in this effort to

dispel any lack of understanding which may ha\rc existed concerning the plight of rural America and what must be done to

— .
-
~ L} -

y . Oliver W, Nelson

N ' _ Cochairman ‘ o
National Advisory Council on Rural Develdpgignt, -

November 1, 1982"

¢
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" "For the purpose of this document, the word *‘rural”’ In this report, tural Amexrica, is not trcatcd simply as what
used in a general sense to describe gcograph:cal ascas of is Teft over afier cities and their suburbs are counted. Even ‘
relatively low populatlon density —the countrys:dc, the . within those regions of high population density, thcre are N
village, the small American town. communities of distinctively rural chamctcr . :
. ' : . \
. - .
) In the document’s statistical references the word _‘*rural v It is this character/wlﬁiﬁ rcmsts precise def’ mtlon n the- Y
corresponds with ghe term *‘nenmetropelitany as defined abstract but is universally familiar in practical cxpcncm.c,
by the U.S. Bureau of the Census for purposes of gata that makes rural America a special place with a special '
gathering and establishing program cllglblllty cntcr:a role to play in the progress of the Nation.
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decade. The population of rural and small town Ameriea,
grew more than 50 pereent faster than that of urban
America in the 1970 st and more than 80 million people
(ineluding more tiran 20 million within stausllcal greas df-
fictally designated **métropolitan’”) now call vural Amenca
home. Rural conployment growth outpaced urban job pro-
_gress by qne-third dn the last decaGe. The rural economy
continued to diversify far beyond its traditional base in

+ agriculture, with major expansions in manufacturing. ser-
+ vices, and trades. Significant advances in health, housiig,

education, and other living standards also came to much of
rurzl Ameriea over-the past 10 years. At the same timq,
rural local governments and communities benefited from
greater intergovernmental assistance. active voluntary in-’
velvement in commumty improvement, many tcchmca‘l and
professional inhovations, the tise of multijurisdictional

authoritics! and more effective mral organizations. .

J

But the decude’s progress dees not tell the whole story of -
rural America. All is not well and, in accordance with the
Rural Dcvelopmenl Policy Act of 1980, ¥ strategy has

been dewsed to deal more eﬁecu’_e]y with, rural amenca s
problems and potentials, -

13

-

" To define tural nee:ls and to fashion the most praeticat
* responses to them, this Administration has cogsulled those
who are best qualified to l/commem on such gopics: rural
Americidns. In a very extensiv® consultation process, the-
Department of Agriculture solicitqd the views and recqm-

. mendations of hundreds of individials and organizations
representing. millions of rural citizens. The Seceretary of = #
Agriculture appolnted a 25-member National Advisory
Coungjl on Rural Development to help shape a new rural
strategy. . L. ‘o '

Rural Americans have made it clear that. despite the en-

couraging statistics, progress has not visited every rural

region and growth has generated new problems. Many
rural areas continue to suffer poverty, isolation, and decay
of facilities. On the average, irural Amcnca stiff lags
behind urban America in measurable indiecators of income,
edueation, and housing conditions, though some argue that
lower costs of living may offset part of the rural
dmdvantabe

W\'hcrc growth has been rapid, there are often new
protlems of overburdencd facilities aud services.. and the
danger of losing a distinctive and hlgh!y valued rural way

of life has also. arisen.

¥

*

L . ” To#r .
- LA R .
*_Exgcutive Sumﬁ'fry .
L4 . i‘ . s b
s ’ .
After a century ‘of deeline, many Aafeas of rural Ameriea
have experienced reinarkable rcwtahzalmn in the last. . ,

£

- " More private sector job and higher income. -

The historical economic distinetions between rﬁ_ml and ur-
, ban America, to some extént, already have been blurred
by rural econonic diversification and population growth.
.Except for agriculture and * *extractive”* industries.such as
mining, in which rural America prcdominatcs rural and
urban economies are strikingly similar. . “f
A { \
A policy- zonfined to purely *‘rural®’ measures, lhcn
would fail to address the true nature of many of rural
“America’s modem nceds. For that rcason not. all the
initiatives outlined in this strategy are focused on rural
Amierica eXelusively, Many have a wider natiord] applica- '
and are intended to benefit urban and rural dreas
‘alike.~Too often in the past, however, the characteristics
which help define (“rural ' Amcnca—sparscly and distantly
~ settléd population centers, smail-scaie institutions slimited *
revenue bascs. gnd widely dispersed channels of cqm-
munication—have hampeied the application of Jargdly
urban-oriented national policies in the rural sctting\

In addition to pl‘obosmg specific rca.pbnscs 1o spemﬁ‘ ruraI
‘concerns, this strategy is designed to’seg that rural
Americans ar;a\llly considered in the many progi‘am§ in

which they have a very significant interest. . e

The ost often cited concerns of rural Americans—ttose /

with which the strategy dcals it detail—are these:

* Improved rural facilities and services. /

» More effective applncalmn nf pationa pollcm m pro-
grams serving rural America.

. Bcl;er housing.

’ - -

~ Vo
The governing philosophy fof addressing these* concerns is
one both strongly suggested By rural Anscricans and
consistcntly espoused by this ;Admimstratiop. It is a
phnlosophy which attaches a}ngh value to jocal leader-  *-
ship—as embaodied in the New *Federalism wnitiative—and
joint public and private efforty to deal with commumty
problems. The four, basic\principlcs of this governing -
philosophy are: to restore, political atthiority and flexibility-
Jatthe levels of.government inost accountdble to the peg- *
ple. to strcar?l ne the Federal establishment to make it
more responsive to local and state prionitics. tather than
the other way around, to expf01l the ability of private
enterprise as well ay government prograns to benefit the
publicyand to build more effective partncrships lgctwcen

A
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H .~ ¢
pubhc and private c‘fom toward both rural “and, nallonal
progress. .

L] g 4
Substantial progrcss n t\lE rural condition has alrcady becn
made through the efforts of rufal Americans the Ives |

-

’ ’ L

and through the. acplevcmcnls of this Administration during "

the -past 2 years. These achievements, which fornt a foun-
dation for greatBt rural progress, include substantially

.t

acli\filicy.‘ ang ldéhm} effective meuzss of access t0 them.
* "

Rural Data ColIecnon
To help insure that stavistical gaps do ot mlpcdc rural

4..

- YAmertica’s access 10 chcral resources, the U.S. Burcau of

lowered inflation and nterest ratesNmajor tax relief and” .

Federal spc.ldlpg restrdint, regulatory reform, new job
training programs, ﬂfstrehg emphasis on international
trade, ang the consolidation of certain categorical aid pro-
grains imo block grints offering greater ﬂexlblllty 10 focal
<+ gobernoents.

- . "

%

Building~on this fgungation, lhqummlslrat:on proposes
the followmg addutlonal steps.

LY
Fl

L}

\! L)
I?aprovements in Facilities and Services

. New Federalism in Rural América 5.
< As part of the Adminisiration's New Federalism inisiative, »
* eertain commenity development probi‘ams will be incor-’
..poratcd into a Federal-State Block Grant program.’ R¥fral
“areas will be guaranteed the funds from programs now
spcclf' ed by law to serve small cities and rural -

/ *ecomnmwnities. »
o
Y

't

oo

+

Assistance to Rurst Governments®
3. . ra

e

Rural Regulatorv Refl'sf
While the transition is madle froni calcgoncal aid 10 biock
" grants for rurdl development, the President’s Task Forée

on chuialory Relief will address*speciiic ways in which

o A
-

- Rural .Housing '

LJ
-

[

-
-

L]

rcpomng and regulatory rcqunremcnts of rural development

assistance progfams may I:u: mgmficanlly rcduced throy ’j(gh

‘mlﬁumstm*wc mcans R

¥
]

Technicat Rural Assis!ance Informabon Netwm’k b
{TRAIN)
Uiider the joint sponsorship of focal, State, regional, and
nationa} authorities~—including educational, commerigaf,
philanthropic, and advocacy arganizations as well as ¢
governments—the creation of State-level Technical Rural |
Assistance Information Networks will be supported. State
TRAIN$ would link technical assistance serviges with locai
mral chc]opmcm Jeaders,  “ v
. Rural Resources Guide
To heip faclluatc ‘quisable rural aceess tq public and
" 4-private development assistance, a Rurdl Resonrces Guide
w1|1 be published by the U.S. Department of Agrlculturc
* ang furnlshcd to rural leaders. The guide will catqlog the
nalul‘c and scopc of both private and pubhc rural assistance

VL

\‘l

-

X
]

the Census, Bureau of Labor Statisgics. and Burcau_of
Economic Analysis wjil i impgove the quality and qpcmficny
of information collectesd and reported qn rural arcas. This
data collection should inelude mforma‘uon on rural hous®
ing, health, cdication, transportatioy), dgmographics,
physica; facilities, cmploymcm profies, and other
caegories. '

L

Fl
. '

™

i
*

4 f

Rural Hoysmg Block Gr’ant
To increase the a\'alh?ll/t)’ of aucquatc*housmg i ryral
America, 2 rufal hoisSing block grant program will be,
~esjablished by the fléu deral government and administercd by
the States. Sla}yéovcrnmcms will thus lead j jn creating
safe and sa ary:housing for low. incon}e ruril people.

L

e

Privaté Sectir Job Creation

¥

léal Emc‘rpnse Zones
“"The Admmfsu‘ahon has already proposed Ieg:slatton to
create 75 e:’lterprlsc zones over & three yeat period
thrdughoutdhe,countfy to encourage job producqrs 1o
locate in cconémlcally d:sad\ramagcd arcas."The Ad-.
m‘im ration further propo$es the following:
‘ v
'--an third oflhe lotal number of these cqlerp.lsc zunps
+be designated # rural arcas; and .

-~

Y
. Lucall and State offy ials mltmlc ‘the app.ncalwn fon

Eedcml zone designation.
Trade Expansmn and Reforin)
Having rt:storcd inore no-1nak agricultural trade rclauom
with the Sovict Unich, having challenged the, anfair trade

+ practices ofstkse Euf'opcan Communty and Japan, having,
signed the' Expart Tradmg Company Act into law, and’
having implemented the blended eredit programs for ° .
agricultural exports,«the Administration has miiglc signifi- .
capt progress in increasing rural Amerjca’s trading oppor-
wnifies. The Administralion further plcdgcs to. , .

‘a
-2

a

-

N
. Emouragc the forination of export lmdmg companics 1o
increase the cxport of agrlcullural antl other rural pro-
ducls, and _. o

LI

4

‘Morg systematically dlsscmmatc Gu»cn\'mcm bpunaurcd
-forclgn market rescarch and olhcr trade & asslblancc 10
pubhc and private rural trade interests.




. ‘e [
. AR
* Y -

Rum] Cl‘edll ’ .

