)

%
PP L]

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT - * FOR AID USE ONLY
WASHING TON, D, C, 20823 v
BIBLIOGRAPHIC INPUT SHEET ] Batch 46 .

A PRIVARY TEMPORARY

\. SURJECT
CLASSI.
FICATION

B, SECOHNDARY

T TITCRAND SUBTITLE
Administrative problems and integrated rural development

3. AUTHORIS)

Siffin, W.J.

4. DOCUMENT DATE 5. NUMBER OF PAGES 8. ARC NUMBER
1976 28 n. : ARc

7. REFERENCE ORGANIZATION NAME AND ADDRESS

MUCIA

8. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES (Sponsoting Organization, Publishers, Avallability)

9. ABSTRACT

An analysis of administrative problems associated with integrated rural development.
The study of the Oakland, California, project designed to reduce racial tensions
concluded that a major problem involved the common assumption that implementation

of urban projects is easy. The crucial problems of implementation are institutional,
strategic, and operational--of moving from visions and concerns toward action. Those
problems are difficult, They are only partly responsive to applications of technology,
only partly subject to formal authority, only partly amenable to anticipation. Does
hard and unconventional scrutiny of the dimensions of these problems do disservice by
dampening enthusiasm and eroding hope? Or may enhanced insight lead to more auspicious
action? Such questions may help stimulate the development of practical knowledge
about the ways and means of better implementation, In the final analysis, none of
these problems can be solved on paper or through reflection, We can--and should--
address the administrative problems of integrated rural development by laying out

the issues and tendering possible answers. But the palpable problems can only be
truly confronted, and sometimes resolved, in action.

10, CONTROL NUMBER 11, PRICE OF DOCUMENT
PN-AAC-929 |
12, DE3CRIPTORS ' T ' Ty 13, PROJECT NUMBER

14. CONTRACT NUMBER

CSD-2958 211(d)
18, TYPE OF DOCUMENT

.;'»,Ayo 8001 taeyd) i



S o0 PN -AAC 41 qomer
1 discussion
12/04/76
ADMINISTRATIVE PROBLEMS
AND
INTEGRATED RURAL DEVELOPMENT, or:
CAN A LIONS' DEN BE MADE INTO A HAPPY Z00?

W. J. Siffin
PASITAM

Introduction

The administrative problems of integrated rural development Include
that sometimes fatal common cold of public administration--the sheer

difficulty of doing ordinary things.

In addition, there are administrative problems distinctive to this
activity. "Integrated rural development' can refer to more than one
kind of arrangement, but these referents all have certain common features,

which give rise to some Interesting administrative problems.

{

Ihe feasibllity of integrated approaches to rural development turns
upon organizational and administrative factors as much as upon anything
else. When goal and resource Issues have been settled, the key determinants

of probable outcomes are organization and administration.

"Integrated rural development'' is the label for one potential
solution to a widespread type of problem. Potential solutions to complex
problems must always be approacﬁed with caution: Once the solution Is

acceptéd, 1t defines the problem. For all practical purposes, the
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problem becomes whatever the'sdlgtlon‘solves. If you go to a chiropractor
ybu Ipso facto have a chiropractic problem. If Instead you go.to a
3p§ychlatrlst, your problem--the set of conditions which impelled you

fo act In the first place--will be otherwise defined. I you go to a
sburce which Is committed to integrated rural development, Ipso facto

(not to mention voila! as well), that will be your problem.

We must therefore ask and answer: What are the environmental
circumstances In which an integrated approach to rural development seems

auspicious? What programmatic requirements will affect the probable

success of the approach?

The technological part of the answers to these questions is generally
avallable. Resource requirements can be projected with considerable
assurance. It is the organizational and managerial necessities which
are the hardest to address. They are not easy to stipulate and they
are less easy to deliver. So one can argue that the applicability of the
concept of integrated rural development--its suitability as a solution=--

usually turns on the issue of administrative feasibility.

Doing Ordinary Things Can be Difficult

People seldom try to display their confusions. We prefer to act as
advocates and asserters, pointing out other people's confusions rather
than stating our own. We speak and act from certitude--or hopeful faith,
Even when we are less certain than we sound, we try to project a posture

of assurance.
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This Is certainly true in the field of developmental technlcal
assistance. The design processes of technical assistance involve a
subtle and complex mixture of analysis and advocacy. He or she who would
define a problem, shape a strategy, or create a project, must adopt a
strong assertive stance: These are the goals; these are the proper purposes,
They will be served by these outputs; and the oufputs will be produced
by these Iinputs, within this time-frame, In this particular setting.
There is only one saving proviso--the proviso of the "assumptions' boxes
in- the Logical Framework to which the projects of the Agency for International
Development are fitted, for example. In asserting a very complex means-
ends chain, we do get to admit that we are assuming certain things about
the project environment. But if the project proposal is to stand much
chance of approval, those contingencies, those assumptions, must not be

too herolc or absurd.

