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Abstract:

This study is intended to contribute to a clearer understanding of community development activities
and related Cooperative Extension assistance in a seven county South Central Montana- area. Specific
objectives were to determine how selected community leaders viewed community development and
community development activities, and to evaluate the effectiveness of the Cooperative Extension
Service in contributing to community development efforts.

The methodology for designing the study was to identify community leadership in the study area.
Reputation for leadership, as defined by community informants, was the method employed. One
hundred and two leaders were selected as the study population. Respondents Tfere interviewed by
interviewers using a forced answer questionnaire. Data was tabulated and presented by response
frequencies and percentages. Data were then correlated to obtain significant relationships between
study variables. It was found that attitudes of leaders about community development are important
variables when attempting to measure- the- effectiveness of any community development program.

Seventy-seven point five -percent of the identified leaders were aware of existing development
organizations, and of these, 76.5 percent had been or were members of such organizations. Leaders felt
generally that their development organizations had accomplished some important-things; however, they
generally did not feel they were ideally organized for community development. Leaders generally
agreed that everyone benefits from programs of community development, and that one of the keys to
successful development is to pay close attention to the wishes and opinions of people- affected by
community development .

Involving and informing people were major problems of community development; however, leaders
generally agreed that people in their communities do care enough to do something about problems- that
need solving. Leaders felt that they, the community, carry out most community development-activities,
and not people who were paid to carry-out community development. The Extension Service has
supported organized community development, been cooperative, and quite, effective. However, as
leaders' education, occupation, and income levels tended to increase, their evaluation of Extension's
effectiveness tended to decrease.

Most leaders favored a multi-county approach to, community development, both to attempt problem
solving, to problems that, cross county - boundaries, and to supplement local development efforts.

The majority of leaders favored some outside assistance with problem solving, and the more they
favored multi-county development, the more they tended to desire outside assistance.

Urban and rural people did not tend to understand each others' problems to the extent desirable for
them to cooperatively work together on community development.
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ABSTRACT

This -study is intended to contiibute to a clearer. understanding. of
comnnmlty development activities and related. Cooperative. Extension.-
asSistance. in.a seven-county South Central Mentana area. - Specific ob-
jectives were -to--determine. how-selected. community- leaders viewed .commu-
nity. development -and -community- -development activities, and to evaluate"
the effectiweness. of the Cooperatlve Extensien Service--in- contrlbutlng
to community -development efforts.

The methodology for de31gn1ng the study was to 1dent1fy communlty
leadership -in.-the-study area. Reputatlon for leadership, as defined --
by community informants, -was the method, -employed. --One hundred. and. two
leaders. were-selected .as-the study pepulation.. Respondents Were inter-
viewed by imnterviewers. using.a forced. answer .questionnaire... Data was -
tabulated and presented by response frequencies and percent‘ages. Data
were then. correlated to obtain s:Lgnlf:Lcant relationships-between study.
variables. -

It was found that attltudes of leaders about communlty development
are important- varq,ables wyhen attempting -to measure the effectlveness of
any community’ development program.

. Seventy-seven point five percent of the 1dent1f1ed 1eaders were’
aware of existing development organizations; .and of these, 76.5 percént
had -been-.or weré members of such.organizatiens. - Leaders felt generally
that their development: organizations had accomplished some important-
things; however, they generally did not feel they were- :Ldeally organ-a
ized .for community-.development. :

Leaders generally agreed that. everyone benef:Lts from programs of
community: development, and that--one of the keys to successful develop-
ment is-to pay close -attention. to the wishes. and opiniens-of- people
affected by community development.... . . ---

Involving and inferming. people were ma,jor problemsrof commun:Lty
development however, leaders generally agreed that people in their
cormmities. de -care- enough to do somethlng about-problems- that neéd
solvlng.

"Leaders felt that they, the communlty , carry out most communlty
development-activities, and not-people--who -Were- pa:Ld to -carry-out
‘community development. -

.The Extension Service has supported organlzed oommunlty development 5
been -cooperative,. and -quite.. effective.- -However, as leaders' education,
occupation,--and income levels tended %o increase- 5 the1r -evaluation of .
EXtension's effectiveness tended.to--decrease.. :- - :

- Most. leaders favored -3 multi~county appx‘osaoh to comunlty develop«-
ment, both to . attempt problem .solving. to.problems that. -Cross county --
boundarles . and” to .gupplement. local. development efforts -

' The majorityiof leaders favored-some.outside ass:Lstance W:.th prob-
lem solving,--and-the more they- favored mulii-county- development the
more they tended to desire.outside. assistance.

. . Urban and-rural peopledid not tend to understand each others'
probloms to thé extent desirable for them to cooperatively work to-
gether on community develepment. .




CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING

: Introductioh

,. WAmong. all the farms of government, democracy appears to offer the
best opportunity to each citizen to sati_sfy most adequately some oi‘ his
strongest drives.“l Fdr- a democracy to function effectively, however,
certain conditions .'must be fulfilled. Citizens ﬁmst have the necessary
machinery, or structure, at the local or area- level to carry out demo:

cratic processes. This study was undertaken to evaluate how idéntified

_community leaders view cammunity development, and the community devel-

opment concept. - - ' _
"A People and-a Spirit,"-a report of the Joint U‘SDA:NASULGG Study

Comnittee .on Cooperative _Extension, recommends that th_e work in conm-
munity and resource development by the Cooperative Extensioh be expanded
nearly three t:Lmes ‘that of the present level by 1975 ‘

| In. 1966 a- Conmum.ty Development Specialist for -the Montana
Cooperative Extensi'o_x; Servioe was assigned_ to the task Io:E‘ facilitating
and accelerating community development activities in an | eight county

South, Central Montana. area,

1Rens1s leert, Democracy in Agrlculture-Why ana How The 'Yearbool_c
of Agr:«.culture, 1940, United States Printing Off:Lce, P. 996 :

Report of the Joint USDA-NASULGC Study Committee on Cooiaeratlve
Extension, A Peoplé and a Sp:.r:.t, Colorado State University, Fort Collins,
Colorado, November, 1968, p. 55.




2 | .
ihis was the first, and hés been the only, area extgnsion assign-
ment of its kind in Montana. By 1970 seven of the eight counties were
formally organized for comﬁuntiy development. In ad&ition, a multi-
county development organization exists in the area and is known as

the South Central Montana Development Federation.

Definition of Terms

Eight County Arga - Refers to the geographic area surrounding
Billings, Mbgtang,hinqluding Yellowstone, Big Horn, Musselshell,
Golden Va;%ey, Wheatland, Sweet Grass, Sti};water, and Carbon Counties.

%tﬁ&jyiféé;i$e}eﬁ'Céﬁﬁﬁ&fAfea - Refers to the.seven countigsLig

the eight county aréé that are inpluded @n»the study and that comprise

‘the South Central Montana Dévelbp#e?i Federation.

South Central Méntané~Dé§eiQ9ﬁen£ Federation =- The multi=county

development -organization comprising all counties in the study avea.

EDA~Dié£f&é£; Eébﬁbﬁié“Develobﬁeh{~Adﬁiﬁis£réﬁiéﬁ Eistfic£<-f
An area of high-uge@ploymént designated by'tpe Federal (overnment for
special economic;defe}opmgnt_gss@stancg» ?ig Horn County is‘included
in an EDA Districtuand equuded from the stydy becgusg it is not a
member of tpg-South Central Montana ngelopment Fedgration,

. Ideptified Leaders - Community leaders identified in the study and

who comprise the population fpr the study.

Cooperative Extension Service, Cooperativé Extension,- Extension,

or CES - Refers to the Cooperative Extension Service, the off campus
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educational arm of Montana State University. Specific Extensgion person-
nel"inyolved in the study area will be the County Extension Agents in the
seven counties, and thé‘area Community Development Specialist.

:fcémmunity Resource Development, or Community Development - The

democratic-process.whereby a community, or area, defines problems and.
needs, initiates actien, and carries out action to bring about desired

change.

Citizens or ?aiﬁicipabing.Ciﬁiéehs - Those local community citizens
who have:activély participated in-community development efforts.

Executive Council - The elected (usually nine) and appointed

(usually six) men and women who serve as the executive committee of the
county-wide community development organizatien.

Résbondents; Leéderé - Those identified.community leaders whose

response Yo questions relative to the study are categorized throughout

the study. -

Study Variables - Those forty-eight responses selected from the
éurvéy quesfionpairetto analyze the data which seemed to lend itself

to the study objectives.