* To help insbre that rural areas have lhe full range of finan ii
.

chal and ﬁnanclally related services nceessary 1o meet co
" munity =developmem neen;ls, the "Administfation will:

1
o~~~

. Implen;em provisions of the Garn-St Germain et
Depository Institutions Act of 1982 1¢ encourage finan-
cial institutions to provide a full range’ of such services

4
\ in rural areas; " - - K
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* Examinc the eurrent del’very systems of Federal hos-
mg guaranice programs in rurat areas to'determine fhe
feasibility of psing U.S. Department of Agriculture,
F’amm Home Administration tield ofﬁ:.cs, to improve
“both "access and dcll%ry, and , \

€

_* Instruct Fariners Home Administration’s ficld offices to

provide support and tethnical assistange to rural com-
miinitics secking to unﬂcrtakc communily facility
grojccls .

L4
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F _,.-——Po ulatlofkﬂevival
~ For a hundred years, beginning just after the Civil War,

while great Ameriean cities rose wiih the industrial revolu-

tion._In the 1950'% alone, six mlllmn pcmple movéd from

the counlry into the cittes and their burgeomng subur’bs

But begmmng in the’ 1960 s, and with dramatje aecclera-

tion in the 1970's, this pallcm of rural decline reversed

. its€lf. While some rural regions cominu lose popula-
tigh, the 1970°s saw the population of rural and small

- »  town Ameriea as a whole grow more than 50 perce'ni

faster

category moved to rural America in the 1970’s. The urbun
eommuting patterns began to ‘reach beyop%he suburbs to
the gountrybldﬂ during the past decad¢, butthe population
growth in rural America is not sm1ply a product of urban
Sprfwl Instead it is an expression of prefercnces fora
-, m? o rural lifestyle. R -

&

-

least since J_hc‘ 1940’s, when natiohal pubfic apinion

ressed a preference for rfiral life even while more’ and
- . more ‘moved into cities (sec table 2). By the 1970°s, beset "
v by cmﬁsled conditions and other urban ills, and drawn by
fexpa ding wral job 0pporiuml|es and other attractions of -
he country51dc, millions of city dwellers were ready to °
... move, and did. - - W . .
In'the 1960's rural growth was: centered in relatively large
“ and well-cstablished communitiés. ,Growth in the 1970’s
was equally rapid in.the mosl sparsely populated rural
areas.

-’ *

-

Today nonntetro@mn America claims a _po ulauon of

more than 57 millioni people, one in every Hur Americans.

In addition to these rural people, one in severi people liv-

Lo ing in aréwﬂwgmted as metropolitan actually lives in a

" *‘rural setting” by census standardsr-Broadfy defined,

P America’s rural population exceeds 8 million. Pro;ecuons

) suggesl those growth trends will continue.

Economic Growth -

. Rural employment growth in the 1970"s outpaced urban

=2 (\job progress by, one-third. While 1otal employment in the

. Unlted States rose at an anhual rate of 2.1 percent in the

70°s, the growth rate in rural America was 2.3 pcrcent

compared wilhi a 1.9 percent rate in metropolitan ares.

% The most rural counties were among the areas of mos1
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the population or rural America declined deeade by decade -

ervcys'wcrc first taken; a majority of Americans hgs ex-

b

field of rural cconomic acu\rlly b, . /
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. People averaged 3.3 pereent employment.
The efﬁciWcﬁcan’farme ntinued to produece .
greater haggests with fgwerfreople-;_—ﬁ'iqe‘ asthuch output °
as in lhe_1940‘s 'lirone_.-lllir_d.lhc wuorkers. Now the farm e
work, for‘?é}msto have stabilized at fewer than6 - .

. milli ther rural enterpriges, héwever, régistered >

/s nificant gains in employment and _output during the” .

1970%, dwers@mg the rural economy to the point that - !
agriculturc can no lor@er'be said gp dominate it.
. -
By 1981, agriculture, forestpy, and fi shenes accounted for
- only 3 pereent of rural wage and salary. employmem, com-
pared with 21.8 percent in manufacturing, 16.6 pereent in

government; 16.5 percent in wholesale and retail trad¥s_ .

J17.0 pereent in services; -nearly 5 percent in the combina-

tion of trangportation, communication, and public utilities;

, 4.4 pereent m"t:onstrucuon and.2 perceat, in mmmg (sec ,
lable 3). _i«. '

Belwccn 1973 and 1981; a&tu ‘wage and salary employ-
ment in agncullure, forcslry, and fisheries gréw by o,
54,000; rural mliufacturmg jobs incredsed by 260 000; -
_mining by 227,000, the transportation-communications-
public utilities category by 284:000; serviees by - '
| 1.42 ; government by 932,000; and self-employed
i nonagrlcullural erkers by 579 000, . ..

. %
.’ With this dwemf‘canon, the rural cc&omy has comé,to
closely resemble the national economy and is thus more
. .directly affected by national economic cycﬁs _The impor-
, tant remaining, diffcrences arc the highly produetive
agricultural, f0resu;y and extraqlwe industries mdlgcnous

to rural Ameriea. } .
[}

v . . -
Also, self-employment—a strong rural tradition--is neagly
twice as prevalent in rural as in urban America, and this .
. entreprencurship extends from the farm.to every otﬂEﬁ*

The dnersnf‘ catlon of the rul;aj economyb enlrcpreneur&
’ was aldcd in the 1970°s by a significant ex ansmn and L
.rclocauon of traditionally urban-based 1nduslrlc§ in rural
reglons Thesc indusigies found lhal rural America
' possesses many atirhictive featares: a, tax system that en-
courtiges industrial gruwth abundant Jand at moderate® ¢
prices, access to ndliona] transportation systems, and hun-
dreds of thousands of rural people whb value a job well =
~done.’ ) B <

|
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i > Social- Progress “*? wS i + The percentage of high, school graduates among-thc 1111 S
The J870s brought significant sqcm"f FJvanoea 10, mich of population grew from 45.5 in 1970 to 62.8 in 1980, more
7 " rural Amcﬁ":l, as well. While progrcss \s;gs far from s lhan lhe urban ﬁ‘acuon |n a1,19'!0 " .. v N !
\-* uniform, nsn&.ggxrolls -and popﬁla iow led to broad inz < ) . :/ , o ‘,~ r
' pmvcmcnts itynany “standacds of rl llvmg . Public Service' .o " . - -
. % B ¢ There-fiave been cons:derablcvadvances i the govemmént o
The Qerccntage of mrﬁ’l people l,wmg in pover{y {ell (rom " of tural America over th last decade. P
A\ 9.9 in 1969 to 13, 74n°1979, Tn the, long serm, ever the 7.~ . e v IR -
t 20 Jears, the nuniber of people “below the official . The local revenue base, wﬁile still much narrower than tic _
" pavérty line has dect.ned even more dramamall},* ffom " 5 typical mctropolitangma, has teen supplamenléa'-wnh L
'/: ' abbi\g,ﬁ pcrcent of t!'le rural population in 1959 10 l3 7% other sources‘bf pul ri,e dnd private funds ) ' ‘%
}1nl79~ R . ;.‘ ‘ _’
S LT A . "For all ihc recenl ‘ehanges m.the rlir:;fl eharac{er vqunla]‘y Mo
« ! The 1970 s saw the measure of nural * “sick dayh (daya eommunity service by churches, clubs; youth groups, ’
} . absent frqrn work or school) falt Igg]ow that of urban areas  —usiness and labor, agd privale citizens temains an.
-y for the ﬁrs' time. Durlng this period:here ws a alsoa - _honored and active tradinon in wural America. One cxam-
R . 13-pereent increasé in the number of rural physicians pcr\ - ple of this fine rural tradition.is. the Building Our s )
& 100,000 pmple - A -, Amencan,&ommunmes (BOAC] program of the Ftitu-c R
_':‘\ s X - I3 . . IR0 YV ~ Farmers of, America. A (_ i ‘-_
*.  The number of occu;ﬁed housing units’ lackingsfull ply b\ . R R .
- ing—the key ingicator of substandard housing—fell during™ ., T S
the 19?0‘“ fron\ 13 pcriem t0 5.4 percent. / e N e . Py A T
;o , / s _— . . o i - e L
y ) ".b - e :\s‘ ,' E '-?19-‘_'»’_.'_‘
Table l—Populallon change by melropohla status "and size oP largest ut) ) : ’ ;o ¥ s S .
3 -~ N ™ i L B
o , . : 7 . _gopulmion R s - Tae
Characleristie . : _.'wﬁum!;;r {thousands)  _ __ ?Porcén’tage change - ‘-",_;
. —y T B . R ge L)
v i ' 1980 . v - 15(@3 g v 1970-80 & 1960-70,
. Total . oo 221&.505 © 283,301 17 323 SR RS T PN &
Meitopoliant ‘ T 4163503 © . 148.872- PACI 98 " 114
* Noametropolitan - - 63002 g C., 54,424 52,132 158, 4.4
Norm v . f‘ N h' - .. . /.' .
gropolilan . .3 o SN .
Adjacent: counties? 32801, 23.03}‘\ 26143 ° 174 73 o
", Homadjacent-countics . | . 30.101 2639 26.019 140 — * L4
- - . » ~ - .
Norfadjaccnt counties . - . 2! v . ‘:‘\\“‘ ) .
With city, of 10,000 or mom3 b oosa 13642 11,910 « 1132 14.5 X
With no city of 10.000 | 16.458 - 14.484 14887  © 136 , . AT
*Metropolitzn staru as of 1970, - ¢ J - s o Preparedty T ea . / -
‘Wo::mclmpo]ima cou:;n‘::s adjieent,to Slalldill'd Mclropolllan Suatisucat :\rcae Popalation Studies Frogeam Arcn

Economic Developient Division T
Economic Research Service. USDA .
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Table 2--A comparison of surveys of ressdentmi preferences in the ‘Umted}'States i‘rom 1948 o 1978

¥

{in percent) |

' Research

o Galiup 5 Popuia{ion Analysis
» Preferred Roper Commission Corp. HUD!
" residence 1948~ - -1966-— 1968 - . 1970. __1972 . 1976 - -1971 W6 1978

= " 7 =

_ Cifles 15 2 18 18 13 13 L 8 24
Suburbs “ 20 28 - 25— 26 K} | 29 13+ 25 26
Small towns™ ~ 412 k1| 29 k1| kH 21 . 304 308 23
Rura) areas 24 18 m 24} 23 37 k2 A 36* 25
No opinion, othicr 0 I 1 ] 1 0 I 1 2
Total 10 .60 100 100 4100 100 100 100 100

Sour-‘e Zuiches. James } |, “"Residential Preferenves in the Untled
States.”* Neametropolitan Amerist in Transitiou. edited by
Hawley and Mazie, The Unwersity of Nunb Caroling Press,