Thus we act as if we know, or can be quite certain in our predictions.
We do this in proposing projects for integrated rural development and
for many other things as well. All programmed interventions In the clrcum=-
stances of the world are based upon predictions. As we try to get some-
thing done about the compelling problems of our world, we are impelled

to act as if we can predict with high probability.

From one view, this makes a lot of sense. Why should anyone sanction
costly action on the sheer basis of faith and Intuition? The Procrustean
formats of program and project planning are supposed to reduce the probabillity

of error, If not to really guarantee success.
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A1l the while that we are acting as If we are assured, we continue
to kndw several things from undeniable experience: that our predictive
abllitles are hlghtily limited; that fortuity Is often the most potent
ingredient in our recipes of action; rhat outcomes frequently depend
upon the on-the-scene ability (and tuc..) to grasp and exploit fortultous
events; that in sum our plans, proposals, and projected solutions are

exercises In hopeful gaming more than anything else.

. What I'm not so sure about --what | remain confused about--
Is suggested by these questions: |s this an acceptable and appropriate
view of 'how things really work?" Should we deliberately adopt a rather
schizold stance toward our developmental efforts--which Is: to do the
best we can in positing the future and acting as If our predictions were
reliable, while knowing that they really aren't llkely to be, and then
getting on with the business before us? Is this is the only way available,
Is this Is how we must deal with conditions of great uncertainty through
programming processes which do not allow us to fully acknowledge the magnitude
of that uncertainty? Are there any promising ways to incremental ly reduce

uncertainty before we become committed to action?

Our limited ability to deal with organizational and managerial
factors in our pseudo-equations for developmental success is one Important
source of uncertainty. There are other sources of ignorance and confusion,
too--limited knowledge of the time requirements of success, for example.
Reliable knowledge of how long It takes to do something Is limited. Never

mind: The programming constraints of donor agencies and the demands of
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host country developers lérgely obliterate the relevance of such knowledge
anyhow. These invitations to schizophrenia are often reinforced by hope
itself--and by the assumption that what really matters most is to get

something started in the right direction.

The troublesome thing about all this is that the eventual effects
of hopeful action are all too often cruel, not to mention wasteful.
One elemental reason is the fact that ordinary things are often exquisitely

hard to do.

Perhaps if we understand this fact a little better--if we sharpen
our appreciation of why ordinary things are often so difficult--we may
improve our ability to deal with such matters as the administrative

problems of integrated rural development.

A recent American experience offers certain insights.l In April
1966 with fanfare the U.S. Department of Commerce's Economic Development
Administration announced a project. Through grants and loans of $23.3
milllon, efforts would be mounted to create minority employment, quiet

raclal stress, and produce economic development in Oakland, California.

Three years and $3 million later an overpass had been built,
considerable architectural fees had been paid, several projects had
collapsed, and others were moving along far off schedule, snarled in
contention and other Impedimenta, and it was a damn good thing that the
survival of Oakland did not much depend upon the project whose inspiration

was to keep the city from going up in smoke.2

1. Jeffrey L. Pressman and Aaron B. Wildavsky, Implementation:

How Great Expectations in Washington are Dashed in Oakland... (Berkeley/
LCos Kngeies: Unlversity of Callfornia Press, 1973). What follows Is drawn
from this study.

2, See Amory Bradford, Oakland's Not for Burning (New York: McKay, 1968).




The Oakland project largely falled for two sorts of reasons. In
the first place, the solution was probably wrong. The strategy of putting
technical and capital assistance into Oakland was inspired by experience
in Appalachlia, by a model for responding to the percelved problems of
that benighted section of the country. It didn't- really fit the Oakland
situation. But It was the format fixed in law, the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of August 26, 1965 (Public law 89-136). The
law plus an appropriationof $300 million, which had to be obligated in
about five months during fiscal year 1966, were an impulse to rapid
action. Oakland was a plausible target. It had high unemployment and
had been designated a redevelopment area in 1964. It had an Overall
Economic Development Program‘document and some potential projects had
been Identifled. The city was described as '"potentially explosive"
because of racial tension. And it had a Republican administration--which
made It an attractive target for the Democratic Assistant Secretary
of Commerce In charge of the EDA: "If anything went wrong with an EDA
program, if we were arguing with a mayor, | did not want some Democratic
mayor--1ike Daley-~to be able to pick up the phone and call President
Johnson. With a Republican mayor, | thought the federal government would

at least not be against us.”3

Even so, the Oakland project didn't work. Part of what thwarted it
was a set of organizatiunal and managerial realities--drab common-
place realities, which have their counterparts (amdmore) in the kinds
of ventures we are Interested in. Oakland offers lessons about administration

and administrative problems. Here are two of them:

3. Implementation, p. 14-15,




First: "Chains of ... decision points, requiring numerous clearances

by different actors....provided the occasions for frustrating delays.”u

The task environment of the Oakland project contained a number of
different organizations, federal and local, with jurisdiction over
various activities related to the project. There was the Economic
Development Administration, in Washington, also with a regional office
and a local task force. There was the government of Oakland, and a group
of organized Oakland interests. There were participating private organi-
zatlons, ranging from an airline to certain local business interests.
There was an autonomous local public agency, the Port of Oakland. The
U.S. Navy was on hand, Interested In the effects of port development
upon harbor navigation., There was also the Small.Business Administration,
responsible for certain kinds of technical assistance. All of these
particlpants had many interests besides the Oakland project (except for

a few persons with direct project responsibilities).

Just one part of the project, the public works program, involved at
least thirty important decision points, with more than twenty separate
sets of participants.* As this program proceeded, seventy sequential
agreements had to be reached by various subsets of participants. So it
is not surprising that six years elapsed between the joyous announcement
of April, 1966, and the letting of contracts for an airplane hangar In
1971, The hangar project included a plan for training of airline mechanics.

It required approval by nine federal, state and local organizations.

4, Ibid., p. 69.

*Some of these particlpants were within the same hlerarchical structure,
the EDA. Others weren't. Even within a single hierarchy, getting concurrence
Is not necessarily easy.
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WE can find much that is famlllar‘to us in the Oakland experience.
Bdt what does It mean? Here is an interesting observation, drawn from
the study of those seventy clearances required In one part of the Oakland
project:

Table 8: Program Completion Doubtful Unless Level of Agreement Among
Participants Is Terribly High

Probability of Probability of Success No. of Agreements
Agreement on that Reduce Probability
Each Clearance After 70 Clearances Below 50 Percent
Point

80 .000000125 oy

9 . 000644 7

95 .00395 14

99 189 68

Pressman and Wildavsky, Implementation (Berkley/Los Angeles: University
of California Press, 1973), p. 107.

The import of thls example Is both awesome and dismaying. If a
project involves seventy Important clearances and agreements, and the
probabllity of getting agreement in each case is 90%, then--statistically
speaking--there are less than seven chances in a thousand that the project
will be brought to completion. And after only seven moves, there remains

less than a 50/50 chance of success!

We are dealing with a statistical metaphor, or course. It contains

a rigld assumption about the requisites of success-~that there does exist

a determinate set of necessary and Interdependent decisions.
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Reality is often more elusive than. this, and more flexible as well.
But at the roots of any organized, developmental reality there remalns
an Intransigent fact: the course of ordinary events is highly vulnerable
to delay and blockage, when those events must be seriatim blessed by
a diverse group of actors, who do not share a strong, stable consensus
on means and ends. In the language of the authors:
""Our normal expectation should be that new programs will fafl
to get off the ground and that, at best, they will take considerable
time to get started. The cards in this world are stacked against
things happening, as so much effort is required to make them move.
The remarkable thing is that new programs work at all."5
Does this case-lesson offer us any insight into thinking about
administrative problems, and perhaps doing something to reduce them?
We can discount the import of the statistical metaphor concerning
cumulating probabilities. We can also complicate our sense of reality
by conceiving of a project as a set of semi-separate sequences of action,
each with its own participants and decisions. We can, in other words,
think about ways to simplify the action--ways, to break down the length
of the means-ends chaln, so we don't end up dependent upon seventy
sequential declsions in our own effort. If we can minimize the inter-
dependence of a set of sequences--if we can organize the action into
buffered parallel flows and reduce serial interdependence--this
""decomposition' of the overall effort significantly Increases the
probability that at least some parts of it will succeed. Even so, If

each of the parallel means-ends chains provides some essential ingredient

of overall success, and If there Is no redundancy among those parallel

5. Ibid., p. 109,



" chalns, we are back where we started: with an astonishingly low

probability of a successful outcome.

A Second Lesson: The actual decision paths of a project cannot be

predicted at the outset. This is so obvious that we seldom ask why. Despite

thls obviousness, however, in formal programming we persist in acting as If

there is a relatively clear path from where we are to where we would arrive.

To predict the decision path of a project it Is necessary to know
certain things: One must know what decisions will be necessary--and
who must make them. If this is not enough, it Is also necessary
to know the outcomes of the decisions at points 1.....n, in order to

know the locatlion and issue-content of decision n+l. And this of course

is Impossible.

We try to reduce the indeterminacy of prospective declsion paths

in at least three ways:

(1) we map the environment of action, to try to figure out what
personal and Institutional factors are likely to be involved. When
the institutional setting is fragmented and unstable, any moment's
knowledge of this aspect of the future fs bound to be .fragile. So,
in the euphemistic language of the organizational theorists, 1f we are

wise we coritinuously monitor the be-Jesus out of the environemnt.