Review-of Literature_and Rationale for the Study -
: ~"Gonsuitations in--Community Planning and-Development' (funded)-
through the Federal Higher Educatiqn Act) was c09pefativeLy in%tiated
by Montana State Uhiyersity-énd the University of Montana in 1968. The

consultations program was designed specifically to work with selected
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areas in digcévering how to deal effeétively with change.3 Lassey and
Johnsog evaluated this program during the second year of activity by
-inter#iewigg.thOSE'individugls with some ;ecor& of participation in the
ﬁrérqgfami_ épgn;ended~qﬁes£ions were uéed,.and-fo?ty leaders -in four:
counties ﬁeié“intérviewed. Thé;fiqdipgs revealed that (1) the program
.had:madg coqéiderable'prpgrgsg durfﬁé.the'firsf yeaﬁ; (2) very few action
projects had been ‘completed,. and ( 3) substantial learning had taken.-

h'-The

plaqe; both_fdr community leaders- and university staff members.
results of their sﬁudy further indicated that "a broader public under;
stanﬁiﬁg of the planning process; and its role in development were nec;
.eséary if local peopléAWEre to have sufficient patience for the process
to work ei‘i‘ectively.“5 |
In two of four counties included in their study, local leaders
expected a great deal more initiative from the outside consultants
than‘leaagrs‘expected»in the-other two counties.6 Lassey- and Johnson

as -a result of ﬁheir study made specific recémmendations'to assist

community_ development efforts in those counties.

3Wm.'Lasséy and Hans Johnson,-"Balancing Community Development
Theory and Practice," (paper presented at the Community Development
Seminary Cut Bank, Montana, September, 1969), p. 3.

brbid., p. 29. |

Siﬁié;, p- 2.,

-6iiié,; p. 26.
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Moe, in discussing problems. of development, states that "the basic
problem in development arises out of a kind of institutional under:-
»@évelopment or the lack of social machinery people have available through

which to attack the problems which currently confront them,"7<

This would
imply that community development organizations might form part of the
needed social machinery -through which community problem solving could
be attacked. The organizational approach to community development in
the study area or the problem_solving machinefy should be examined.
?esearch to provide information for traditional Extension programs
in the physical and biolegical sciences has been effectively carried
out in controlled laboratories, plots, and pens ; = entifely separate
from Extension workers, their aundience, and-programs.8 This kind of
control and research setting seems impractical, however, for socio-
logical research as it pertains to community development. Henderspn
and Bond point out, however, that new knowledge can be gained from
seliciting responses from identified community leaders as to their
feeling about commﬁnity~develepment.- The concept of evaluation of

community development is little different in purpose or need from any

'-TEdward 0. Moe, A Sociological- Approach to Development, Selected
Perspectives for Community Resource Development, (North Carolina State
University: "Agricultural Policy Instltute), Ralelgh, North Carollna,
API Series 39,. p,-llS

. 8H A, Henderson and B J Bond “Evaluaﬁing Development Pfogramsg“

Journal of Cocperative Exten51on, Extension Journal, Inc., Volume IV,
Wo. u, (Wintev 1966), p. 238.




-6

educetional or action progra. However, evaluation of existing programs
is the-primary source of knowledge in community development,9

Cooperative Extension has a legitimate role in helping'people
.solve problems,_wherever they may live.lo Expanded resources will be
requlred if Extension 1s to fully'meet publlc needs in community re:
source development

In'studying mnlti;county development areas -in Montana, Lassey,
Williams, and Huffman stateg-that;tne seven coynty area -in South
Central Montana, toward nhich-thismparticular study is-directed, has
most of the characteristics of a visable area. -  They state that (1)
there is -a lack-of involvement of Billings‘cititens and leaders, and‘
(2) that the major citizen impetus seemed to-oome;fron-rural or small;
town people. They-concluded;that it is questionable whether an area
organlzational approach.can be successful without full involvement of
Billings leadership on one hand; and yet, domination by Billings might
be equally inappropriate. They leave this as an issue that needs care-

ful consideration.11 Their study stated that several projects are be-

lng developed which are general and of area wide interest. Thus far,

9

"Tbid., p. 233.
10, Pe0ple and a Spirit, -op. cit cit s P. 53.
11, -

. Wm., Lassey, Anne Wllllams, and Howard Huffman, Multleounty
. Development Areas in Montana, Department of Soc¢iology, Center for
Planning and Development, Montana State University, Bozeman, Montana,

July, 1969, p.. 15L4=155.
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however, most activity has been on a local county basis. .They further
report that no formal evaluation attempts have been made and the. actual

detailed planning and action processes used to accomplish goals have
10 . .

had 1little '\_exi‘sti_r_lg documentation.
- - DeBree's _s_tqd.j--,of. " Cormunity Developmént. Efforts in All of-Montana,”
discussed the area extenéion::specialist_, and the eigk}t county area in.
South Central Mon’sgn_g.-lB - His study reélfajses historically to-Cooperative
Extension's involvement in community development--efforts from 1966 to
1969 in the area. I#{c.:wevexi'z his report. is. of Extension's -involvement,
ag viewed by _-Extensién i—tse_lf s and does not-relate to how commumity -
leaders :'Ln-.t.he area view the p{*ogram'.s effectiveness. . DeBree concluded
that "there has been-~_qonsiderab;e progréss in Montana in the way people
relate to -ﬂie developments o:li' their state. . There has heen continuit.y, .
and progress in ‘the educatlonal programs -of the Extension Service which
have contributed to the publlc affairs and comtmm:.ty development
e:t‘forts.,"l)'L - | - _ : R

- -Thg Presiﬁen’p"s--Natiogal__~_Adx_risory Commission on’ Rural Poverty

recommended that to, fight rural poverty community development councils

lzi’b;d,, P k2. :

13J anes-0." DeBree s Cormnu.nl’oy Development Efforts in Mcntana,
Cooperative Extension Service, Montana o State Unlvers:.ty, “Bo zeman,
Montana,- August, 1969, p. 22-21. :

Uhid., p. 28




8
15

In

broadly representative of all interests in the area be formed.
Montana, this would mean giving educational and organizational assist-
ance ’qo many comunities not presently_ organi_;,éd in this manner. '”i".his
report further -suggesfoed tbhg.t Cooperajgive Extension restructure local
Cooperative Extension Service programs on an area development jtgas:‘Ls},l6
Before considering such restructuring in Montana, it would seem desir-
able to ;E‘irst; s-’r',udy‘ the only area curre};tly structured in this manner.
-Lassey, Williams, and Hﬁfifma.n in their mulfe_i;copnty study stated
".Coopex_‘-‘ative Egtehsion. and other University specialists are providj.ng
guidance in social action and commmity development.processes. No
formal attempt has been made to evaluate the effectiveness of commue- .
nity development activities, and little docﬁmentation eﬁs’cs related to
the detailed planrﬁ;ng‘ and action processes actually-used to accomplish
g;oalsc.‘,’-:li7 One. can .;:onclude from their study that-a general need does.
' e}d.S'b‘ for research to.-determine the relative effectiveness of community
development activities now underway in Montana. Specifically, there is
a.ﬁeed for -evaluation of the -approach in the seven county area. Bvalu-

ation is needed to provide implications for Cooperative Extemsion to

1 5geport of the President's National Advisory Commission on Rural
Poverty, The Peoplé Left Behind, (Govermment Printing Office, Washington,

D. C., September, 1967), D. 127.
16

Tbid., p. 129.

17Wm. Lassey, Anne Williams and Howard Huffman, E’B' cit., p. L2.
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better serve community development efforts in the area. This study

will provide data for program determination if and when Cooperative

: Extensiog places increased emphasis on community development in other

Montana aress.

- - Major Objective of the Study

~This study is intended to contribute to a clearer understanding -
of community-development activities and related Cooperative Extension

assistance in a seven county S8outh Central Montana area.

Spetific Objectives

1. To determine how selected community leaders view community
development and community deve:_l.opmen’_o activities. -
: 2 - To .evaluate the effeetiveness of the Coopérative Extension

Service in contributing to commmity development efforts.

- - Limitations of ‘the Sﬁi&j‘
- There are certain limitations which are inherént when conducting
a study of this type and which affect the study to some degree. The

following factors are considered limitatioms of the study.

1. It is recognized that woluntary community development organi-
zations have rela'tively intangible major goals, and t._c_) Iﬁeas_t;re goal

atbainment of such organizations is d.if:fi‘icu:l."c,18 It is believed:

Wy eith W, _Warnér, "Problems, in Measuring, the Geal-Attaimment of.