1981, p.82. ‘ -

'Large and medwim si7e oty combined: medwm size cuy and small aity.
town. o village io suburhs combmcu. smuall city. wown, or wllagc Rot th
suhurbs, and roral arca. ,‘

I

" 2ncludes respondenis prcfcrrmg small crves and small towns. The Roper
question was: ~If you bad a choice. where would you like best to
tive—in the country. a small town, a smalt city. a subwib. a larpe city?™

*Farm used insicad of rural area in the Gallup question, which was: **
You could live anywhere i the V.S, that you wanted to, would you
prefer a city, suburban area, smatl town ot Farm?™

i

O

4

LRIC

starge and medium vties sombined, subutbs of large and medum citics
cotbined. small cities and small towns combuned, and farm and open
wuntry combined 1n this table. The Puputation Comm:sa.mn quesiton
was: “"Where would you prcfcr te live? On 2 farm. ,opcn country (not on
u farmb. in u small lown. in a small clly, in u micdium size caty. ina
large Sity, in a suburb of a miedium size city, in a suburh of; Iy Iarge

city""

*Asstmning you could live anywhere you wanted. where would you
prefer 10 live most—in a blg city. in a suburb of a big city. in snwll city
OF in a meral of fanin acea? ™

/
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Table 3~-Structure of annmetro employment, 1973 and 1981
) - 9m 1981
. i‘ =
Employmenl - o Total / * Percent of Total Percent of
e {ihousands) 7 total Uihousands) total
“Total employed: . 26091 \, 1600 488 100.0
Wage and salary workers, total ya 22,038 .64 26.213-.. . 86.0
Agriculiure, forestry, and 4 . .. .
fisherics . / < 856 3.3 910 3.0,
Mining . 370 . 14, 597 / 2,0
Construction - 1,384 5.3 1,373 / 44
Manufacturing 6,381 24.5 6,641 21.8
Dirable " 3,396 13.0 3,566 / 1.7
Nondurable b . 2,984 11.4 3075 10.1
Transf;o i conﬁ‘nunicalions, * | . I-' -
and pub /z.m}mck 1,147 ¥ 4.4 . 1,431 4.7
© Whaolesile and retail trade © 4,035 15.5 , 5,016 - 16.5
Finance, insurance, and ’ . .
estate _ 790 '3.0 1,067 35
Pyivate houschold workers P sm 2.2 - 438 1.4
éher services 2,399 0.2 3,691 12.1
overnment workers 4,008 15.7 5,050 16.6
Selrvbmployed workcrs, total_ - 3,463 133 3,896 N 12.8
Agrlwllure & : 1'2426‘_ 5.5 1,281 4.2
/ Nonagrictliure * 2,036 7.8 2.615 8.6
Un'paid \'amily workers, toial © 7 590 2.3 379 12
Agriculture ' * 356 1.4 211 1.2
Nonagricultare - * . T34 9 - - 167 5
, . : - Prepared by

Such innoyations as computerized financial controls and
professionally staffed legislatures were introduced in much
of rural America in the 1970s, though the very personal
character of public service remains firmly ingrained,
especiglly at the local level.

&
An impénan't overlay of regional and éticoumry plan-
ning and development authorities has a)so been added 10
/lhe fural political landscape in the last/décade; offering a
level of coordination, technical cxpertise, and cconomies
of scale unprecedented in the rural experience.

In addition, the 1970's brought a dramatic restructuring
and strenglhening of national rural advocacy and service
groups, which have played important individual and colloc-
"tive roles in*the progress of rural America.

I

Population Swdied Program Arca
Economic Deve[opmcnl Dlv:Szon
ERS USDA y

Among these are groups representing State and local
governments, such as the National Association of Coun-
ties, the National Assoctation of Towns and Townships,
the National Association of Regional Councils, the Na-
tional Governors® Association, and the National Assocm-
tion of Dcvelopmcm Orgamzatlons

The National Rural Electric Cooperatives Association, the
National Association of Conservation Disiricts, the Con-
gressional Rural Caucus, and others also take & vigor us
interest in rural development issues.

a [ -

In addition, many farm, business, Iabor, religious, and
civic organizations, such as Ruritan National, are actively
concerned with rural progress. i .
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" »Hearing From Rural Americans: What Are The. ~
Problems?

-
&

A Rural Strategy
The Rural Development Poligy Act of 1980 requircs lhc
preparation of ‘a stfategy 10 promote economic and soial
progress more cffectively in rural Ameriea.

4 - -~
The legislation calls for improvement in Federal
responses to rural needs, better coordination among the
various levels of government. and a stronger, working part-
nership with private enterprise.
Raising levels of cmployment, health, housing. education,
wransportation, environmental protection, and comnwnity
services are essential goals of natienal policy.. .

But while such goals may be idcnliéal for both rurat and
urban America. the means of achieving ther are not.

America is predominantly an yrban Nation. Federal pro-
©_grams concentrate on urban areas, where about 75 pereent
these **pational** programs are often ili- sl/uled tothe needs
of millions of fural Americans and the communitics in
which they live. They fail to accommedate the smalley
scale, sparser population, and more distant settlément pat-
» ¢ terns of rural Amcrica, focusing instcad on ¢ re-
qQuirements and capacities of large institutions and large
p0pulalionss in relatively compact quarters.

&

Rural Americans have not pariicipated {ully in some pro-

grams because larger communities receive program funds

awtomatically, through predetermtined entilenicnt formulgs,

while small towns and unincorporated settlements nust

~ compete for limited “discretionary” funds from State and
"\ Federal sourdigh, The Community Dcvclopmcnt Block

Grant program jv ofi¢ such exarnple.

’ﬁd cven when funds find their way into rural areas, they
‘are so tightly regulated and urban oriented that a ““get the
money and find the need™ agtitude may arise in rural
governments, an attitude which sacrifices local politicgl
, authority for Federal financial control and encourages the
/ inefficient use of the Nation’s resources.

e -— Solving thesc problems docs not require making rural

© Americy more like urban América. Progress for many, if
not most, rural Americans doés not mean becoming more
urban. It means solving rural problcms with rural solu-
tions. That is the intent of this strategy for rural
development.

A

The successful implementation of this rural strategy van
have important national consequences, as well. Federal,

Q

- L

of the American péople live. Expericnce has shown that -
. the practical value of these rural citizens’ parspeclwcs——an
_understanding of the way rural people themselves perceive

%, vanicty of groups leading to a scries of recommendations
" largely incorporated in lhc strategy.

State and private seetor fundsican be better controlied and
more effectively invested, National economic groyth can
be stimulated through new rural enterprise. A policy
tailored to, if not designed exclusively for, the needs of
rural Ameriea, attuned to rural customs and drawing on
rural strengths, will be most effective in promoting rural
progress and $olving speeial rural problgms.

w

-

The Role of Rural People " ,

This stratcgy was designed to authcnln.ally "cprcscnl the ’

vicws of the people 1t 15 intended to serve, Many rural
_people’have participated directly_or indirectly in this

strategy process throtgh the systematic solicitation of com-

ments by the Depariment of Agriculture, -]

By its very nature, this p;'ocess has yicld'ed,mor&’m\pi{ _

and personal evidence of ru fgl}ondiuans.lhan scientific, \
5l.m$l|c.xll) *provable.data.™ Some of these observations
mmay conflict wllh'f'ndmgs clscwhere 1n this document, bul

their problems and potentials—more than.compensates for,
the mforma' quality of this information.

The first step in the consultation process was the Secretary
of Agriculture’s appeintment of a Nationat Advisory Coun- |
cil on Ryral Development, 2 25-member panel of rural &
Icaders frem throughout the country. The Advisory Coun-
il held four formal meetings, and mcmbers held dozens of
intormatl discusstons with their neighbors and with a

_ Hundreds of other pcoplc, including rural officcholders
““and private citizens aliké, took a direct part in the con-
suliauon proccss.

e - —_ 1]

The ch.rctary nlw enlsted thc abSIblal‘Icc of his fellow
Cabinet officers and other Federal agency heads. These of-
ficials provided examples of innovative. successiul, and
potentially replicable local approaches to mecting rural
‘dexelopment needs. A Rural Deveiopment Working Group

- of the Cabinet.Council on Food and Agriculture was
cstablished to review the strategy.

Recognizing that States play a pivotal role in rural
development. Secretary Block asked cach of the Nation's
Governors to make policy recommendations. [n addition,
letters were sent to heads of cach Statc depariment of
agriculture and to other State agencies responsible for
planning, ¢convmie development, and related services.




Participation of State legislators was sought through the
cooperation of the National Conference of State ,
Legislaturcs. Also at the State level, each USDA State
Food and Agriculture Chuncil was asked for tdeas, recom-
mendations, and successfal models. In their deliberations,
the rural development committees of these councils ofteft
included representatives of State and Federal agencies and
private organizations. Each of these rural development
committees in turn was asked to join with the Extension -
Service in its State to convene two local or countywide
meetings on the ral development strategy. More thun 60
such meetifigs were held nationwide.
To reach substate districts and iocal units of governmesit,
the Sccretary called on the communieation networks of
‘such orgax.lizalio'ns as:

n,

The National Association of /Qéunli%‘

The National Association of Regional Councils

The National Assoclation of Develbpment Organizations
‘The National Associatiog of Towns and Townshlps
_The National League of Cities

The U.8. Conference of Mayors

The National Conference of Black Mayors

Working through the offices of the USDA coordinator for
Indian activities and, the USD A coordinater for the 1890
and historigally Black colleges, the USDA’s Dffice of
Rural Development Policy was able to ¢ontazt national In-
dian groups as well as key figures at the Nation's 1890
college system to gather their contributions to the strategy,

The Office of Rural ‘lst-:velopment Policy asked for views.
recommendations, and successful models from a broad
range of intercst groups across the country. Contaet was
made with religious groups, service clubs, and unions.

“». Many of the groups used newsletters or special mailings to

reach memberships numbering in the thousands.

The Director of the Office of Rural Development Policy
also paruupatcd in an extensive serlcs of roundtable
diseussions on rural development, as'part of major conven-
tions of the American Flanning Assocjation, the Natienal
Associallon of Counlics, and the combined mceting of the

_National Association of S{ale Units on Aging.

The National Advisory Council en Rural Development ‘also
took a very active rolc in secking public paruupauon One
) mcmbér, for example, organized publlc meetmg in his
Ano{hcr member obtained atarge volume of wntten
recomimendations {rom conservation experts in his State.