(2) We use--and often misuse--technologies for mapping the prospective

decisional terrain, constructing critical paths and declision trees, on
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' thé basis of functlonal views of the plan of action. Some of these tools
are directly based upon the premise that a decision path can't be fully

known in advance: the idea of a decision tree, for example, Is that

of mapping directionality and probable options. It Impliesat the outset

that there Is no single linear course.

(3) We then try to match up our environmental maps and our functlonal
maps, knowing that, if we are lucky, we will have not a clear path,
but at least a relatively clear sense of directional ity, of the key
causal constraints, and of some of the focal points in the process of
decislon and action. If we are smart, we constantly maintain and develop
a sense of the options and the state of our "system." If we are lucky,
we shall have thereby built a mental network of the actual and potential
I Inkages which affect our project. This may permit us to shape the content
of a particular issue In a timely fashion, bring it to an arena or
declislon-point where the probabilities are favorable, and get what we

need to contlnue.

There are two Important conceptual lessons here, and both are often

ignored. One concerns the differente between goals and purposive action.

The other pertains to the functions of management in any human system

of action.

The AID framework for project formatting offers some means of insight
into the first lesson. An AID project is supposed to have outputs. These
are supposed to contribute to purposes. The purposes need not be exclusive

functions of the outputs; a project may be one of several efforts to



‘:contrlbute to a purpose. - _ Pur'p‘oses are themselves are Instrumental to
?larger soclal and economic ggglg_ and Incompletely instrumental as well.
' To put thls another way ‘the label of the AID proJect format speaks

of - goals, but the content of the project deslgn strategy bespeaks

purposive action--movement in a certain dlrectlon, contributing to a

generally improved state of affalrs under very uncertain circumstances.

The Oakland project included some 'goals' and some numbers:
projected'numbers of appropriate jobs to be created. It also included
some criterla, such as the norm that not more than $15,000 should be
spent to create a particular job through a particular field of action.
But all this ostensible determinacy was the cloak for a highly contingent
line of actlon, whose direction, or intended direction, was much more

assured than was the precise content of the actual goals. (But ot sowy assured at that.)

When uncertainty is a prime characteristic of an enterprise, whether
that enterprise be profit-making or something more elusive, it is
Imperative to know the direction and intent of purposive action. It
may be useful, even necessary, to specify“determinate goals!' It s just
as Important to know that those goals are contingent, intentional, hopeful,
and not to be taken for more than that. In reality goals are the intentional surro~
gates and exemplars of intent. If we cannot know assuredly the clear path
of our future actions, we cannot know with certitude our goals. A
development project, Is not like a trip on a train to a ticketed
destination. It is more like a sall on a ship, hopefully beyond the pofnt

where the internal rate of return becomes favorable, in the direction
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of a better and more generously endowed climate. Or, with reference to

its declslonal pattern, It might be compared to a game of chess.

This brings us to management, a subject of vast talk and writing,
much qf It more lyrical than lucid. One might speak of management
in terms of the Esau-Jacob syndrome. ''The voice Is the voice of management,
but the hand is the hand of control.'" Much of what is in the literature
'la?elled'”management“ Is really discourse and technique of control.
The implications of this confusion are important to the world of actlon,

the world of administrative problems.

To control Is to reduce or eliminate uncertainty. To manage is to
deal with what then is left, the residual uncertainty and the imperative

of judging and deciding which cannot be done computationally.

Once thls is understood it becomes possible to understand and even
use certaln administrative techniques as more than means of control-==to
use them as tools of management. |t becomes possible, too, to recognize that

some alluring techniques of control render more difficult the true tasks of
management.
Thus: linear programming techniques of planning and scheduling can

be avoided, when action just isn't very linear and the main 1ine of

decisions can't be marked out In advance. Thus: The potentlal snare of

Management by Objectives, which under uncertain conditlons is an Invitation
to pernicious and meretricious suboptimizing, can be If not altogether
avolded, then treated as a highly tentative and hopeful enterprise.

Thus: Techniques such as PERT or CPHM can be used, not to
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;establlsh checkpolnts for control from above, but as. heurisms for
;management as alertlng mechanlsms, as contlngent plots aga!nst which
fto check movement. Thus management informatlon systems can be devlsed
__more for Informat on tran for apLi_g_l:_ control and regarded as something
somewhat less determinate than the computer systems which govern

movement on Washington's new subway.

Some of our administrative problems=-the problehs of making ordinary
thlﬁgs work--stem directly from the ways in which systems of action are
devised in the first place. The separation of design from Implementation
is one of the primordial sources of adﬁinistratlve problems In developmental
efforts. ldeal objectives are formulated in high places, and fecund inno=-
vation Is espoused by well-intended analytical eunuchs, whose paper babies
are supposed to be spurred Into constructive 1ife by others, others whose
acceptance of the mandate does not assure achievement of the intention (or

even full commitment to the task.)