Voluntary. Qrgaxiii.fzé}'bionsi,“ Selected Perspectives for Community Resource
Development, Agricultursl Pelicy Institute, North Carolina State
University, Raleigh, North Carolina, API Series 39, p. 30l.
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a. that-leaders in the Billings area have had sp_.ffigienfc in-

volvement:in community deve;opmept jco have feelings that-: can be identified.

b. . that citizens will respond to questions about their commun-
ity, their community needs, and community experiences.. o

-2+ It is-recognized that this study.mgames 1ead¢rs feelings .at
one point,in time .only -and. .does not give a basis for measuring change
in people's feelings over time. : _

- 3., It is reéognized ‘that the study results are 151nited to the -
feelings of identified community leaders 5- and does not give pespdnses'
of all citizens, or. cross representation thereof. =

L. Tt is regognized that the public stereotype of Extension is.
quite traditional ana that identified coy_ﬁnunity leaders ;né.y not v:Lsual-
ize-an extensive role on the part of Extension in community resource

development. 19 _

~~

—

9Vernon W Larsen s "Soc:.al Psychology and- Commum.ty Develepmen’o "
Selec’ced Perspect:.ves for: Conmmnl’cy Resource Develof pment , Agricultural
Policy Institute, North Carolina State UNiversity,. _1ale:|.gh9 North
Carolina, API Series 39, p. 138.




CHAPTER II

DESTGN AND CONDUCT OF THE STUDY

0 Beglndibroech s - .
The methodolog_y for -_desigzﬁ_ng this study- was- closely- ;ﬁ;e_lated_-jgd
th_jcli'l'{-- of- Regional Proj‘ect-ﬂ;].OS, 1_’hase II.[‘:l - funded by the Agricultural
Ebcperimae_ﬁt Station, Montana State University, Bozeman,,-__-Mpntana,:} -

Methodology was also influenced-by the Cooperative Extension Service,
Agricultural Education -at-lMontana-State University, Bozeman,-Montana.
Phase T-of the Ten State-Regional Project W-105 exam:n_ned the

variety of mgljgfi%cpur;ty and special development orgamnizations in

Monta.nabz -As a result of- th:j.s sﬁudy t@.e eig]gt coun?y area in-»South:
Central Montana, and ‘specifi@aliy the seven counties in mg.grga cgm;:-_
Pris:‘ing the:Southl._..Ger_:Etral l_{[ontana ,Beyel@pmgntz- Federation, wasg selected
" for the. Phase II segment-of the-ten-state ;s‘c,udy.,,3 ] |

- - - Phase .I1 of the Regional.Projects as funded, contemplated ji_:.fe:;‘»

views _of approximately 100 leaders in the study area. The interview

- L RESEARCH PROJECT STATEMENT, Regiondl Project W-105, PHase II,”
Projeect Title: " Criteria for Defining Rural Development Areas, filed
in office of Center for Planning and Development, Montana State
University, Bozeman, Montana, December, 1969. . -

2. Lassey, Anne Williams, and Howard Huffman, 62, cit., p. leh. _

3RESEARCH PROJECT STATEMENT, op. cit.




contents generally defined by the regional technical comﬁittee‘ involved
questions relating to the characteristics of the community leaders a:qd.
their viewpoints toward area development. The regional study is partic:
. ularly concerned with definitions of understanding .of multi:county dé:

velopment concept, and suggestions for pfocedure in an area development

h

approach. - _
| The method of .determining the pobulation sample was dictated by

the Regional Project; however, much latitude was granted. in interview
question formulation to allow the researcher to develop questions that

would correspond with the objectives of this study.

. Léz;.der ideﬁtifiéatibn -

Approximately 100 leaders in the study areé. were. the proposed popu~-
lation for the study. Therefore, the first phase of the study was de:-
termining the commmity leadership.

Freeman, et al, when discussing the lecation of decision makers at
the cammunity -level, state jehat "Polsby has translated the conments of
the critics into a set of operational guides for research. He.(Polsby)

has_ suggested that a.satisfactory study of community leadership must

-

hzbi}_@ , p. 1.




: 13
involve a detailed -examination of the whole decision<making process as
it is exhibited over a range of ;’gs'su.es."5

This approach would necessitate specifyiﬂg each issue, all persons
involved, all persons; intentions, and the extent and nature of all
persons'! influence, if any. This approach represents an ideal that
might be used as a tool to think about the. process of communiﬁy leadeéi
ship; However, as a research strategy this.approach raises many prob;
lens for empirical application'entailing elaborabe observational pro-
cedures of behavior and-cost,6 Ce -

Freeman suggests that most authors of coﬁmunity leadership studies
have been willing to make basic assumptions in order to achieve a wo?k;
able research design to determine community leadership. Common basic -
assumptions are -as follows:

(1) Active'participafion~in decision making ié leadership. .

(2) Formal authority'ié leadership. -

(3) Leadership is-a-necessary consequence of social activity-

(L) Reputation for leadership is superior to examining leader-

_.ship as such, because of the complexities of 1ead.ershi;p°7

. 'SLinton C. Freeman, Thomas-J. Fararo, et:al, "Locating Leaders, in
Local Communities: A Comparison of Some-Alternative Approaches," The
Search for Community Power, edited by Willis D. Hawley and Frederick M.
Wirt, Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1968, p. 190.

6pid. , p. 190.

TIi)id. k] po 190"’1910
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The reasoning of. the proponents of research design built around
assumption (L) suggests that all of the more direct approaches neglect
one or another key dimension of the leadership proecess. They turn to |
informants from within the community itself.. Steps are taken to ihsure .
that informants are iﬁdeedlinforme§. For example, positional leaders
are questioned to develop a list of reputed leaders or influentials;
then the reporpedfinfluentials dre polled to éetermine top--leaders.
In such cases it is reasomable to supposé’the grossly uninfdrmed de not
get included.B-

Powers lists steps in determining community leaders by the repu-

tational technique. First, knowledgeables must be selected, then intef;
viewed, and. interviews summarized, or tallied.” |
Issue areas are selected that are related to current cbﬁgérn§ With;
in the commnpity.lo Normally these are agyicultufe, educatien, indus:
trial developmenti-and general community gffairs. In every case the'
researcher seeks information about those persons who are perceivéd to

have power in the general affairs of the community. Kﬁowledgeables

(informants) usually. include bankers, editors, extension workers,

8rhid., p. 191.- . . S

Ronald C. Powers; Identifying the Community Power Stricture, North
Central Regional Extension Publication No. 19, NCRS-5 Leadership Series
No. 2, Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa, November, 1965, p. 8~10.

loiﬁié., p. 9.
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secretaries of chambers of commerce or similar organizations, local

government officials and the like. T

Knowledgeaples are interviewed by formulating questions to de-

termine the reputed leaders of the comm.l'mity_._l2

After they have been
interviewed, the names of the reputed power actors for each issue area
are tallied. - Depending on the number of knowledgeablés interviewed,
the names of. those .showing atlleast twice.and preferabiy three or more
times; are considered power actors (dr leadgrs) in theicommunity,
Reliability of this method can be checked by interviewing the tép
legdership named by knowledgeables with the same questions used to dé:
termine reputgd leaders. If persons named_by the leaders élosely dﬁ;
plicate the list already tallied, Powers-séyé you can assume the ident;

ified leaders list to be quite accurate.13

L. : - Insirument Development

cae e e

The interview instrument (ScheduleIG'a Apﬁendixiﬁ)‘was designed
around the -central purpose éndAppefnatﬁFe of the specific;objegtiveg
outlined iﬁ;Chapter L. ?he specific nature of Regional Project W:105,
Phase II, discussed'previously in this chapter, influenced the design

of the instrument to accomplish data collection for this study.

llibid.s p. 9.
12ibé.l.do s pa '9.
13i5£&., p. 10.
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The interview.instrument (Schedule G-=- Appendix A) was.pre-tested
with three county, ag,ents';and four ci’qizens in f_i}he study area-and Wq‘.th
two- fellow graduate studénts, ':;I‘c; was alse reviewed by pegsonnei of the
Center- for Planm’ng-'axj.g -Devéiopment, Montana ~Svt§te:;Uhive_I_'si;ty.. :_While
pre-testing the- mstrument, the mtemew process was ‘timed to deter-a
mine pro;jected :Ln'bemew length, a.nd whether- instrument . length- adgust-
n;ents.would__be neecessary. - For;ty@flve to sixzty mmutgs ‘appeared jco be

the range of interview.t:}me required. It was determined that this

length would not be prohibitive.