“The Department of Agrizulture believes this public par-
ticipation process is an eéffective foundation on which to
base the continuing assessment of rural stratcgy, as re-
quired by thie 1980 Rural Development Policy Act,

Q

[N

«_ The response to this widespread soficitarion of public
\{le\gs has been very encouraging. The most often  ~*
cuted—anu most urgent-—challenges to rural péople are im-
proved facilities and services, better assistance to rural
governments, betier housing, and more jof)s in the private
sector. These are dealt.with.in detail in the strategy which
follows. L . s~

% , .
Other issuds, such as increased incentives for health praeti-

" tioners to locate in rural areas; tax credits for voluntary

community service; Federal eontrol of rural lands;
payments in lieu of taxes; toxic wastcs and pollution;
energy costs; farm land preservation; soil erosion; water

‘quality and availability; minimitm wages for seasonal

workers; rucal historic preservation; rental housing
vouchers s a substitute for morigage interest subsidics;
strengthened farmér cooperatives for assistance in
marketing, finance, and management; rural ambulance ser-
vice and public transportation; concentration on renewable
resourees; ‘implementation of the USDA **Prime Lands*
policy; crime; and **human capital’* enhancement through
education and job training constitute a challenging a’gentla
for the future. . - .
The Challenge Today .
In developing this strategy. a.variety of voices and
conflicting views—each with a‘:?gllimatq concern, most
with a plausible solution—made it difficult to reconcile
realistic alternatives and make hard policy decisions. This
is the blessing and the burden of direct and extensive
citizen participation in the strategy process.

A : ‘ hY
But several consistent themes ran through these diverse
citizen vomments, and it is on these that the strategy rests.

-~

_These sclude the conditions of community facilities, rural

housing, employment a;"ld incomé, and Jocal government
needs and services.

 Improvements in Rural Facilities and Services. Critical

water and sewer facilities, and other fixtures that are the
lifelines of rural communities and regions. But the physical
underpinnings of older regions of rural America are wear-,
ing ow faster than they are being replaced, And in arcas of|
new growth, particdlarly in the South and West, public |
facilities cannot kegp pace with growing public demands  {
on them. Fully hatf of the Nation’s community waste treatf N
ment systems arc bperating at maximum capacity and can-

to the prosperity of nz:al areas are reliable roads, bridges,

. not sunport furj’er ecorfomic expansion.

Ports and inland wate,ways—crucial to agncull’ural trade,
coal and tlmbcy transportation, and other mainstays of th
rural «wonemy—are in need of modernization. The Ad-
ininistration has proposed user fees to kelp finance the
maintenance .of many federally supported facilities.

Nearly two-thirds of America’s wnajor roads—2.6 mdllign
miles, most of it in rural Amcrica—nced resurfacing o

16
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ercbuilding Of the Natign's 560,000 bridges—most of them
in rural America~-ncarly 130,000 are so unsafe they. have
been closed to buses, trucks, vans, and fire engines Some
3,500 bridges havc been closed aftogether for safety’s
sake. Rural development heavily depends on the repair,
replacement, and expansion of these vital aneries of com-
merce. The Surfaee Transpontatlon Assistance Act of
1982, proposed by the Administranon and passed by Con-
gress, will address - -sotne-of these needs.

-While these Adminisualion inittatives wiII help solve, ryral
infrastructure problems, the Federal role in meeting in-

y {rastructure needs is not all encompassing, as the chapter
on the governing philosophy indicates.
As for community services, while s‘igniﬁcanl progress has
been made in the last decade, rural # merica continues to
lag behind urban America in cducation, health care,
transportation, clderly and ehild care, and other services.

Within rural America itself, there is Such diversity of nesd -

and sesources that no single rural service scheme can be
uniformly effective. .

Equality of service does not mean the game structure of
service delivery fer beth rural and urban America. The
differences in sc*  population density, local government
resourcs, and the physical distances dividing services and
recipients are pronounced, and 50 must be the differences
in program design.

Rural citizens do not have the same access Lo the full
range ¢ facilities and serviccs that urban people have.
What access they have varies widely among rural areas.
Nearly half of all ural workers are employed in an area in
which the largest city is between 10,000 and 50,000
population. Such cities normally provide a wide raage and
choice of facilitics and services—commercial, professional,
" financial, and governmental. Other rural citizens live in
areas ad;acent to major metropolitan centers and use thode
facilivies and servives as a matter of routine.

.

*

"

But there are about 600 rucal cO{inlies with a 1otal popula-
tion of some 6 million people that truly must be called
remote. These citizens hive no ready, inexpensive. or con-
venient access 1o even the gmall cities of 10,000 people.

“The mo: tlsolaled rural places are concentrated in the
West, 821 smaller groupings arc also found in the Ozarks,
southern Appalachians, and upper Great Lakes. Many ef
these arcas, paradoxically, are among the most rapjdiy
growing rural arcas, others continue to decline,

These iselated rural areas are the least prepared by
previous experience or ~xisting institutional capacity to
provide facilities and services which thelr leaders indicate
are necessary to Manage growth (or decline) effectively.
Yet too often Federal programs have proved inappmpriale

L

*

L
L

for use in such rural settings because of lhcir’ consteaints to
ocal initiative. .

Evidence suggests that transportation and communications

‘mnovallors can help alleviate problems of rural physical
isolation ‘and low density settlement. While such innova-
tipn is most likely to be developed by local citizens,

Federal assistance with technical skills and m?onnalmn u.an ‘

be of breal value.

The challenge, then, is to assist rural Americans in the
ways _they deem best, accerding to their unigue community
and couniryqlde clrcuﬁlslanccs —

Th|5. above all, is the me‘ssagc we have received dlrcclly
from rural Americans. that rural people at the community
level, supported but not subordinated by the State and
“Federal governments, can best decide their own needs and
chant their own paths to pregress. '

Traditional categorical aid programs—heavily regulated
and usually urban oriented—scannot meer this test of local
control. Other means must be employed to provide cffce-
tive support te rural America without dominating,
festricting, or obstrueting rural inil_ialive.

Local Government Needs. Though public service remains
prlncxpally a pan- -time occupation in rural America, no

. problem is too large or too small te escape the respon-

sibllity of the rural government official; yet, no official is
given less leeway in fashioning solutions to a deskful of
dilemmas than the rural publlc servant.

The resourcefulness of the rural official has been espe:
cially taxed in the last 10 years, as the challenges to local
government have multiplied and diversified along with the
population and economic base, Today's rural official is not
only a policy maker but also a budget director, transporta-
tion manager, environeiental stiences expert, law enforcer,
social workcr, Federal and State liaison officer. and town
planner. In many cases, the rural government og' icial must
perform Al these duties while holding down a fiiil-time yb
in the private sector.

Challengcs of growth cécxisl with challcngu. of decay n
rurdl America today. In 2 dynamic county where mduglry
is expanding and new people are 1mm1gralmg, problems, of
overburdened facilities, understaffed services, and ill- N
defined growth plans may be paramount concerns (11} the
rural official. Across the State, another county may find
itseif besct by older and sadder problems. chronic povery,
poor health, dilapidatcd housing, dymg comnfunities, And
everywhere in between, there are variations of all these
problems of growth and dearh.

Many rural oﬂ'ccholdcrs?lrc hcauly constrained —by law,
by political tradition, by economic rcaluy from taxing
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" coustituents for the nccebsary resources to deal wuh coni-
munity problems.

In the smallest towns of rutal America, where agriculture
still may_be the cconomic foundatiom, there are few people
“to share the high costs of public facilities and serviccs.
The average population of arutal American community in

1975 was 2,229, Mare lha%mlf had 1css than !.000 peo-
ple. Staie rcslncuom on loc .tulhorlt) further constrict
the rural govcmmcm ’s flexibility, espccml]) in taxmg and

bpdgelmg

‘By 1977, sone.43 percent of the revenues of local rural
sgovernnlents came froin State and Federal aid, though
rural governments received only $299 per person, com-
pared with $386 per perstn for urban governmems. Also .
in 1977, urban, governments raised ap average of $588 per
person {rom logal sources. while rural governments raised
only $397 per pcxgé'ﬁ lecaily.
The proliferation of govcrnment assistance programs has
created lmpcdlmcnts to filfbre rural development through
strict and arbitrary regulation, the difficult management of
widely dispersed- government resources, and the spreading
cligibility for participatign in these programs.

Inflated costs, dlluled effectiveness, and obscurcd missions
have heen the incvitable results of this cvolution, along

_ with the unsettling concern that the Federal Government
has become more master than servant of the people of
rural America. "

Rural people see the arrogance of Washmglon powcr in
such examples as these:

o Federal water supply programs do not perinfl funding
for some low-cost production methods, such as cluster
wells, which could help rural Americans reduce the
very high price of water service. The Kinds of water
projeets for which Federal funds are available are often
prohibitively expensive for rural cgmmunitics.

" The gencral revenue sharing program docs not include
user fees and volunteer time contributions in tax effort

__. ealculations. although these are two of the rural com-
munity’s most valuable resources. Local rural effost is
thus understated. .

" In Aaddition to these specific examples, and many others
like them, there are several general conditions which temd
to restriet rural access to Federal pregrams.

¢ Duc to limited resources for taxes, rural places may
have difficulty raising ‘‘matching funds’’ on which
many Federal grants are. cotingchi:

* Dircet or gharaiteed Joan programs that involve
cooperation with specialized credit providers are less
» . . T

!

health ‘and safety. , .

" Even these high official rates of u.semploymenl can mask

_(;‘hronic rural poverty continues to haunt pans of the |,

. skills, training, and education.-

4

Lo

" casy to arrange outside urban areas, \\{:crc such

. spc-..lallzcd institutions are usually lociited; and

¢ Some Federal programs, such as spec!allzed medical
"care, do not serve rural areas well simply bccause of
low population density.

Hensing. The incidcnce of substandard housiﬁpg (housing
that is cither overcrowded or has *nadeguate plumbing)
continues to be more than three times as higw in rural .
regions as in urban areas. About 5.4 percent of rural hous- ¢ 7
ing is substandard. goippared with 1.4 percent of drbah
housing. \

While even these statistics represent a dramatic improve- »
ment over the conditions of 30 years ago—when 59 per-
cent of rural housing was substandard—more than 2.
million rugal people still live in housing that is a hazard to.

L
L

Employment and Income. The lack of job opportunities’
remains the grefllcs{ singlc problem in rural America.
. ~ - )
Many roral regions suffer usgmployment rates substan:
tially higher than the national ‘average. Smcc 1978, the
d:sparily between rural and urban unemploymcnl has been
growing—and not in rural America’s favor. -

the true level of distress, failing as they do to account for
the many underemployed and pari-time workers who
permeate the rural economy. The American farmer,
_Plagued by falling commodity prices and mouming
op&né‘tmg Costs, has been especially hard hit by recent
economic adversity. For many farmers, not even additional
pa_rt-tlmc jobs have made ends meet. There also remains a.
“personal prosperity” gap between the average rural
citizen and his average urban neighbor. Excluding the off-
sctlmg cffects ofa lower cost of living, if any, rural fam-
l!y income Sontinues to average only 80 percent of urban.
mcomc ($19, 225 versus 574 478 in 1981).