The approaches to control which are innate’ in the American foreign aid pro-

gram, with their requirement, for example, of prior Congressional epproval
of vislons which are not only incomplete, but also in many ways obsolete
before their being blessed, Is a factor in this separation. The persistence,
and the creativity which sometimes rises to sheer brilliance, of foreign
ald personnel in struggling with this design process, wlth.lts built-in
assurance of administrative problems, is one of the largest Impulses to
personal humility that | know. The efforts of the Agency for International

Development to better confront the admlnlstrat]Ve problems of Implementation
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#gnfbnlyfbé commended. But the innate characteristics of foreign ald
ﬁfogfgmmlng include a bullt-in propensity for administrative problems
WHléh~is simply awesome. In the last analysis these problems are rooted
In the fact that it Is exquisitely difficult to make ordinary things
work well. It is exponentially more difficult to make innovative things
erk at all, in unstable environments, when the content and compass of
the action cannot be reduced to technological means and consensually
valued ends. It Is cosmicly difficult to make things work well when the

vislons are vastly separated from the ventures, by time, perspective,

and understanding.

These generic problems of implementation--the enormous difficultles
of making ordinary thfngs happen~--are among the administrative problems
of integrated rural development. To some extent these problems can be

managed, eased, treated--especially if they are understood and acknowledged.

In the usual course of action, certain key problems of implementation
are almost systematically ignored. Even when these problems are acknow-
ledged, It may be necessary to address them by acting, in part, as if
they didn't exist and weren't so confounding. If we engage in wilful
encounters with uncertainty, we must somewhat simplify that uncertainty,
to reduce it to potential mastery. Our tools are not as powerful as we
would 1ike, but they are all we have--and more than we usually use, In the way

of understandings, insights, and Instruments of better strategies.
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'Th§~unofdlhary Bus Iness of Integrated Rural Development

;'Alohg with the generél problems of making thlngs‘work, Integrated
rural development presents certain distinctlve administrative problems.
They stem from the properties of this particular kind of action. They
too are somewhat manageable, They are important: go/ no go decislons
about potential Integrated rural development efforts should often turn

on the assessment of these two classes of adminlstrative problems.

In a recent issue of the International Development Review Vernon Ruttan

expressed doubts about the soundness of integrated rural development
as an approach to the rural problems of the poor countries of the world.6
Ruttan's skepticism is indicated in this statement:
"A basic weakness of the Integrated rural development approach
Is that policy or program objectives are adopted for which no
readily avallable closed-system technology or program methodologies
are available. Integrated rural development can be described,
perhaps not too inaccurately, as an ideology in search of a
methodology or a technology."
Ruttan perceives administrative problems as a key weakness:
""...the resources devoted to integrating the development and management
of physical and Institutional infrastructures are likely to have a
relatively low return.“8 Note, however, that Ruttan argues the Importance
of development strategies which are Intersectoral in their compass,
and which include the elimination of -social and political as well as
economic constraints. He does not reject the content of Integrated
rural development schemes. He |s concerned with workability, holding

that '"rural development program activities must be organized around...

well-defined technologles or methodologies and objectives. It Is Important

6. Vernon Ruttan, "Integrated Rural Development Programs: A Skeptical
Perspective," International Development Review 4(1975).

7_o lb‘d., P. 14,
8. Ibid., p. 16
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to rural communities that such activities and services be simultaneously

avallable, but not necessarily administrative Intgggg;ed."g And he is

not sanguine about the future.

John Fischer indicates that one need not regard integrated
rural development as an Ideology in search of a ﬁethodology.lo In his
view it is possible to argue for a degree of administrative integration
without going to the extreme of lnslsking upon comprehensive health=
education~-credit-marketing-extens{on-communications programs guided by

efficlent, responsive bureaucracies.

Fischer sees Integrated rural development as an alternative to
single-focused efforts which concentrate upon food production as an end.
In Integrated rural development, production Is a means. A well-concelved
production package approach Is an important Instrument. Credit is the
crucial lever. And a share of management must be decentrallzed to the
level of the producers. A holistic approach Is not argued as inherently
good. But an Integrated effort, which attacks several Interactlve key
constraints Is essential, because no single dominant varlable Impedes
rural development. What are the key administrative problems of an

Integrated approach?

Institutional Problems, At any glven time, a country, a soclety,

or a community's institutions determine the scope of the situational

capacity to set goals and act. An institution Is a set of arrangements,

9. Ibid., p. 16; Italics added.

10. John L. Fischer, "Integrated Rural Development Projects in a
World Facing Food and Rural Poverty Crises,' paper based upon a presenta=-
tion to the CENTO Seminar on Integrated Rural Development Programs and
Projects, Islamabad, 1975,
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a combination of norms and patterns, for doing things which matter.
’!nstlfq;lons are grounded In some sorts of fundamental principles, or

1

views ébout'the good, the true, @hd the proper. = The most basic admini~

strative problems of Integrated rural development are institutional.