- .- 5;133. Coll’eé‘biéﬁ

.Datg, Was collected-by the-“.u.se— o{‘ the in’r;erview.. instmmept (Schedule

G, -Appendix A). The -instrument ﬁas .completed. by interviewers who inter=

viewed community leaders selected for the.study populatiom. - .-~ -

-+ Seven. interviewers were hired and trained. | AlY interviewers re- -
sided in the- study area; -however; they did. not mtemew respondents in
the:Lr mmed:l_ate area mth Whom they were acqua,inted -Two days ‘Were.
spent -training the. seven interviewers inm.the art.of asking questions,
probing, editing, and in{,erview. completion.. -Toward the end of .the -train-
ing, practice sessions were arrangéd with stré:ilgers who -were non;stl}dy
;‘espanden'bs., -Evaluation. of tra:i.z_:a.in.g .g.nd trainee's progress.ﬁas :a. nec-
essary part of_\the training. The Center for P.lamzigg and Development

,

toek major responsibility for thq training.
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Training was completed on-Febmary 13, 1970, amnd interviewers.began
obt_a_Lining interviews on-February 16, 1970. All interviewers were check~-
ed at tljle-.-end of their first or second completed interview by the super-
visor of field ‘Woxjk. All T;ﬂ'ei‘e given evaluation and suggestions before
completing -the-:ir assignments at this time. All interviews were ob-
tained by the. end .of the first week except in one county, where they
were completed the followifzg__weeku .

The field supervisor attempted to contact approximately 33%_—_017 all
respondents with a.follow-up -short interview (thedule D - Appendix &)
-eit}f}ér;in person. or-by telephone to-validate the .original. interview.
Those seleéted for ._the follow-up interview were randomly- chosen from
those -interviews cc;:ppleted by the interviewers. . Validation ﬁas c,om-;
pleted on somc; _cc’)mpléted interviews as-soon as possible i‘olloﬁ:‘i.-ng cot=
pletion- to-insure-interviewer competence. i
Analysis of study procedure is shown in table form in Appendix B,

. Analysis of Data

- . To increase the spped with which statistical calculations could be-
made, the iptérview séf;lgdules ‘(the?ggzules ¢ and D, Apl?end;ix_._a) were coded
:m Fo;;rtran_.:for 'bhe' Sigmé. 7 Qomputor, All daté were':-coded and placed on
code sheets; then data cards were punéhed-&i:g'ec-’gly from the code sheets.

.. The progra:ﬁ used pr’ovi'ded' frequency distribution of data and per;

cent of each, means of data, and standard deviations of means. First,
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analysis-was made of this data, and table analysis completed te provide

a basis for selecting further tests to check for correlations and de~

termine significance of cerrelations.




CHAP'I_‘ER IIT

- -PRESENTATION OF-DATA

.. To facilitate presentation, data were divided into the following.
four major categories: (1) background information of respondents, (2)
how respopdentsiview community development and-commuﬁity development
activities.at the local level,-(3)-how respondents view community-de;
velopment and. community development at the multi;cougty~level, and (k)

how respondents- view Cooperative Extension Service assistance in com-

munity development.

éaékgroﬁgd ihforﬁation 6f'§éé§6naents

~--. The data collected provided essential backgrouﬁd material -about
respondents. The population.-sampled was leaders, and the background -.
informationxgave-characteristics of-fhi§ group.- Thus the da%a allowed
a.comparisqn;between.leaders»in each. county, and the total for all
leaders-interviéweq in-t@eustndy'arga,

- Table 1 summarizes the~1968”totalufamilyhinca@e of respondents.
before taxes. Itwpoints.out:that-respondents“7family-income~was-then
1arge§t~in Yellowstone Qoun?y fg;lowed-berheatland-andnGolden~Valleyu
Countigs. Carbon and Sweet Grass County leaders-had fhe_lowest family
income;-however,- three leaders did-not respond.-to the income- question

-in Sweet. Grass County. --Average income of all respondents was within

the $11,000-$12,999 range.




TABLE 1

RANGES OF TOTAL FAMILY INCOME OF RESPONDENTS BEFORE TAXES (1968)

N=102
4 5 6 7 8 9
$5000 - [$7000 - [$9000 - |$11,000 -|$13,000 -[$15,000 [Mean
$6999 $8999 $10,999 |$12,999 ($14,999 |and over [category |.
: 7 response
County N. No. % |No. % |No. Z |No. % |No. % |No. 3
Carbon 12 - — |3 25,0 4 .41 8311 833 250 6.75
Golden Valley 8 - — | 2 25.0 {-- — |1 12.5 | 1 '12.5 4 50.0 7.62
Musselshell 11 - -~ | 2 18,21 2 18.2 ] 2 18,2 | 2 18.2'| 3 27.2 718
Stillwater 11 2 18.2 12 1821 9.1 9.1 |- -- | 5 45.4 6.91
Sweet Grass 8 - — |1 12.5 {4 50,0 1 12.5 |-= --"| 2 25.0 6.75
Wheatland 9 ol a1 111 110 | 2 222 | b Whs | 7.78
Yellowstone 9 1 2.6 |2 5147 17.9]1 2 5413 7.7 2% 61.6°] 7.95
Total Response 98 3 3.1 113 13.2 119 19.4 | 9 ‘9.2 9 9.2 {45 U5.9 7.46
No Reéponse 4 7 T
Total 102 .

0c
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Of interest .is. the age of identified-_ county leaders who are the

respondents for this study. Table 2 points out that leaders are older

TABLE 2

AGE IN YEARS OF RESPONDENTS

. .A-_=1C_)27.__L ..

N I IR M A IOV MR AR P
IPVIPVINE PV PRI Ry ) o6 Mean
o 26-35 36-h5 6=55 5665 - over 66 catesory]
T } ' , Tresponseé
"*'qu;}§y--*N:"'N0':"'- ~%1No. - -%1No:- -l%--"Np: % Nov---"%§- - --
Carbon 12 }-- == | 2 16.6| 5 L41.2 |5 Lls2 ==  «=| L.25
Golden g
Valley 8- =-- | 1 12.5| L 50.0| 2 -25.0 1 12.5) L.37"
ﬁuééel— "
shell 11f1 9.1 | 3 27.3| 6 54.5|-- = |1 9.1 3.73
54111~ |
water 12|1 8.3 | 6 50.0| 3 25.0 | 2 16.7 |~=  ==| 3.50
Swéc:e%
Grass 11 {2 18.2 | L 36.3} 2 18.2 | 3 27.3 |-~ --| 3.5L
Whéa%— )
land- 9 p- = 2 22,212 22,213 33.4}2 22.2{ L.55
Yellow- ] |
~~stone~ -39-f 3-~7:7-~[12--30:8~| -9~ -23:1- |10--25:6-|5-"12:8{ 405~
“-Totals-102- 7 ~6:9- 29 - 28l 31:'30?h‘:26“j25:5“‘f9’**§78‘f“h:@@““

in Wheatland County, with the average age falling betweequorty-six ard

fi_fty«-ifivg .

Leaders are -younger-in-Stillwater, _Sweet Grass, and

Musselshell Counties. In these counties the respondents! average ages
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fall within the thirty;six to-forty-five years-of-age category. The
average age for all respondents in the study falls within the middle
of the forty-six-through fifty-five years-of-age range..-
How long have the people identified as leaders livediin a commu-

nity before being identified as a leader? Table 3 indicates that,

TABLE 3

RESPONDENTS' LENGTH OF RESIDENCY IN THEIR COMMUNITY

ae - - _ . N=102
B n_nj. ) " dog g ;,w.-_,7...nﬁrigft;._
vcb=6 - - 7-9 0 -1-10=20 |- 21-LO "} hﬁé . Lzzggg;y

JEesponse

Gounty N. INo.  #|Wo. % [No. % |No. % |No.

CCarbon 12| 1 8.3| 1 8.3|3 25.0| 5 Lu7 2 16.7 5.50

Golden - . .
Valley 8- ==| e == = | 2 25.0] 6 75.4 6.75

Miissel- ' .
shell 11 j-- o e I 18.2 1 5 Ls.h| 4 36.4 6.18

Stille
water 12| 1 8.3 1 8.3] 2. 16.8} L 33.3| L 33.3 5.75
Sweét . )

Grass 11| 2 18.2 | =- -=| k4 36.4 1 2 18.2 ] 3 27.94 5.36
Wheate
land. - 9 -- o | == {1 11.2¢ 4 Wbk} 4 Lh.W 6.33

&ellowu
- stone ~39-t-1--10:3-4-~h -10.31{-5-- 12.8-{13 337313 ~33:3}~5:69~

“-Totals-102-f -8~ ~7:8~| 6 - 5.9{17--16:7-{35 3l.3"| 36~ *35.3}-5:8L--
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of all respopdents, the average iength of residency in their community»
is in the upper end of the ten through twenty year range. Leaders have
lived longest in-theif-commnnity:in Golden Val}ey County,ufolloweq by
leaders. in Whetland County. - Length of residency is shortest in Sweet
Grass Cpunty followed by leaders in Carbon County. ‘ |
Respondgﬁ@s were asked if they would move from thgir communities.