American countryside. -Twelve million rural-Americans-fall - - —
below the official poverty line. Nearly two-thirds of the —__
rural poor live in the South. . <

Rural poverty is not confined to those who cannot’or will
not work. In 1980, 24 percent of poor rural familics were
headed by pcca)lc who worked full-time virtually-gvery
week of the year. More than half of all poor rural famlllcs
had two or more people on the job.

Rural poverty reflects the reldtively low level of wage3 or .
the part-time nature of many rural jobs. Low whgeseand
part-time jobs, in turn, arc oféen the legacy of limited
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More and better job's in an expanding private sector are the
key to improving the lot of working poor people in rural
areas, The rufal econorhy demonstrated its ab ™ , to pro-

. vide such opporturities during the 1970’s, and a rein-
vigorat{:d, national economy can unleash such vitality in
rural employment once again. But an upgrading of skills
and educglion 15 necessary formany poor rural workers,to
tzke advaptage of such opportvnities.

L]

-
-

About 12.5 percent of poor families in rural areas are

headad by a person 65 years of age or older, These

famnilies, and many others whose household heads arc im- .
paired by physical or mental ‘disability, heavily depend on
Govemment transfer payments—especially from Social

Security retirement and disability programs—for their
economic security. The Adntin'stration’s insistence on ip-

suring the integrity of the Social Security system is of =~ 7 -
crucial importance in rural areas, .. -~ - -
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. The Govefning Philosophy -

+

¢ Extensive citizen involvement makes policy better, not
¢asier. Deciding the most appropriate way to meet l:ural
needs invelves paying close. atlemwh to the ptacucal i
- reconmendau s ofstural peoplf_: themselves. It also iri-
volves rewewmg these ﬁacds and sgfining these recommen-

philosoph;?s of this Adrmmstrauon . .

A subst Ilual consensus has emerged between the views of,
rural Americans and the objeltives of the Administratior.
The ptimary’ phllosophlcal objective oi!hls Administration
is tolet the American people govern themselves as they
will, This strategy is a manifestation of that philosophy.

" The clearest message we have réceived fronr rural <
Amerieans is this: People at the community level, sup-
ported but not dominated by the State and Federal govern-
ments, can chart their owty best path to progress.

This is the essence of the Ne\.y Federalism initiative an-
nounced by the President in his *‘State of the Union ad-
. dress’ in January of 1982 As the President said then,
*:0ur citizens feel they ve lostcontrol of even the most
= basie decisions made.about the éssential services of
government=such-as schools, welfare, roads, and even '
garbage collecnon And they're nght ** The goal, the
President said, is ‘‘a reahgnmcm that will end cumber-
some administratton and spiraling costs at the Federal 1. .el
. while we insure these programs will be more responsive to
ta.  both the people they are meant to help and the people who
A pay for them," This rural development sirategy représents
\. an important step toward the reallzatlon of that New
" Federalism goal. -
No. . )
&;homic growth is another mutual cohcemn of rural
- Amérieans and the Administration, and there is fundamen-
tal phllos hieal agreement between them that this growth
must be concemraled in private enterprise rather than in
temporary gcﬁ'emmem Job ptograms. .

- . . U — - [ e ’

It is the private economy that gencratcs five out of six jobs,
in this country, It is Rthc ptivate ecconomy that the

dations in the context of prewous actions and prevailing - .

,\_‘

-

ch’inoesi?for :: career, for advancement, for rising salaries
and wages, and for industrial and entreprencural expansion
present themselves.

I
These facts underlic this Admtfuslratlon s commitment to |
encourage growlh in the private economy through tax
relief, regulatoty reform, more aggressive trading prae- = .
tices contrel ‘of inflation, reduetion of interest rates, and
ent of productmty through basic research

powerful t6oMF social advancement and community im-
provement than even the most-ambitions government pro-
gram. As the President has observed, **Some will say our

enterprise so that together we ean save America.”’ .

This philosophy nsplred the enterprise zone program pro-,

posed by the President in January of 1982 to provide
“new opponumty to America’s inner cities and rural

M
A
N

!

A
\ .

towns.’

mission is to save free enterprise. | say we must free . ‘
|

* A refinement of that millatwe s rural dimension js

incorporated here.

In summdry, thé goveming philosophy of this strategy
r&ﬂects both the ¢xpressed desires of rural people and the
major cbjectives of this Administration:

/[

* To restore political authotity and flexibility at the levels

of goverrunent most accountable to thé pe0ple; \

1‘ . ra .
* To strcamime the Federal cs}ahhshment to makc it more
responsive to local and State"prmnt:es. rather than the

" other way around; -

. . 5.

* To exploit the ability of private enterprise as well as .
government programs to produce publie bc‘neﬁts;. -

* To build more effective parnerships between publie and 1

private efforts toward both rural and national progress. ‘

\
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Foundation for Greater Psbgress

A /

Healthy and growing loca” miomlcs depcnd on a heallhy,

growing national economy. In addlthn to the remarkable.

achievements of rural Americans over the past decade, .

several initiatives of this Ad mmlslmtlon have scomnbutcd

to iaying the foundation for national progressin the past 2,
*yea¥d. -Such national progress \awl’lgI generate a rising tide of

prospenty that will reach mto this Nation’s rural areas:

4 ;

Inﬂatjon. The annual réte of inflation has.fallen fron®12.4-*

"y percent in I980 10 8.9 percent in 1981 t0 3.9 pcrcenl in

/82 . / . - .

Interest Rate. The prime interest rate has fllen from 21.5
percent in January 1981 to.*ll percent in-January 1983.

é " . .
Tax Relief. Tax rates of iridividaal income have been
reduced 15 percent over the last 2 ycars and will be
reduced another }0 percent in July 1983. .

Federal Spending Restralm The growth in cheral

spending has been reduced from an annual rate of 14 per-

cent in 1981 to about 6 Percent for 1983.-

/

Regulatory Relief. The number of proposed. Federal rufes
" governin detalls of American Jife and work declined by

more than onc-third in the first 2 years ofthis Administra-

tion. Regulatory reductions thus far obtained will save the

publ}c up to 311 billion n annual operating costs. In addi-

.
h

° llO}'l, reguiatory refon¥ cut paperwork reqmremenls by
opc-ﬁﬁh -

Job Traming On October 43, 1982, the President signed
into law the_Job Training Partnership Act of 1982, which
will provide job training for | million disadvantaged young
Americans, displaced workers, and recnplenls of Aid to
Families with Dependent Children. The training will be
geared toward securing permanent cmployment in the
private sector, through the work of locally based private
industry eouncils. Special provisions have béen made to
encourage the dcsignalion in rural areas of “*service
dclh’;cry arcas” for training programs.

Farm Loans, Interest rates for farms operating loans from
. the Farmers Home Administration were reduced from 11.5
percent to 10.25 percent on Januvary. 17, 1983, Farm 3
ownership Ioan rates were reduced from 11,5 percent to
10.75 percent. With every b-percent drop in the average
interest rate on all outstanding farm debt, nct farm inome
rises by $1 billion,

[

Blended Cretfil Thc Sccrcnry of Agrlcullurg has an-
npunced a new blendca credit program, combining existing
.cxport loan guarantets with $350 million in interest:free
Ioans which will generate an estimated™3$1 billion in addi-
tional fagm exports and creaté an additionai 35,000 farm—
welated jobs. Lt

Export Trading Company Act. I October of 1982, the-
Presidept signed tnto, law the Export, Trading Company
Act permitting prlvatc ¢ firmts 10 ‘band logclh er for export

« Ppurposes withdut violating antitrust stafutes and allowing

banks to invest in export trading companies. The new Jaw
shoyld add at least 300,000 new export- -related jobs to the
a‘)ﬂtmcrmn cconomy

%Block Grants, The Adniinistralion has consolidated a

number of categorical progfams into cducation and health
block grant programs, giving State and local gmrcmmcnl
gréater ﬂexlbmly

N -

In addition, the *“*smgll eities’* component of the Dcpan-
ment of Housing and Urban Devclopment’s (HUDj Cont-

- munity Development Block Grant program, previously ad-

ministered by HUD direcily, has been modified to permit
States to administer it as a blotk grant. ,
Embigo Ended. The President has caneeled the grain
embargo against the Soviet Union and has facilitated ‘more
nogmal agricultural trade relations with the Soviets.
Ulaix""rrade Practices Challenged. The Administration
has mounted a concerted effort to reduce the unfair trade
practiees employed by our trading partners, particularly
the European Community (EC) and Japan. The United
States has challenged the EC's usc of agricultural export.
subsidics in the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
(GATT), and has initiated megotiatiohs with the Japancse
to relax their restrictions on imports of citrus, beef, and
tobacco products.

burface Transportation Assistance. The Admmlstrauon
has proposed, and the 97th Congres$ has enacted, a najor
road rebuilding program to be financed through a 5-cent-
per-gallon gasoline user fcc This national prograni will
produce significant infrastructure improvements in rural as

well as urban America, repairing ncarly | million miles of

roadway.
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Improving Facﬂllle's and Services:
New Federalism it Rural America .
Ccrlam community devclopment programs will be
consol;datcd into a Feueral-State Block Grant program.
Under the progrﬁm‘ -ruraf areas will be assyred the >
‘funds from certain cxlslmg programs for small cities
and rural commumllcb They will dlSO be on equal
footing with ‘urban tommunities in cllglblhty for thyy

‘wt balancc ‘of the BIéck Grant.

As pan of the Adlmmslmlmn s"‘Ncw chemllsm lmtl.ilwe, .

three Farmers Home Adimnastration progranis—rural water
and sewer grants, water and sewcr loans, and community
facility loans—will be ncluded 1n a Federal-State Block
grant program. '

Lest the full effect of these FmHA programs in rural .
America be diluled under the Block Grant system, 0
percent of these FmHA program funds will be passed
through State governments directly to rural communmcs of
less than 20, 000 poputation.

ln-addition, 70 percent of the “*Small Cities** funds of the
Community Development Block Grant program planned .

for inclusion in the Now Federahsm inntiative gl continue °
. to be apponioned to communities of less than

population. Under this policy, somc 2! percent of all
CDBG funds will be safcguarded for the most rural areas

of mm%mcnca

In addition, rural communities will be on equal footing .
with urbdn arcas in cligibility for the majerity of the re-
maining Federal-Statc Block Grant funds.

As with all other funding to be incorperated nto the
Federal-State Block Grant program, the usc of funds for
improvements i rural water, sewer and other. community
facilities will be left to the discretion of local government.
officials rather than dictaied by Federal guidelines. These,”
as well as certamn other bleck grant funds, can also pe used
to help meet the technical and management assistance
"needs of local governments.