One of these Institutional problems Is common to many types of
activity--the problem of too much distance between visions and the
Implementation of ventures. Basic goals and policles are not set In the
copntrysldé. The bureaucratic institutions of the poor countries generally
are more remote from the countryside than the headquarters of the Bureau
of Indlan Affairs Is from an Arizona reservation. The authority structures,
the Incentive arrangements, the very information content of these bureau-
cracles all millitate against effective conmitments to integrated rural
development. The power and the leadership required to modify or override
these institutional constraints are the greatest single chal lenge--much
more important than the avallability of resources. Some of the necessary
power must come from the cllients., Once it emerges It tends to swell in
the force and in the scope of its demands. Then a major institutional
problem becomes capacity to respond. This Is often a relatively--but only
relatively--manageable problem, compared with the Intial needs for galning

Insight and commitment within the established Institutional structures.

A closely related institutional problem Is that .
of organizing effective collective action among a set of clients. Occasionally,

there are local institutions walting to be tapped. Normally, the locai

11. The general subject of institutional change is discussed In a
draft paper, ''Institution Bulilding: Feasibillity and Techniques,' Program
of Advanced Studies in Institution Bullding and Technical Assistance
Methodology,'' Midwest Universitlies Consortium for International Activities,
c¢/o International Development Research Center, Indlana University, Bloomington,

Ind.47401, USA.
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Institutions are effectively dedicated to the maintenance of status quo.,
Techniques for Intervention do exist, can be learned, and have been
applled with success In varlous places, glven time enough and resources.
(The messy, uneven, but Interesting impact of OEO programs upon some
relations between Indian tribes and the Bureau of Indlan Affairs might
be instructive.) In integrated rural development efforts overseas, the
production package-plus-credit approach may offer entree and leverage
upon the existing institutional situation. But the tasks of organizing,
moélllzlng, monitoring, adapting, and guiding effective local collective
actlon on any sizable scale are awesome. Doing so within the constraint
ofasound benefit/cost ratio adds to the challenge. Yet the economic

constraints may help maintain a clear purposive thrust in the effort,

and protect it from being twiddled away into vaplid do-goodism.

Strategic Problems. The greatest strategic . problem of any

integrated rural development scheme is not to determine the best collection
of component activities. Nor is it the problem of coordinating various
specialized agencies and jurisdictions. It Is the problem of Incentives,
the problem of devising and applying an incentive strategy for those

who must shape and conduct the activities which will, if successfdl, produce

desired kinds of results.

The Incentive problem of the clients Is relatively simple, compared
with the problem of providing sufficlent Incentives--and avolding
perverse incentives--for the administrative and technical personnel and

organizations necessary to make the program work. One Is tempted to



fantasize about a bonus scheme, In which the personnel of supporting
agencles share In the benefits of the success of their clients. (The
administrative complexities might be Byzantine.) Unless this strategic
problem of incentives can be solved with some reasonable degree of
adequacy, necessary inputs from the public sector will not be forth-
coming, or will not persist beyond the first flush of enthusiasm, or

beyond the Impulse of external donors. Suggestions are invited.

Another important strategic problem is time-phasing. In other flelds

there are some suggestive rules of thumb: As much time is normally spent
planning a building, designing a ship, and getting ready to build a dam
as Is taken to implement the plans. The same ratio of preparation to
effort cannot be appllied here; but the time-phasing of efforts at
integrated rural development needs to be addressed with uncommon care
and insight, As Fischer notes, Inadequate crank-up time is a highly

probable problem of organization and administration in the field.

Related to it is inadequate investment in infrastructure. The

goal orientation of integrated rural development is not toward a leap
but a process. Bankable internal rates of return cannot be laid upon all
phases of what is involved: the establishment or dcvelopment of institu-
tions for producing social and technical capital--to produce flows of
"practical packages,'" flows of information about what is going on and
what might be, skills for disseminating and applying techniques-~these

elements of infrastructure must keep pace with, even run ahead of,



actlon in the field. They must in their fashion be Integrated with the
operational facets of the effort; and if possible, managed so as to be

germane.

There are other strategic problems of organization and management,
Perhaps the greatest of them is simply acquiring a sufficient supply of

competent personnel. One impediment to solving that problem Is the use

of ascriptive norms to denote supposed competence. Conventional education

and training tend to be self-justifying, and--except at the lowest end

of the scale--not much subject to evaluation in terms of ef’i’ect:s.'2 Off-

site management training tends to be unduly sterile; and much of our

effort to transmit knowledge, skills, and the dispositions to use them

In the service of intents falls short of what it might achleve.'3 The manpower
production problem, which is closely related to the problem of incentives,

may seem remote from the growing of crops In the fields. It is nelther

remote nor easy to resolve.