Table L shows that in three counties (Golden Valley, Musselshell, and

. TABLE L
RESPONDENTS' FEELING OF PERMANENCY IN THEIR TOCAL COMMUNITY

. %_Z_LQ?

:mf-‘ o =t - ¢ - Would-movef Uncertain-.| -Permanent 4

_Gounty ... . _ N. | No. % | Ne. . % | No. %
Carbon . ... 12 1 8.3 |- - |11 917
Golden-Valley -8 - - - = -8 100.0
Musselshell i1 - o= = -= | 11 100.0 .
Stillwater. 12 - - 1 8.3 |11 91.7
Syeet-Grgss 11 ] - = 1 9.1 10 90.0
Wheatland - 9 e =} e | 9 100.0

Yellowstone ~~38-~[ -1~ 2:6~" ~| =6 ~"IBrh |31 ~-79iGe - om
Totals- 0L | 2 20 |8 7.8 |9 89.2

.....No:.-res—.— ERE 1-.! ~— o R - — . P

Total 102
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Whea?land), none of the-respondents would move. They were al} perm;
anent members. of their communities. In Carbon County 8.§ pgrcentlof
the;respondents Wguld nove foliowed by Yellowstone County with 2.0
percent. Of Yellowstone County %espondents, 79.5 percent -felt they
were permanent members-o£ their-gommqnity. However, of the tota%.
respendents only two indicated they definitely would move and eight
were ﬁncgftain.-

Leadership -is commonly:suggested:asnbeing related to formal ed;
ucational achievement. When leaders were checked as to their edu-
cational level, it was evident thgt leadership and educatioﬁgl achieve-

ment..are related. Table 5 preseﬁts this information. This table

points out.that. the average respondent had some education beyond

high school. Of all respondents 17.6 percent-hake.had some college,
2.5 percent -had.completed college and--19.6 peércent had post college
graduate~educatioh. The highest -educational achievement level of

respondents is noted in Wheatlandeountyytfollowed pynCarbon-and -

' Yellowstone Counties. .In Wheatland County L.l percent of respond-

ents have had college post-graduate experience compared to no leaders

'in Golden Valley and. Stillwater Counties.

What are the occupations -of community leaders?- Do they tend to
fall at- the professional-technical: end, or at the unskilled-service
end of the continuum? Table 6 demonstrates-that. 19.7 percent of the

respondents had professional or technical cccupations and 69.6 percent




TABLE 5

FORMAL, EDUCATTONAL ACHTEVEMENT OF RESPONDENTS

o102
1 2 . 3 .4. ,‘ 5 .7 6 ' 7

Iéss Elem  |Some Completed| Some Completed |Post Mean

than completedfhigh high College follege Grad eategory

elem "{school school - " . |response
County N. {No. % [No. ¥ |No. - % No.. - g Mo % |No. 3 No. %
Carbon 12 |== o= o= == w2 16.7 | % 33.3 |5 w7 | 1 8.3 | s.417 ]
-Golden Valley 8 |-- - |- — | 1 12,512 25.0 3 37.5 é 25;0 _— -~ | 4750
Mgsselshell' 1M |-— =11 9.1 |2 18.2 |4 36.4 o 2 -{8;é 2 18.2 4.545"
Stilluater 12 |- = |- == -5 M7 {3 250 |4 333 |- - | ko1
‘Sweet Grass 1M == == |1 911 9113 2732 1841 9.1 3, 27.3 4909
Wheatland § - — 11 11.2 |~- - '2_'22.2 — .2 22.2 »-4, 4y 5.556
Yelléwsfone 39 2 5112 5112 51|8 20616 15.4» 9 23.1 110 25.6 5.077
Total 102 2 2.6 5 4916 5.9(26 25.5 18- 17.6 25 '24.5 20 19.6 5.oé9

Ge .
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were managers -or proprietors. Three- respbndents --report_ed- being cleriecal
or. sales workers-and they -are-located ene each in Sti;!.lwate{-'y Sweet -
Grass and Yellowstore Counties..-There were.-no-i-leade'rs-"identified--‘—w:;‘ith
occupations in-the-craftsman, foreman, operative or unskilled~ser?ice
industries. Tour housgwives and four"retired‘persons were identified

as leaders.

TABLE 6

. .QCGCUPATIONAL LEVEL QF RESPONDENTS

PY6¥essional | Maiager |Clerical| Housewife|Retired
B 1 techniead - - '.prmp_:t'j::w sales~ v el e
-+ County- N, Neo: % “{No:~~ ~FINov~ - ~FNo=~ "“',%" No. ™ -
Carbon 2| 2 167 |9.75.0) == |1 83|~ -
Golden-Valley -8 |- - 8 100.0] == ==j== == o= o
Musselshell 11 L 36.4 6 54.5) cu == e == 11 9.1
Stillwater- 12 | 1 8.3 |9 75.1] 1 8.3] 1 8.3 |-
Sweet -Grass 11 3  27.3 7 63.6f 1 9.l]-= ce Joo o
Wheatland.. -9 | 3 33.3 5 55.6] == eadee - |1 11,1
~~Tellowstone ~~~39-—F-7 --18:0 - -427- 69:2f--1~2:6} 2"~ "Brk-f-2=-5:3
Totals— - - -102-|20-~19:7 - {71 -6956] 3 2e9| b - 39 |h3w9

.The third approach to leadership identification as defined by

Freeman, et al, "assumes that leadership is a necessary eonsequence
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of sociallactivity.l They conclude that the extent of activity in com~

munity.organizations has an impact upon community change, and activists

I3
?

are leaders.

. Powers reaches a similér‘cogciusion'when he states that "Power .
actors (community leaders) have been_gctiVe in.commnnity affairsa have
been or .are members of. community groups, gnd have held or do hold‘posi:
tions of fofmal authority in ?hése.groups°“2 S

‘Tables 7, 8, and 9 reporf respondents’ scocial activity in their
communities. -

Table 7 reports that om the average each respondent belongs- to-
5.8h-communit¥ organizations. -Réspondents,ig'Wheatlgnd.gouniy-belopg
to the:most organigations ;; 7.67 on the average. Identified leadéfs
belonging to the least number of organizations were from Sweet Grass
County with b.82.- - - - -

. . Table 8.indicates -the number of elective-officgs.held by reSpond;
ents at the time of the interview. of ail the respendents 29.L percent
held.one office; 2L.5 percent held two. offices, 13.7 peré@nt held three
- offices, a@déh{9 percent heldnmore:than-feurioffices.-.

- Tdentified lsaders not h@l@ingman elective efﬁice-accounted-fer-

27.5 percent of the total. This daja would indicate that in terms of

- -~

1 " e
Linton C. Freeman, Thomas J. Fararo, et al, op. cit., p. 191.

%Ronald G. Powers, op, Cit., p. 8.
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TABLE 7

NUMBER OF COMMUNITY ORGANIZATTONS TO WHICH RESPONDENTS BELONGED

W=102
R EE k 5 6 | 7 8 9 | R

'Couﬁty N. ’No. % |No. % |No. % No. % |No. % No. % |No. % |No. % |No. % L
Carbon 12 - — |- - |1 8.2 12 16.7 2‘ 16.7 | 3 25.0 | 2 16.7 |- -—- 2 16.7 | 5.92
Golden Valley 8 |-= = |-= = |1 12.5{1 12.5] 2 25.0 | % 50.0 [-- =l = |= | 5.3
pusselshell 11 f== == |1 9.1 |- —=]2 18211 9.1| 4 36.3 —~ |1 9.2 18.2 5.91
Stillwater 12 |-- — - — 12 16,72 16.7| 2 16,7} 3 25.0({ 1 8.2 2 16.7 {-- - 5.42
Sweet Grass 11 |- - |1 9.1 |1 9.1 ]2 1824 36.3]2 18.2 |- |1 9.1 ]-= 4,82
Wheatland 9 i-- e e -— |- =11 M1 11T 11| 3 3331 3 33.3 7.67
Yellowstoné 39 1 25|11 253 7.714% 10.3]6 15419 23.1] 6 1541 3 7.7 6 15.4 5.95
Total 102 9.8113% 12.7 5.84