Assistance fo Rural Governments , .
Rural Regulatory Relief '
The President’s Task Force on Regulatory Relief, uhder
the leadership of the Vice PrcSIdenl of the United States
and with the actne coopcralmn of the Sccrctary of

. Agriculture and other Federal officials responsible for
rural development, will be asked"to find spcclﬁc ways
in whick rural reperting and regulatory i'cqulrcmcnls
may, be signfficantly reduced.

i

o~ Y

Federal rural development programs and/ ‘their ad-
ministrative structures date from dlffcrcrl‘hlﬁsloncal and
political eras and reflect widely different notions of the.
proper. rolcs of-Federal, State. county. and local gmcrn
mems. and the prwate scclor o -
. , i ’

These conﬂlclm;_, political and man.i'gcfucnl philosophies ¢
have produced an intricate maze of regulations and pro-
cedures which are dlfﬁcuh for pan -time rural efticials o -
negotiate, . . "

. ' N
The confusion is mulllplled by thc fatl that many ruml »
development projects require the pnﬂtupalmn of not one
but several Fed:.al agencics, cach vith its oven application
process cllglblhly standards] and reporting requircments.
A small busmcss development program_in rural America.
for example. can involve sinlultarjcous ncgouauons with
" the Farmers Home Administratioj). the Deparungnt of *
Housing and Urban Developmen, the Small Business Ad-
‘ministsation, the Economic Deyelopment Administration,
the Environmental Protection ‘Agency, ahd even the
Department of Health and Hughan Services.

Q

Programwconsolidation, admn;l strative clhianges, legislative
remedles, and all other appr? riate means of rural
* regulatory relief should be ) nsidered. The task force <
should onsult with apprope ate local and Statc leaders in
- rural America, soliciting thiir views and practical
recommendations. i

!

- r 4
Undue administrative reﬁincllons on cligibfc " activitics
in a number of categori¢él aid programs will be climinated
by executive order, Ma y Federal programs, {or example,
now prohibit the use of funds for technical assistance and
planning, despite the f ¢t that this assistance and profes
sional planning can be¢ cssential tools for small rural.
governments with $ymall staffs and high turnovers

_-Itis not the purpos¢ of this Administration to cither en-

courage or discou" ge such planning activities at the local
level of goycrnn‘z:nl. Its purposc is to lcave such decisions ®

to local leaders and give them the assistance they require.
. I ' -

L]
[

Technicul Ritrat Assistance In ormation Network
(TRAIN) |/ . .

To cncourage 2 more exlcm.wc intefchange of technival
Aassistance, mfoumalmn anong rural devclopment cxperts
and belw?cn thcqc technical cxpcnb and rural leaders, 1
is proposed tha @ Teehnical Rural Assistatice Informia-
tion thwork be csteblished by cach State which

choo
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to do so through a b = * parinership of private,- -
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aeademic, and government sponsors. The Department
of Agriculture will provide States with information on
how to establish TRAINs. T

Many technical a.ssmance SOUTCEs are alrcady at work in

L}

. rural Amerlca 1'11ey range from the gechmeal assistanee

programs currently administered by the Department of
“Housing and Urban Development to private consulting

. fims, university research groups,‘%lbstate distriets and

State-levél ageneies, and USDA’s Extension Serviec. But
the lmkage between these sourée$ of technical assistance
and rural leaders is weak at best. Often smal} rural govern-

¥

Jments.have no ided of the range of services available from

thcse private and publiv sources. Furthermore, swall rural
governments, lacking a professional staff, may need

technical assistanee most but be least capable of paying for
it.

Once established, these optional State-level »
TRAIN§s—which could be administered by as few as one
"or two professionals—will provide 2 meehanism for infor-
m _.on exchange among their public.’ private, and -
academie sponsors, and for linking sources of technical
assistance with potential users, as well as providing a
limited amount of direct teehnical assistance.
The USDA Offiee of Rural Development Poliey will work
~ with other USDA agericies to provide technical assistance
to States ehoosing to partieipate in the TRAIN program.
Such asslstance wilFinelude recommendatmnq on’ organiza-
tion, sources of joint fonding, and other aspeets of the
program. '
* *Rutral Resour(.‘ec Gmde v 7
To- facili |tate equitable rurél access to development
assistance;“2 Rural Resource Guide—catalpging the
nature and scope of both public and prwate rutal
technical assmtanu. programs aad provider$, and identi-
fying effective means-of aceess to boti—will be
blished.

Ty

¢

viders of technieal and. management assistance withina
State. there is a need to link national-level public and
private resourees with those needing assistance throughout
the Nation. The Nauonal Advisory Couneil on Rural
Development often referred to this need, as did many other
rural officials ahd citizens eontacted in the course of -
_nreparing this strafegy. -

¢ Lack of information and expertise, or limited aceess 1o
them, has long been recognized ag a significant impedi-
ment 10 rural development despite the varicty and quantity
#f sueh information and assistancé resources. Unfortu-
nately, even many of the m\oil comprehensive sources of

-, . * &

¥

_Just. a5 Statc=level Technical Rural Assistanee Information
Networks (TRAINSs). are needed to link users and“pro-*-——u——_prnhlq_nls

3

* Information about rural argas should include data on rusal

»  Americals access to Feder.xl resourcej E

areas as about urban areas. Thls (]Isparll)r creales two

. ° o v
snformation are not. well known to potential uscrs. Amang
these rcsources. in bolh the publlc-aud prwaw.seclorb, are:

The Department of Commerce s I(;mm!- Technical
Information, System (NTIS); : ° e Y
¢ Thé Departiment of Education”s Edncation Resources
. Mformation Center (ERIC). ¥

¥ The _Foundation Center's COMSEARCH system; -
* Bublic 'lcchl’lology nstitute’s Ansuer serviee; | . N

 Control Datd Corporation LOGIN sérviee; .

* The Office of Management and Budget's Federal .
Assistance Program Remem! “System {FAPRS) ) <

Many organlzauons, firms, interest g,roups, unwers_itlcs, oy
and others=at the nationa level are availablg to provide E
technical assistance for a {ee or gratis. Dcsplle this broad "
range of organizatjons. prowdlng tech}ueal assistance, there .
is ho single sourge that catalogs all publlc and private
national-level rural development resourees, the Einds of
assistance offered by each,’ and appropriate contacts withifi™»
these orgamzations. The Rural Resources Guideswill hclp '
meet this necd. .
‘ -Q

Rural Data’ Collection

"To help insure that statistical gaps do not. lmpede rural -
nd to insure
that poliey makers at al} levels of govérnment have an
aceurate assgssment of rural problems and potentials,
the U.S. Bureau of the Census, Bureau Qf‘ Labor
Statisties, and the Bureau of Economie Analysis will i
improve the, quahty and specifieity of infotmation eol- R —
leeted and reported on rural areas. & -

. >

heaith, housing, educmtonn transportation, demographies, )
physical facilitics @'mploy ment profiles, hind other 1
categories, with all such information compiled in terms of
well-defined, 'imdll—sc.lle ru?af arcas. \ ,

Statistical information collected by Fedcra[ rcscarch agen-
, eies is ofien not as comprehensive, and defailed rural urban

v

/ ] .

Ll
————

- ----_.‘_._,-—.,—_.___
= et .

First, since the Government produccs iere information
about metropolitan areas, more ja known ahoul urban
problems Federal programs can be better lallored to the
unigue and well-documeiited needs of a smg eity. Rural
areas, by contrast, are ofte lumped togclhe statistieal
residuals, prescnled as part of a *'rest of State™ total, or as’
State aggregates minus_the metropolitan eomponems As a
result, less is known about rural places, their Sp(:(:lal
needs, and how best to meet lhem . -
Secondly, rurdl areas are placed at a dlsadvanlage in the
competition with urban areas for Federal funéls. Smcc it 15 )
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, : .
difficult to describe specific rural areas stafistically in as .
much detail ds large urban areas, 't i more difficult fo
document Jocal rural needs effectively, Such a *competi-
tion” could c\remually become no contest, .

.A recept study by the National Résearch. Cotncit of the:
Natlcmal Acadcmy oft Sciences concluded that curreat rural
_statistics ae madequatc compared with. urban statistics.
“"The National Academy recommends that the “sampling
and reponmg units for nonmetropolltan people should-
reflect the saméglevel of disaggregation (specificity) pro-
vided for‘mctrﬁolnartpcople.”

-

hllc rural and urban qreas need not have p;cclst!l? the
samé data in equal volume, theresis a clear need to im-
prave thegygluy and specificity of data on rural America,
when it can be collected on a cost cffcctwc basis.

N

i .

Rural HOusing ! —_—

Riral. Housing Block Grants ;

It is propesed that a rural housing block gram program

be‘es!gbllshcd by the Federal Goveriment apd ad-

mmlstercd by the sevcral State governments to promote

safe apd samtaty housing for low-mcome residents of

rural areas. -~

" To increase the availability of adequate housing in rutat

| _port State efforis to,improve existing housing, to build new
. honses, and to help low-income residents meet rising hous- -
- - 1n&cmts i '

) S'thtgs may apportion iheir Federal block grant funds in
any of the following forms, as they deem most appropria&
to mect therhousing needs of their citizens:

* ¢ Direct graﬁts to assist in rehabilitation and other hous-
mg- costs;
* Low-inicrest, short-term loans;
¢ Housing cosi vouchers for cost-bjurdened hchgwncrs

and regters on a tcmporary bagis;
o Sﬁﬁgﬁﬁes to owners of rental hbusing, which would
allow for reduced rents to eligible tenants; and
* & Other forms of assistance d;,vlsud by the States..
/ v
- Formﬁlas for allocating rural 'ng block gmnl funds to
the Statcs will be based on pural populafion. poverty, and
the ‘extent of substandard fhousing.

5-'

! Private Secter Job Cyeation ° : .
Rural Enterprise 2 / - -
The Administrati n will- -press for Enicrprise Zone
Icglslanon with/a rural. componcat.
. o X ’
. In March of 1982, this Administratipn proposed legisiation
to establish up to 15 cmcrprlsc 2oties Over 4 3 year pcrlod

throughout the country to atiract new qu praducers into

- ' * 24
EKC . . .

America, the rural housing block grant p'rograni will sup- o

disadvantaged arcas with the promise of tempd:_'ary tax
relief and other |

of the Admi:?(ration‘s New Federalism. . ¥

Applications for enterprise-zone designations must
dembnstrate not only economic need but innovative ap-

. proaches to economic progress. Once designated,  zone .
will retain its special status for up to 20. YeArs.