Decentralization Is one of the essential requirements of integrated

rural development approaches. In Fischer's view, and in the studies of

14

John D. Montgomery, a compelling case is made.

12. Wm. J. Siffin, '"Factors Involved In the Evaluation of Management
Training Institutions," in Inayatullah, Management Training for Development:
The Asian Experience (Kuala Lumpur: Asian Centre for Development Admini-
stration, 1975), pp. 251-283.

13.Burton E. Swanson, Organizing Agricultural Technology Transfer
(Bloomington, Ind.: Program of Advanced Studies in Institution Building
and Technical Assistance Methodology, PASITAM, 1975).

14.5ee, for example, J.D. Montgomery, ''Allocation of Authority in
Land Reform Programs, a Comparative Study of Administrative Process and
0Utp§ts,“ R/T/N Reprint Series, (New York: Agricultural Development Council,
1974).
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Decision-making authority must be located closer to the sources of action
than any ministry headquarters can ever be. And local-level participation

In some of the substantive decisions Is essential to effectiveness.

This problem is both institutional and strategic. The authority
structures and reward systems of typical poor codntry bureaucraclies are
simply, or not so simply, unsulted to effective decentralization of
substantive decision-making power and responsibility. In at least one
African country the forms of decentralization in the fleld of agricultural
and rural development have been effectively falsified by the substance

of bureaucratic decision making and control.

One approach to this problem, by no means universally feasible, Is to
by-pass the bureaucracy in distributing certain resources to the local level,
glving Jjurisdiction to small-farmer groups who may then have some leverage
in dealing with the bureaucracy, at least on money matters. The recently
defeated government of Kukrit Pramoj in Thailland was following such a
strategy on an ad hoc basis in some parts of the country, apparently
with some interesting short-run results. Under nigh-ideal institutional
conditions, such as those which existed in Taiwan In the springtime of
the JCRR, it was possible to design an arrangement in which local farmer
associations could hire, and if need be, fire their own local extension
agents, and collectively operate other key elements of an impressively

Integrated rural development program.

There are no general recipes for solving the problem of decental [~
zation, But we can Identify some of the Important factors which bear

upon the feasibility of decentralizing authority; and we can find some
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alternative models of decentralization. Through such approaches we

might make some reasonable matches between what |s probably feasible

in one situation and what has worked elsewhere. An important and largely
unmet need s for garnering and assessing experience-based models of
ways to promote and achieve decentralization for-rural development. Such
models, buttressed by knowledge of the circumstances in which they are
likely to work, wouid help fill an important need for Information about
a'major administrative problem.

15

Coordination. “ This venerable prayerword of administration stands

for another major administrative problem which is frequently Institutional,
always strategic with regard to Integrated rural development, and inevitably

operational as well.

Policies should coincide. Conflict should be minimized. People
and their organizations should be inspired by a higher common purpose,

and a shared sense of ways and means. Wouldn't it be loverly?

When people ca'l for coordination, they usually mean that they
need support which they cannot command. This typically leads to bargaining,
and bargaining usually bends policy in some way. ''Coordination means

16 How to get it is the problem, and

getting what you do not have."
there is no set of simple solutions. Again there are many interesting
models--and more knowledge of how they do and don't work than is usually

noted In practice.

15, There Is a most perceptive discussion In Implementation, pp. 132-35,

16. Ibld., p. 134,


http:Coordination.15

‘A common pool of knowledge may promote coordination, by providing
a shared viewpoint. But not necessarily: the same Information may mean
different things to different persons and agencies. Bureaucratic authority
may produce coordination. It sometimes does:
"If one wishes to assure a reasonable prospect of program implementa-
tion, he had better begin with a high probability that each and
every actor will cooperate. The purpose of bureaucracy Is precisely
to secure this degree of predictability. Many of its most criticized
features, such as...clearances and standard operating procedures,
serve to Increase the ability of each participant to predict what
the others will do and to smooth over differences....The price may
be too high, but the cost of accomplishing little or nothing other-
wise must be placed against it."17
But the problem of coordination may be precisely to change the existlng,
predictable patterns of bureaucratic behavior. Which brings us back to

such matters as purposes and incentives.

Operational Problems. This listing of problems has become a

singularly unsatisfying exercise. The problems do not necessarily
contain the seeds of their solutions. The 1ist could be vastly extended,
but the operational problems always boil down to two related categories:

designing workable operations; and then 'working' them.

A number of design problems aptly fit under one label: the need for

simplicity. The scale of a program should be manageable. Whatever
this means, it Implies that the scope should not be country-wide If
there are only resources for two-thirds of the country. It should not

have a two-year time horlzon if eight years Is more approprlate.