1 1.0 3 298 7.9|13 12.7 |18 17.7 |26 25.5 [0 9.8 |10

8ec
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TABLE 8

NUMBER OF ELECTIVE OFFICES HELD BY RESPONDENTS

N=102

, Oheri' Two Three : Four Five or |Holds ..
.office |offices_|offices_|offices |more ~ |mo_ . &
~ - S offices joffices
*-Gounty - N:-{Nov -%No:  -&iNo: ' %iNo. -#No:- ~HNo. - %
Carbon 12§ 3 25.0f b 33.3] 3 25.0| == == == w-=| 2 16.7
Golden ‘ |
Valley 8] 2 25.90 1 12.5] 2 25.0| 1 12.5| == ==| 2 25.0
Mﬁssel= °
shell ., 11| 3 27.3] 2 18.2| 2 18.2| == --| 2 18.2} 2 18.2
S5till- o
water 12 3 25.0} b 33.3] 2 16.7]| == ==| == ==| 3 25.0‘
Swééf
Grass 11} b 364 3 27.3] 1 9.0f ==  -=] =~ ~=] 3 27.3
Whédt-
land -- 91 5 55.6f 1 11.1] == ==] == ==|-- ==| 3 33.3
Yellow- |
-~ stone 39-110--25:64107-25:6{ b~ ~1073 |- 2~ 512 ==~ -==|13 -33:3-
L_--‘_Eotaj:s: - 102130~ é9;_tﬁ 25~ - 2k 5 L -- 13073~ -evg |2 210287 -27:5-

organizational 1eaderships.72.5 percent of %he identifies leaders held

one oy more .offices.

As some measure of social activity 2 question was. asked to .ase..

certain -the ﬁumber of meetings attended-each month on_the-averagé.by

respondents. Table 9 suggests that respondents iﬁ'Wheatland County
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TABLE 9

NUMBER OF MONTHLY COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT MEETINGS
ATTENDED BY RESPONDENTS

- - JN=102. .

Lo 3 "k 5 D7 |Mean—

| Oné or | Two Three | Four Five 5ix or | cate~

“less o S SRR S * - T“imore | gory- -

' e~ "
County ~ N -No. ~~%|Nox -% No= ""%‘N‘GT - %l Nox - B No. - ~g} SPORSES.
Carbon 12 =- -= 5la.74 1 8.3 325.00 1:18.3] 216.7} L.50

‘Golden H "

Valley 8 337.5].225.0f 3 37.5|-= ==}-= ~=f-= -=f 3.00
Mussel- , ‘ ,
| shell 1 --  --| 327.3(-- -l 1 91 218.2| 5 LS. 5.55
Still- | | “ A
water 12l 216.71 1 8.3 1 8.3} 2 16.71 1 8.3f{ 5 51.7f 5.17

Swe:éf,

Grass 1] 218.2) L 36.3 ©+ 9.1} 1 9.1]-- -~} 3 27.3] L.18
Wheat- . ‘

land -- Y == mmfem eefee el 111010 2 22.2) 6 66.7] 6.56
YelloW-A :

-stone -~ -~ "39 ~"1--2:5776:15:hf -4 1073}~ 7:17:9{ -1 - 2:6120 51:3] --5.56
“Totals: 102 8--7.8{21 20.6/10-~9:8}15 1h:7 7 6:91ba-4o:2)--5.18-

attended :the_ most-meetings related te community improvement.. - They

attended between five and six meetings each month. ‘Identified leaders

in Golden Valley County .attended -two meetingé each month which.‘-was the.

lowest number of meetings attended in the area studied. The average of
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all:respondents-was“siightlywoverffour meetings each month. Forty-ore

respondents attended six. or more meetings each month related te comm -

nity developmentf The data presented shows. only meetings attended. that

were related to community improvement, .and it is possible further- social

activity was achieved by meeting attendance at organmizations not di-

rected to some phase of community impfovement.

'éommﬁniff_@éveiobﬁeﬁi»andQCoﬁmunit&iDévelopméﬁ%

Aotivities ab the Local Level

- - A major.concern of’tyis-étudy»was-té determine how identified‘lead:
ers. viewed- community development as a concept, and how they viewed com:
munity -development efforts.- g

It was thus“important to ascertain how knowledgeable respondents
were of county;wide gevglopment.efforts-in-their.countiesf - -

.Tgble 10 sﬁow§athat when .asked if a Devélgpment-@rgapigation
existed in their county 77.5 percent of all eaders- responded that -
there was sucgian-orggn;zation. In‘Carbop, Musselshell, Stillwater,
and Sweet Grasg Counties- all respdgdents.indicated suchnan-organi;
zation existed; it is true that. such grganizatioqs»did.exist:in these
counties. However, a county%wide development organization-did not
exist in Golden Vélley County--and resROpdeﬁts were knowledgeable of
this- fact. -The county-wide chamber program Was operational in - -

Wheatland County and 66.7 percent of the respondents were aware of
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TABLE 10

IS THERE A COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATION

IN RESPONDENT'S COUNTY
. e -NZ102. . -

o h " ) "NG' RS “":I:Iflcért'ain" S ‘“Y'esl“ S e
*'""GQE.'_I:I'FY‘ . 1N - ...No_.. - ———— _._%, NO"_!‘_ - - %‘ _.'Nb_._ - - - _%_, ]
Carbon .- 12 | - R - -~ | 12 100.0
Golden Valley -8 6 75.0 2 25.0 - —
Musselshell 11| == - = - 11 100.0
Stillwater. 12 | - I . - | 12 100.0
Sweet Grgss 11 e — —— - 11 100.0
Wheatland - 9 1 11.1 2 22.2 6 66.7
““Yellowsténe el 1° A R ~g=- =207 5-. RN ..,h,_ R T 1?7, SR ,,,69.17.2-—».

~Totals™ - --3027

I - IS s e

L AU S Rt At -

this. Twenty-seven rgspondents,_or:69,2 percent indicated a -county-

wide organization.existed in YeIlowstone County. -

Table-11-demonstrates--that seventeen respondents -did not -answer

the question concerning membership  in a county-wide development organ-

ization. -Table:10: shows that fifteen respondents indicated that there

was. no such organizatbtion in their community, and these fifteen were

not invited to answer the gquestion. summarized.by ?able‘ll-(Appendix A,

Schedule C, Question 32). In addition two leaders did not respond.
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TABLE 11

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS WHO ARE MEMBERS OF
COUNTY-WIDE DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATIONS

. ... N=102 _
No-have never | Have been Presently a
- “"beer” a-member- [ ~a-member 1~ member-- -~ --
<-.-.,;Gom.b}z..,.\. e .._x-—m.._ TSI N “NO ; ) —._%. P NO.' - . ..%\ NO; . e e % -----
Carbon 12 2 16. 7 - - 10 83.3
Golden Valley -2 1 50.0 - ~- 1 50.0,
Musselshell 11 3273 | e - 8 72.7
Stillwater- 12 1 8.3 2 16.7 9 75.0
Sweet . Grass 11 3 27.3 2 18.2 6 54.5
Whea'b—l—?nd:—- 6 e i ‘wama - o - emem . 6 l@@.o
**Yellowstone™ =" 3L~ [~10" ~~32:3" == | ~§-=~16,1 - |-16-~ <516~
Total Response 85 20 23.% 9 10.6 56 65.9
--No-Respomse-~ - 17~ "-f* - s
|-rotar - - o102 - | - -

. This left only éigﬁt&ifive respondegtsuto‘the question.

As shown in Table 11, 76.5 percent of the respondents who were
aware of organized county-wide development had been or were at the
time of thé interview members of such organizations. This implies
that a fairly high level of the identified leadership had been in-

voived in community development activities.
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Reviewing Table 10 and 11 it can be ascertained that the two re-.

spondents ip Go;den Valley County who were reported uncertain in Table

10 were just not aware.of what organized community development was.

-Table 12 shows that the twenty respondents who replied megatively
in Table 11 as to their membership? were ad@ed to the list of non-
respondents in Table 12.. This left. a..balance éf sixty=five- identified
leaders to rate their gegree of participat%on ip develogment organizapions.

As presented in Table 12, 35.L percent.of all -identified community
leaders, who. had been, .or were memberé of commuﬁity development.organa
izations,-rgted theirnpartiéipation as--active, and 32.3 percent rated
their participation-as very gcﬂivea~-The-one—requnse from Golden- .---
Valley County was ignored because there,wéé no--development--organization
in,tha§.cgun§y. -By--this me§§ure5$Wheat}and County-respondents-we$é the
most active while Sweet-Grass-Gbunpg respondents- were the least éctive.
- - - -Of- the sixty;five.idenyified community leaderS'Who were members
of‘cemﬁnnity-deve1opment,orgapizations, sigtymthreé‘responded by
listing -their length of:sepvicento such erganizations.