-

Federal incentives for job producers to locate in these

- _zones will include tax credits {or capital investments, .
- Yehabjlitation, and payroll taxes for both employers and
-————employees. In additlon «capital gams taxes are eliminated

for enterprise zpne property, and the avallablllty of in-

dustrial development bonds for smail businesses to ocate

in the zones is garanteed. Enterprise Zone legtsu_ahbﬂ

should’ stress thé following objectives:
- H L]

* Sclccuon of onc-thlrd of the total number Qf zones. in -

rural areas; V) ‘

Initiation by Statc and local governments of apphcauons

for Federal zo e designations;”

Local leadershq‘) in the admmlstranon of designated

Zones;

¢ Tax incentives f?r job opportunities and tramlng,

* Enterprise asmstancb to the most disadvantaged areas

which have the greatest promise for new cconomic

growth; .and ™~ '

Relaxation of Pederal regulanons wherever possible.

v

Trade Expansion gnd Reform

To insure that_rural ‘areas benefit-fully-from the Export
Trading Company Act of 1982, the Administration will
cncourage and assist, in the formation of export iréding
companies Spec1ﬁcally targeted to develop foreign
markets for a’grlcultural and other products produced i,
rural Amenca

The expansion of international trade in rural American |
products and the reform of trade practices which unfaidy
restrict the export of-such products are two of this Ad-
ministration's,_ highest rural dc\relopmem objectives. In-
creased employment in rural America is dlrcctly related to
_trade- cxpanm?n and reform“ -

To take full advantage of this job-creation potenual the
following stcps have been taken:

»

¢ The President has lified the grain embargo against the
Soviet Union and has offered to sell up to-23 million
meiric tons of grain to the U.8,5.R. in fiscal year 1983,

While maintaining its commitment 0 orderly and open
world markcts, the Administration is challenging th
unfair trade practices of other countries, panicularl)?l\;e
European Community and Japan, )

.

-

centivgs. The proposal is an intcgral part =
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The Export Trading Company Act of 1982, signed into
law by PrcS|dcn .Reagan on Octabier 8, e.qz‘bles Amertican
firms to band together for export purpaies Without
viokating antitrust-statutes. The act also permits bankmg in-
stilutions to participate in export vcnlures th;g_&g financ-
ing arrangcmcmg and other mefns.

I

Thls Icglsl-.mon puts Amcrlc;m companics on more cqual
Foomlg with their major international competitors. The
‘bulk of Japan’s exports are handled by sueh export trading
‘.dmpames West Gcrmany, France, and Hgng Kong also
dre Tjor users of specialized expon mslltutlons

n mdcpendem study esiimates that by 1 85 Amerjcan ex-
lcm trading compamcs could increase U. cmploymcpl by
?I; many as 640 000 Jjobs. . Jl

‘

housands of small ané mcdlum-slzccl American
rms—including many in rural America—produce goods
apd serviees that are com@tmvc overscas. But these firms
_=ufe inhibited by their unfamiligrity with foreign markets,
eustoms. and laws. Indwldualiy, they cannot afford the

costs and risks to penetrate those markets.

pom trading compamcs ean prowde {hese firmg sith a
flIll range of export serviges, ineluding’ marketing research,
and can serve as ideal mlcnncdlarif;s for the export of

Almcricm goods and scmccs N

To help realize t‘lc export poiential of U.S. produets,
the United States Government will make the foreign
market research gcnqralcd by its international trade of-
fices mare systematically available 1o American export
interests, ineluding both private concerns and State 'and
local public .ofticials responsible for trade development.
S -

* The Department of Agriculare has 2fready identified many

of

the obstivles whish have lilr'itcd the cprrl of processed
A i

nérican agricultural’ goods.

. . i —
ese includc.qtiﬁ_{..labcling réquitéinents imposed by
fo 'rgn’gﬁi‘é'r-ﬁ.é;cnls, differciit packaging and shelf-life
5l'|ndar(ls. tack of foreign consumer awareness of the 3
avpilability of U.S produets, export subsidies prévided by
foreign gov ernments 1o their processors, and various non-
tarrif barriers erecied to protect processers in importing

co nfnes g

Th‘crc are also differenees in prepatation and packabin? !
ustonis in Qverseas markets which may require manufac
uring and mcn.hand:smg modifications by Americanpro-

‘.eésors But none of these barriers is msurmountablc

Srqall busmcsqcs may be especially well suited to play- Ay

major role in expanding exports.of processed agricultural

pnrducts. Business and agriedltural sehools, community
organizations, and local econontic development autherities,

y—

1)
, i)
. s

’ =N N
, among others, car help as well. A spevial etfort Will

undertaken-4f make the {ull pange of Government lradb:\ -~

Scmccs available totall interested parties.
A

s . -
Ld

Rural Cred:t Avaﬂablllly. In rural nreas fingncial institu-
tions aré ugm['canl!.y sr&ller in terms of-assc’ size. Con-

. sequently, the mnﬁc of finan€ial and Anancially related
services.is not as broad in qural areds for meeting com-
munity developrhent nc:is:ﬁs
(e.g., correspondent serwi€ts may not be available). To the
extent that small banks 1y sural areas need to compete for
funds in broadcr capital
such as _;oml ventures for corrcspondcnt services, and pool-

3

ing of loans for sale in a secoi@lary market should be ex- N

\&orcd The Fedcral Government-can fufther this effort by
orkmg‘to accomplish the following~objectives:,, ,
Itqplcmcntmg provision’s of the*Garh-St Germain

;ﬁsllpry Institutions Act of 1982. This landmark
legislation is 2 majof step toward deregulatipg.and -
restructuring the nation's financial system. It provides
the me:sis by which depository institutionty—commercial,

banks, savings and. loan associations (S&Ls), mutual
savmgs bahks, and eredit unions-—can conipete effec- .
tively in the financial c@mumty in: the highly com-
petitive, less regulated chrogmcnt of the future. In
particular, smaffer financial in \Jt:tutnons such as thosc
found in rural areas will be able o diversify both their
borrowing and Iendmg activities 1o better compete for
funds in the capital- markets. In aﬁqu;on. those. S&L's
and commereial banks with carnlngﬁ\ problems will !
qualify for net worth asslslancc under lcrms set fonh in
Title II of the Act - " ‘
Statesyshould t;e encouraged to develop epetating pro-
cedures to promote packaging of the characterstically
s smaller rural notes into insttuments which would be at-

. tractive to investors and moncy narket-istitutions. —— -
T . H

e -

A close review of controls and restramnts affecting cor-
respondent relationships amohg financial nstitutions
" should be undertakon for the purpose of increasing the
availability of alternative sources of funding of.all
ypes. In particular, the effects of the applicable provi
. sions of the Garn-St Germain Depository Institutions
Act of 1982 should bc studied. .

r

Current delivery systems in Jural areas for chcral

heusing guarantees such as FHA and VA should be ex- |

AP amined carefully to determine the feasibility of using
USDA’s Earmcrs Home Administration (FmHA} field
offige nct{vork to improve both ageess and delivery.

Extensive technical advice und suppun an financial matters
is needed for rural conmunity leaders, particularly in the
agez of community facilities funding.

. :
- ) r
Fingd I vt
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in large inctro?olllan areas .

o'

rkets, privale sector allcrnauvcs )
L
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Conclusion . . | o

The people of rural Anierica were taking carz of
themsclves and cach vther—raising and sharing crops,
buildiug houses and places of worship; and protecting one'
another— long before dhe Government of the United States
was founded. ) .

. L] i
This proud, independent and resourcefut*spirit®still Tives
and thrives in rural regions. Rurgl peopie ask ngt for -
special fasory but for simple fairness in their dealings with
their National Governnient.

This strategy seehs to insure greater fhimmess and greater
effectiveness of federal initimtives in rural deveiopinent. 1t
is grounded in the belief that the best ingurance is to give

*

/ o

¥

- ———— . — PR

*

A

£

&

rueral Amerieans what 1s .ightfully thews—the power to
govern their own lives.»: .

The people of rural Amenca know how_special iy the land
and water and sky which surround them. They know, bets
ter than anyone, that rural America is not simply what the®
cities have feft behmnd. .

4

" Though tepered by adversity, rurai America ty n

countless ways the ‘‘better country™ in which a growing
number of our citizens prefer o live. It'is this **better
country ** that the Adnsimistration sechs to enrich through
this strategy. '
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Analysis of the Fiscal Year 1983
Rural Development Budget

-

° -

The fiscal year 1983 budget* calls for about $100.8 billion
for development and farm assistance. The rural share of
this {otal amount is almost $28 billion. Funds are rcqueslcd
for morc than 40 programs with varying rural development
implications. About 17 billion has historically been the
rura) portion of these development programs. Ancther 11
billion is for related farm programs. The programs are ad-
ministered by about a dozen Federal departments and
agencies, usually ‘n bofh metropolilan and rural greas.
3 . '

4 -
To understand the *“rural developsient budget™ cach pro-
gram must be examined and the historic distribution of
funds between urban and rural arcas determined. Precision
is not possible, due to the way the figures are collected.
but this kind of Janalj'sis helps to explain the continuing
Federal investment in rural development. Programs in such
areas as defense and'transfer, payments have only indirect
developmental implications and are not discussed. Four
areas with clear developmental implications are covered.
These aré: commuhity, and mfrastructu{e development.
business and ecenemic assistance. housmg and credit
‘assistance, and * *other selected programs™ which include
révenue sharmg:and farm assistance programs. Each of
thede areas will be considered below.

Fable | shows the fiscal year 1983 budgets for selected
development and farm programs and the estimated
nonmetro share of each.

Community and infrastructure developiment programs ac-

count for $18 billion in spendifig and $5.2 billion in credit
+ progrems, of which $4.7 billion jn spending and $4.1
billion in credit programs are histerically leaned in rural
arcas’(see table 2 and table 3). These pro’érams include aid

[

~

electrical power; communications; and other community
facilities. The basic services of communication, transpor-
tation, and an ample supply of clean water are essential to
achieve the*developnient potential of rural arcas. Inade-
quale transportation | facilitics and insufficient water render

for lr@nspor(allon, v.atcr sewer. and wastcwalcr lrcalmcnl.

a . ®

and economicv assistanee includes fand manigement
paymients, impact aid, payinents in-licu-of-taxes, business
lvan guarantecs, and business disaster loans, This category
includes payments to comnpensate local governments for
inipositions caused by Federal govérament ownership of
property or activities, government loan guarantees to
stithulate economic aetivity, and disaster loans which
enhance new business activ'y by reducing risk.