17. Ibid., pp. 132-33,



~25-

"Reglon-bounded'* program components are attractive, when the region
Is defined by the coherence of an agricultural system or the factor
endowments for one--and when a reglional approach Is not impossibly

incompatible with the existing bureaucratic structure.

Simplicity also means low overhead, as Flscher has noted; and
low overhead means production packages plus considerable relfance upon

borrower-managed credit arrangements.

Simpllcity means careful attention to baseline data needs, and
to well-designed monitoring arrangements. But even the simplest integrated
rural development scheme will have its share of subtleties and complexities,
for the scheme must work at once in several directions--toward and with
the clients, with input suppliers and product marketers, with credit

sources, public authorities, and other vested interests.

Simplicity at least offers the hope of replicabllity and outreach.
The alternative is the ubliquitous pilot project which can almost always

be made to succeed, but only at the cost of non-replicabllity.

True management (as opposed to control) s another essential need.
If it Is basically an operational problem it Is one whose solution must
begin in the course of design--with sufficient resources and discretionary
authority, for example. Management Implies the continuing monitoring of
what Is going on, the continuing interpretation of why, and discretionary
authority to act on the basls of what is learned. The problem of getting
competent management is great; but not nearly so great as getting well~-

motivated management. We grievously need more knowledge from experience
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- about ways to address‘the:prbb[ém§;§f;mot195tidhféﬁdflanﬁf}Vés;!éhdit

about the clrcumstances undér(ﬂhléﬁftﬁoéé;wéyS‘seem“to”wOfk;

The problem of Incentives is a recurrent theme in fhe'Stdqy;Wifhj
which this paper opened, the Oaklénd.pkoject analysis. In that project
18

seven of the greatest operational problems seemed to be'

1. Incompatibility of project alms and methods with other‘cdmmlt-
ments of some of the participants. (Bureaucratic advancement?)

2. When incompatibility was absent, then there often was a preference
onothi part of ‘Important particlpants for other programs. (An urban assign-
ment?

3. Simultaneous commitments to other projects were common among the
participants. (A rural development program will not be the only enter-
prise of a department or a ministry, and ministries of finance always
have many other commitments--most of them preferred to rural development,
and some of them incompatible with it.)

L. Dependence on others who lacked a serse of urgency concerning the
project was common. (For clearances, supplies, resources, et al, under
typical conditions of bureaucratic and market monopsony.)
5. There were considerable differences of opinion about leadership
and jurisdiction. (Jurisdictional agreements are always problematical when there
are new resources at hand,)
6. Legal and procedural disagreements were frequent--especially
about sacred technical issues. (Such disagreements are often masks or
vehicles for more basic issues).

7. Agreement was sometimes unbacked by power. (At one point In time
the tenant farmers of CADU in Ethiopia offered a good example of this.)

Concluslions

What can we possibly conclude from all of thls discussion of

administrative problems which bear upon integrated rural development?

The Oakland study offered its conclusion at the beginning of Iits

'80 lb'do' PP, 99"'02-
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1report' "People now appear to think that lmplementatlon should be

feasy, they are, therefore, upset when expected events do not occur

or~turn out badly. We wpuld consider our own effort a success if more people
began wltp the yndérstandlng that Implementation, under the best of
clrcumstances, lp exceédlngly difficult. They would, therefore, be

pleasantly surpr[sed when a few good things really happemad."'9

One might argue that all the really difficult problems of integrated
rural development are administrative. But such argument is ultimately
Inconsequentlial; the nature, not the label, of the problems Is what

matters, along with an ability to do something about them.

The focus of our concerns sharpens somewhat when we say that
the cruclal problems are the institutional, strategic, and operational
problems of implementation--of moving from visions and concerns towards

action,

It is nelther pleasant nor reassuring to contemplate these problems.
If many of them are not unique to Integrated rural development schemes,
those which are distinctive are also distinctively difficult. These
problems are only partly responsive to the applications of technology,
only partly subject to formal authority, and only partly amenable to
anticipation. Yet they afe paramount problems whose solutions can affect

a large part of the populations of the entire world.

One wonders: does hard and unconventional scrutiny of the dimensions
of these problems do disservice by dampening enthusiasm and eroding hope?

Or may enhanced insight lead to more auspiclous action? Thls statement

19, Ibid., pp. xli=xiil,



fcertalnly offers more: questlons than answers. Perhaps lt may help stlmulate
kthe development of practlcal knowledge about the ways and means of better

”lmplementatlon.

In the final analysls, none of the. these problems can’ be solved on
paper or through reflection. We can--and should--address the admlnlstratlve
problems of lIntegrated rural development by laying out the lssues and
tendering possible answers. But the palpable problems can only be truly

confronted, and sometimes resolved, In action.