-Table lB-displayé that on.the -average -all respondents- had been
activg.in their community.development organization thrge.years» e
IgngringuGolden Vélleylcogn;y, WheatlgnduGounty:respondeptsuhad the
1ongest.penur93 agdistillwatermleadgps;hgd the shortest tenure. All

identified leaders who knew there ﬁas-a county-wide development
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TABLE 12
DEGREE OF:ACTIVENESS OF RESPONDENTS IN DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATIONS

N=102 .

o D it T AU e e M= |

‘Néver Adtive Active { Very = |Méan ---
active sometimes | active (categor,
. .. doa : - -4 respons

--Gounty=--- * N. -iNo: - % -Nov -~ % |No:----%fNe:- - %~ -

-

Carbon . . 10 |- <= | k k0.0 | 1 10.0] 5 50.0| 3.10
Golden Valley 1 |we «- |=- - | == =] 1100.6] k.00
Musselshell ~ 8 - -- | 2 25.0 [ b 50.0f 2 25.0f 3.00

Stillwater- 1l |-- - -- 3 27.2 | L 36.4] L 36.4f 3.09 |
Sweet Grass 8 |2 25.0 | 3 37.5 | L 12.5¢ 2 25.0f 2.38
Wheatland. 6 few —e |om -l |03 50.0f 3 50.0| 3.50

~-Yetlowstone - -2l-—{-I-- -h:8 ~{~6~-28:6>1-10--h776-~h ~19:0f~-2+81

Total Response 65. | 3~ L.6 J18 27.7 |23 3.u|an 32.3) 2.95

;-NoiResponse""37“4“ R i -

—-Fotal—- - '1@2 i S . e . N N -
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TABLE 13

LENGTH OF TIME RESPONDENTS HAVE BEEN ACTIVE .
IN THEIR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATION

. N=102.
.;._;[ T -« ,,-5"2&.,.. .3 PRSI (P Vh _"5 R
One year | Two Three Four Five Mean -
or less years years years years category
- “F 1- 1 or more | respons
-Cougty“-N; No: % | No. "% -{ No. %} No. " %{No. %I
Carpo§ 10 1 10.0 L Lo.0{ 1 10.0 3 30.0 1 10.0f 2.90
Goiden S .
Valley 1 |== o= |== «= fee o= o= == | 1 100.0}f 5.00 .
Mussel- g |
shell 8| 1 12.5 (= =-- 3 37.5| L 50.0}-- -] 3.25
{
Still- f
|water 11| 2 18.2| 5 LS.L} b 36hje- e- |-- -- | 2.18
Sweet _
Grass 7(1.1.3} 1 k3|3 L2.8| 2 28.6 == - | 2.86
Wheat-
land - 6 |== Ry — - 3 50.0 2 .33.3 1 16.7 3.67
Yellow-
“stone - ~20 "8 400 1L 20:0 | 5§ 25:0°|' 3 -15.0{ 3:15-
Total
Response 63| 5 7.9 {18 28.6 |18 28.6 |18 25.4L | 6 9.5| 3.00
No i
"Response~ 391~ N
~Total - 1027 - - _
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organization in their county were asked to rate the effectiveness of

the organigzation.

As displayed in Table 1k, 60.7 percent of all respondents rated

TABLE 1k

RESPONDENTS RATING OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
ORGANIZATION EFFECTIVENESS

. N=102

Very — 1Somewhat Uncertain|Somewhat Very - Mean
effective|effective ' ineffec~ [ineffec- |category
o R (O AR (bR Rl 1 5 & 2 SRR ik 5 £ -3 *ra$mm§
—Coﬁgty~_N:-Npt“*m-%“*ﬂor“““-%m Ho.~-- % tNov~ - - - 1Not-~ ~&~{~ -~
Carbon 12| 1 8.3 | L 33.3| 5 1.7 | 2 16.7 |=- == | 2:67
Golden - o ‘
Valley 2|1 50.0 |e= - 1 50.0 |[e= == (== - 2.00
Mussel-
shell 11} 2 18.2 |7 63.6 |1 9.1 |1 9.1 |- o= 2.09
Still- '
water 12| 1 8.3 |8 66.7 |m= == 3 25.0 je=  w- 2.2
Sweet o ,
Grass l1lje= = 9 81.8 |1 9.1 11 9.1 [e= == 2.27
Wheat- ‘
land .- 6{1 16.7 |5 83.3 |== == o= o= |-= = | 183
Yellow- _
stone-~ 307 e~ 2218 T6030° 7772333 32710047257 617 +{ 2263
Total - ' -
Response 844 6 7.1 p1 é0.7 15 17.9 |10 11.9 |2 2.L |2.42
No . 7 b - e ] - ) P
Response 18
mTo-ba:L_ -_.,1@2‘.’.‘“-* B e e — —_— N -t B . - e T ]
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their organizations -as- somc_aWha-'b effective and 71 pereent rated their

orga.nizatiom_; as very.»effective'..- The. de’_gree:of effectiveness was .

: rated highest in Wheatland Cdunty»,-—.foliowed by Musselshell - and Sweet:--'
Grgss Qountbieé Carbon-.and Yellows;bonelzgourrbies were the ‘lea_st effec:
ﬁive- as rated by identified leaders. Agair_;, the one Golden Valley-
response.was ignore_c@ since there Was. no organ:ization.?;n.this«coun’oy.

Respondents. were- askfa_d’_- to. select. the one local! group-y or.-‘-aéency

. ..that théy felt ‘to be the most. influential. in promoting the- develoQ:
ment and improvement..of the .community.. .Table 15.displays this data.
In this table--conmnmity. development -organizations. (county't-wide)- were
?q;h\e -one organization most often-named, Chambers of Commerce were -
second followed byl-servi‘c§ clubs. The Conmunity Development Organi-
zation- approach Wa§--ranked hi:ghest in»Muss?lshell and. Sweet Grass .
Counties. . The Chamber of Commerce was most pften listed in Yel.lowstoné
County. - In Wheatland County.the county-wide -approach to community
developmer_lt shared equal recognition with. service clubs. The five
respondents that answered in.the other category mentioned individuwals,
private groups s local businessmen and rmchers, a specific service
club, aﬁd local citizens. -

Table 16 e}@lains) that when respondents were asked to react to
the .statement that "their community is well organized for cemmunity

development," 27.lL percent of all respondents agreed and 4.9 percent

agreed strongly.




TABIE 15

THE ONE LOCAL GROUP RESPONDENTS FELT TO BE THE MOST INFLUENTIAL

IN PROMOTING THE DEVELOFMENT AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE COMMUNITY

N=102

1 2 3 ) 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

ogQ oo QQ LEQ 'QO' QW QO UJ QQ 2' [»]

%&g EE. oo B8 o . @ o o o K B oo’ . =

= 0 0 2 Q N 0 o< g Q L] =0 g% [o]

N g P ao o o P ® e [ Fh

o3 g D [*] ® [ ®

P o] [e] =1 =1 o =]

=] o [ 53 L ot

Q ot < 4]

=1
County N. {No. % |No. % | No. % | No. % |No. % {No. % 1No., - & |No. 4 No, S No. % {No. %
Carbon 121 4 334 |- e |e- -~ 1 8311 831 83|~ 12 167}~ --11 83]|2 16.7
Golden . ’
Valley 8{ 3 37.5 |-- -— |- -—1| 2 25.0|-- _—| - - - |1 12,5 2 25.0 |-= -— e -
Mussel~
shell 1M | 7 63.6 |- — 11 9.1~ — | -- — - -1 2 18.2 {1 9.1 |- I . N . -
Sti11- 4
water 12| 3 25,0 [~- R - - | 3 25.0 (-~ -— 1 8.3]-= -~ 12 16.711 8.3 |-- - {2 16.7
Sweet
Grass 111 6 54,5 {-- — 1 9.1 |- -_— |- -~ 1 2 18.2 |-= — |- FU —~ 1 9.111 9.
Wheat- ) . i
land 9l 4 Mk j_- — 1 1.2 |- — - ~— | % &k el e -~ - — |~ -
Vellow- .
stone 2|3 7.71% 103,18 45.8| 2 5.2 1t 2.6(5 12.9] 1 2.6 |4 103 |~ - |1 2.6 |- _
Total 102 130 29.5 1 & 3.9 ;21 20.7 | 8 6.9 2. 19113 127 3 2.9 |10 2.8 |3 2.9 |3 2.9 15 14,9