Direct housing assistance includes grants for fapm labor
housing. self-help housing, repair of construction defects,
and rental assistance for low-income residents (sce table
6). These programs total $0.22 bitlion in fiscal year 1983,
with $22 million going to rural arcas. The bulk of this

©category s nade up of credit programs which inelude

FHA mortgage insurance, \iA loan guarantees. publi

’

Table 1-Fiscal year 1983 budgets for selected farm and'

Tany raial areas unsuitabie for new plants or for expan-
sion of existing cnterprises. L
Business and economic assistance aid totals $1.1 billion in
spending with $.8 billion geing to nonmetro areas and
$2.8 billion in credit programs, with nonmetre areas
receiving $1. 1 billion {(sce table 4 and table 5). Business

L

*The fiscal yl.ar 1984 budget had nut bct.n senl to Congress at
this writing. ConsSequently, 1he report deals with the f'sc;ll year
1983 budget for rural development,

£

development programs ‘ .
. Nunmetro
Dmclnpmenl programs FY 1983 share
' W ' Millions, of 8 bthons of
Jolli'\\) dlollals}
Cotnmunity and infrastructure - 4
development ' * . *
Spending programs 18,274 _4.685
Credit programs 5075 . 4.067 % -
23,449 - 8752
Business and econonlic assistance
Spending programs 1.089 815
Credit progratus 2840 _ 107
: 3,929 1,894
r i ¥ -
Housing und eredit assistance .
Spending programs 222 22
("redll_pmgl‘:'ﬂmﬂ___. 55993 | 6,148
. ) 56215 6,170
Other selected programs -
Spending programs 6,709, 2,616
Credit programs y _10.548 - 8.348
17,257 10,964
Total scleétcd-pmgmms .
Spending programs 26.294 $.138
Credit, programs . 74,556 _19.642
. 100,850 L7780

28 - ' 27
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hvusing loan guarantees. and FmHA housing loans. Hous-
ing credit programs toral about $56 billion, with $6.1
billwon guing_ to nonmetropulitan areas {See table 7).

Adequate housing 15 an essential component of rural
development. huth to maintam the ¢Xating population m
rutal areas, as well as to attract new residents. A lack of
sufficient housing supply or mortgage credit inhibits an
area’s growth and thwarts future economic deyelopmen.

The vategory ““uther sclected programs™ fotals $6.7 biflion

i spending and $10.5 billion in credit, and of these
amounts nonmietro areas receive $2.6 billion and $8.3 «

- billion. respectively (see table 8 and table 9). Spending

- o N H
programs include revenue sharing, resouree conservation
and flood prevention, pr:cc supports, and crop insurance.
The, credit programs include commodity loans, Farmers
Home Administration farm loans, and water development
loans. These credit programs. dgriculiural price supports,
and crop insurance underscore the integral position of
agrlcu]lure in the rural development process. A healthy
agricultural sector is often the base for further rucal

development. General revenue sharing allows loeal govern-

ments jo pursue the development strategy that best suits
the unique characteristics of the arca. The following tables
(2-9) provide more detail about each of the catcgoncs
discussed above.

'Tahlc 2—Counununity and infrastructure development: Spending programs

il

!

. . FY 1980 FY 1983
N FY 1683 - nonmetro nonmetro
Agency Prograng program level! share? share
" ”
Spending programs l"fi«'.'fﬁ?:p“ (Pescents t\:;len:ur;of‘
ARC Appalachian highway development 80° 60‘ .48
DOT " ‘Federal aid to highways 7,800 35 2.7130
. Grants-in-aid for airports . ' 4504 25 12 >
Urban mass transperiation aid 3,343 2 67
EPA AVastewater treatmeht grants 2400 apra 648
HUD (.ommuni(y developinenit (CDBG) . .
- Small citics program 3.456 i8 622
. urban development (UDAG) . o .
Indian arca and regional S )
developiment operations ; 505 ¥ 364,
TVA Area and regional development 120 NA . . NA
USDA Rural water and sewer grants 120 78 94
T . Total 18274 . T 4685
Presudent’s Proposed FY 1983 Budyet. - s ,r
*Based on the estimated disteibutica of Federat funds for FY 1980
. prepared b *h¢ Ecopomic Devilopment Diviston, Economic Research
Senvice, U.n, Departtnent of e\gpcu!turc ,
ARC 15 teramnated i FY 83, These funds wilt be adminisiersd by DOT.
11 the_Administeation’s authorizin legistauon s enacted. this figure is * '
corfeet. Otherwise. the figure 1s 2évo for FY 1083, '
H ' '
13
: /
& y
f ¥
» - ) . *
L -
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Table 3--Community and infrastructure development: Credit programs N
- - - FY 1980 FY 19
FY 1983 ponmere nonnigtro
Agency Program © program level! ' share? .. “shave
oo e T " iMltions of (Millwins. of
. Credit programs dollas) ¢+ tPercepn . doll!m
USDA ,  Water and sewer loans . 300 ) 71 313
* Conimunity facikty loans 130 B 95
Rural eleetrification loans {itisured} 725 79 73
Rural electrification loan guarantees 3615 - 79 2{836
Rural welephone loans (insured) A 81 , 6!
Rurat telephone loan guarantees id5 8l , 7,
Rural telephone bank loans . - - 185 82 . F 152
. 1 N
Trial 5,175 067

[3
*President’s Proposed FY 1983 Budgen.
TRased on the estimated distribution of Bederal funds for FY 1980 -
prepared by the Economic Devetopment Division. Economic Research
Service. U.S, Department of Agriculture.

e

( - ' -
Table 4—Business and economic assistance: Spending programs ' /
; : FY 1980 * o [FY 1983
) FY 1983 . nonmetro nonmetro
Agency | Program program level* share? share
in rams :sy:m'or ' ) Perven) 45:1':;".‘1:::)“
Spending prog
Interior Paytnents in-licu-of-taxes 45 4‘- 85 ' . 38
Land mapagement payments \ 756 88 665
Treasury Federal impact aid 288 . 39 112
Total \ 1,089 815
. N - |

President’s Proposed FY 1983 Budget. L ) [

Based on the cstimated disiributon of Federat fuads for FY 1980 .
prepared by the Economie Development Division. Ecoromie Rescarch P
Service. U.Z. Department of Agriculiure,

[} . -~ .
y
Table 5 —Busines and econemic assistance: Credit programs
- .- FY 1980 ~ FY 1983
FY 1983 . nopmetro nonmetro
Agency Program ) progrant level’ share? I share
3 {Matlsons of ( Mtions of
Credit programs £ 2ollard (Perceni? doltars)
SBA, - Business and disaster loans ' 440 38 167
Business loan guzrantees 2.400 38 9I2/;
g , Total 2,840 1,079
. - . - . _ h P S

'Preslc!cnl sProposcd FY 1983 Budgel. , P - - /‘

2Based on the estimated distribution of Federat funds for FY 1280 s i .
prepared by the Economlc Development Division, Economic Rescarch ‘ . . Tl /

Service. U.5. Department of Agriculiure, . 4




T
Table 6—Housing credit and assistance: Spending programs
. - . FY 1580 FY 1983
" . ' . FY 1983 nonmetro . nonmetro
Agency Program program level! share? ” - shate
.
MNllzons of i hhilfions ot'-
Spending programs . dollars) Percent) doltars
USDA Farm labor housing grants 23 . 54 ’ 12
. Veéry-low income hotsing repair .
grants : o2 . 83 10 :
- . Consiruerion defects program 2 NA NA
Renta. assistanee progrm T . 185 NA «  NA ;
Total 222 . oo
ipresident’s Proposed FY 1983 Budger. ' C
3Based on the estimated distribution of Federal funds for FY 1980 .
\ prepaced by the Ecpnomic Development Division, Economic Research ’ . ,\
Service, U.S. Depanment of Agricuinize,
" Table 7—Housing credit and assistance; Creait programs
. LY
Vol . FY 1980 = FY 1983
‘ FY 1983 ° . nonmetro nonmetro
Agency Proger n program level* share? share
. o - hlions of e IMillicns of
Credit programs - dollary) -, Pecceni) ' doltaes)
HUD Housing loans for the clderly and . A~
. _ the handicapped oL 453 24 . 109
FHA mortgagerinsurance loan \ ) . .
guaraniges - 35,000 8~ - 2,800 .
" Public heusing projeets: PHA " ,
- loan guaranices 1,i94 . -, Na NA . ¢
USDA 502 low income housing loans o200 - 78 ’ 684 .
Rural rental housing loans 200 78 156
504 very-low ingome housing . " Lo
- repair loans . . 87 ] 21 -]
Tarm labor housing loans - 19 ) - 32 10 '
Section 524 rural housiag site loans 2 v 72 1
VA GI home loans i 3 . . 3
GI hoine loan guarantees LT 18.200° i3 2.366
Total 55,993 - 6,147
T . . T T e .
- *President’s Proposed FY 1983 Budget, : ' : . ,
Based on the estimated distnbuion of Federsl funds for FY 1980 . L. ==

prepared by \he Economic Development Divisiom Economiv Research
Service. 1.5, Department of Agriculture,

3EY 1983 figure is based upon a lower integest rate for home loans than
the present inturest rates of home mortgages. Hencd, this budiet figure
may be high.if intcrest Fates do not deeline for home mortgages.
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Table 8—Other selected programs: Spending programs RS

by . ) C FY 1980 EY 1983
e e s FY 1983 nonmetro . nonmetro
Agency Program program level! " share? share «
- b
’ {b5ilions of ‘ ) tithons of
Spenging programs ! dollars) {Perceni dollarsh
LY
Trezsury State-local fiscal ossistance ’
(revenue sharing) 4,567 27 1,233
USD?A SCS watershed and flood “
/ prevgation? ‘ v 1§7 .59 69
) /’ Resource conscrvation and ]
S development® 1 73 7
Price suppons and related
programs’ "1,592¢ 59 . 939
Federal crop insurance 423 * 87 368 -
" Tota) © 6,709 ' 2,616 .
"\
"President’s Proposed FY 1983 Budget. - ' . . .
Baséd on the estimated disicibution of Federal funds for FY 1980 j
prepared by the Economic Devclopment Division. Economic Research '
Service, U.S, Depanment of Agriculture. .
Yincludes flood control ed watershed protéction.  °* K . "
The FY 1933 figure provides money to complete exisiing commitments.
STnciudes storage. handling. transposiation and direct payments only.
#These figures are estimated as of March 4, 1982,
0 . @ +
Table 9—Other selected programs: Credit programs . : J
.~ - [
[ ‘ FY 1980 FY 1983 |
: . FY 1983 nonmetro nenmetro
Agency Program |, ‘program Jevel® _ share? share )
Ll - ‘ t
) Credit programs “ “ﬂm"‘ (Rerven e l,f
USDA Farm ownership loans 775 88 682 |
- Farm operating loans 1,590 87 1,383
Emergency disaster loans -- - - 1,540 . B4 1,294
Insured soil and water loans Y28 2 23
Guaranteed soil and water loans, N 6 NA ' NA
Indian land acquisitiop loans 12 i00 B V-
-7 Commaodity loans : - 6,560 75 - 4920 i
Storage»facﬂlly and equipment loans 40 86 . 7 -
. Total 10,548 « 81348/

1president s Proposed FY 1983 Budget.
*Hased on the estimated distribition of Federa) funds for FY 1980 -

prepated by the Econvmic Developmem Division, Economic Rcscan:h )

Service, U.S. Department of Apriculture.
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