6¢
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TABLE 16

FEELINGS OF RESPONDENTS THAT THEIR COMMUNITY IS
WELL ORGANIZED FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

oo N=le2

) l. ] B . - , ,_2 - - - . .';3.-.”,, I S )_l: - t. ,_,_,,5. - ; R
tDisagree | Disagree | Uncertairn Agree Agree = |Mean-- -~
strongly strongly|category]
Co © ~7- - -|responsg
‘Cqupt;[“" I}I"J'NQT““‘” ‘%' N9 ‘: %' , NO;"‘" . %" O. T '%""NO‘.’" "'“""‘%“‘“‘ rooT T
Carbon 12/ 1 8.3 |5 L.7{ L 33.3 |2 16.7 |-~ - 3.08
Golden | - - - -
Valley 8|=- —= | 6 75.0 | 2725.0 [w= == fou ' - 2.25
Mﬁééel— ’
shell 1l|-= == |5 U454 == -- 13 27.3 [ 3 27.3 | 3.36
Still- -
water 12|-- -- | 7 58.3 |3 25.0 {2 16.7 == -- 2.58
Sweé% : ' ‘ '
|Grass "11(-- -- (1 9.1 |k 36.h {6 545 |-- - 3.L5
land .. 9|1 11.1 ] 2" 22.2 | 2 22.2 |3 33.4 11 11.1 3.11
éeliéwa ‘ ’ !
-stone- “~39°[ 2 - ~5:1- {18~ b6l |6~ -15 k-2 "30:8~L - ~2:6- |- -2.79--
"Tétais-legf:h:“‘§t9' éﬁw”hBTZf'?l‘“QO:é“28‘*g?:ﬁ"“S""h:9jj“’2}86*“

Mean category response indicated-leaders from Sweet Grass County

felt they were best organized for community development, followed by

Musselshell and Wheatland Counties. Golden Valley'agreed least that
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TABLE 17

RESPONDENTS REACTION ABOUT THEIR LOCAL COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
ORGANIZATION DOING SOME IMPORTANT THINGS FOR THEIR COMMUNITY

N=102

‘ [ el I L R | -
Disagree | Uncertain| Agree A'gréé o Mean“ ,
' ‘ strongly | category
- - - -1~ \—— - -~ |response-
County  N. ' To. .‘% No. .%‘ No. % | Ne. % -
Carbon 12| 2 16.7 | 2 16.7 | 8 66.6 | we - 3.50
Gc:>lden - 3 | '
Valley.~ T [ 3 h2.9 [e= -- L 57.1 | == == 3.1k
issele
Sthl 1l | == == 1 9.1 8 T2.7 2 18.2 h 09
~S-'b:i.All-‘v- b '
water 12 |« - 3 25.0 | 9 75.0 | == o= 3.75
Swé'ét h ; _
Grass 11 1 9.1 |e= a- 9 81.8 1 9.1 3.91
Whiéat- -
land -- 2 RS— 1 1.1 5 5.6 | 3 33.3 b.22
Yellow- '
~sbone™ ~v397| 37" 77|97+ 23:1 [26-66.7 1" -2:57 | 316l
Response 101 | 9 8.9 |16 15.87169 68.h | 7 6.9 3.73
No"-'
o Regponse" R T A - | I -
~TTobal - - "102- 1~ - - " N
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‘phey were well--organized. - This was expected as they did not have a

. ~

county-wide cormmz_pii?y- development prganizatipn.'

When asked if they’ thought their. locdl . comunity development or:
ganizatiop had done. some important things for their community, responci—
ents generally agree<_'1. |

Table 17 indicates that identified leaders generally felt that
their. organq’.zatioﬁs had accomp_]:ished some “important - things 1n 'fbheix_' :
respeci?ivé -communities. -A totai__of sixty;nine respondents -agreed and
seven.agreed. strongly that this was true.. Rgspondent; ‘were most posi-
tive about accomplishments in Wheatland County, followed by-Musselshell
é,nd-_Weeet Grass Counties. - Tk"xere was--more- d;‘.sagreemenfc, about- accomplish;-
menté in Golden Valley, - Ca]z-‘bon and-Yellowstone: Cgllmties;—and‘--_in that
order. -There -were no gounties wWhere -disagreemen-t was stronger than
agreement that g'levelopment orgariizat:l.ons -lriad-_ done some- ;mp0rta;1t things.

--. Should many organizations in-a community work: individually on com-
munity. improvement,- or should this. be .‘ch'ax\me;l.ed through one central
community organizatiom?- When. asked. this question, rgsppndents -gener-
ally felt that the one -central orgaﬁizatignal approach was - more de=~
sirable. - Table 18 shows that 60.8 percent of the total respondents -
agreed that central organization appréach was superior to. a more frag-
men'balv_ épproa;_:h and 29 percépt 'agreed strongly-.,- Stillwa-’ger County -
:Leader's fe]ft- stfongest in this regard... Yellowsﬂ:;one County I'éSponde;its._.
felt it was the least important. - However, all.counties were relatively

similar in response as indicated by mean category responses.
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TABLE 18

RESPONDENTS REACTION TO MANY COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS
WORKING INDIVIDUALLY ON COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT,
RATHER THAN THROUGH ONE CENTRAL ORGANIZATION

=102 . ..
R B S 230 b 5
ﬁiéégréé Disagree|Uncertain| Agree Agrg,e ~ |Mean -
strongly - strongly| category
- ‘v - [Iresponse
Gounty N.fNo: % |No: % |No: #-|Woi %-fWe: --%|- -
| Carbon 12}~ == | 8 "66.7 |== == | L 33.31-= = | 2.67
| Golden o o '
Valley 8= == |6 75.0 [o= == | 2 25,0f-e -- | 2.50
Mussel- o ‘
{shell 11j1 9.1 | 6 BhLS |-= == 3 27.31 1 9.1 2.73
Sti11-
water 12|1 8.3 |9 T75.0 |- == 2 16,7 - —— 2.25
Sweet ' : ‘ : :
Grass 1l = == 6 54.5 13 27.3 |2 18.2 == o= 2.64
Wheat-
land .. 9 k= w= S 55.6 12 22,2 |2 222w == 2.67
fellowa‘ ,
“stone  ~39-f1 2:6 422 56:l -5 12:8-10--25:67| 1 26 | 269 -
"Totals-102-13- '2:9 <162 -60:8 {10 ~9:8-425 2u:5-|- 2 -2:0-[ 262 --

- It is often heard that getting péopl_e involved .in and infprmed

about community development efforts are major preblems.

Tdentified
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communify ieqders were asked if ﬁhey thought this was a major problem
in their communities. Table 19 demonstrates that 70.6 pércent of all
respondents agreed that informing people of development activities.and
involvingtthgm in these activities were major problems.

Twenty-two leaders. or 21.6:percen§ agreed strongly that these were
major prohlems. In three counties, Stillwaier? Sweet Grass, and.
Wheatlandg 160 perqent of the leaders felt this to be péjor~problem.

All counties were quite close and positive in their reaction to the
problem.of-involv;ng gpdiinforming feople;

Respoendents Were-asked-if they thought. it- was important to attempt
some -development efforts, ®ven though it wasn't certain they would be
successful. : '

Table 20 indicates that 76.2 percent~of all respondents agreed it
was worthwhile and necessary t§ attempt development. efforts, even with
the. final devélopment effort outcome uncerta;p while 14.9 percent agreed
strongly._.Wheatland, Musse}shell8 and Sti};watgr-County rgspopdents-
agreed most often ?o-ﬁhis as indicgted by meap»category responses. In
Musselshell and Stillwater Counties 100.0 percent-of - the identified. I
legdersfagreeg.-.Carbon and Golden Valley Counties had the most rela;
tive~disagreeﬁentf- However, all counties Eeagped;pgsitively to
attempting some‘devélopment efforts even though outcoﬁes may be un-

successful.
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TABLE 19

ATTITUDES OF RESPONDENTS ABOUT GETTING PEOPLE INVOLVED AND |
INFORMED OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT EFFORTS

N=102
1. 2 B3 4 -5
| Disagree | Disagree| Uncertain Agree Agree Méén |
strongly strongly{category
1 a ' {response
County N.|No. % {No. -%- lNo.  ~% -{No. "% INo.- : %
Carbon 12| 1 8.3 fe= == |o= == |8 66.7| 3 25.0 | L.0O
Golden ' “ " ' |
Valley 8l=e - 1 12,511 12.5 {5 62.5| 1 12.5}| 3.75
Missel- o .
shell 1ll== == 1 9.1 |e= == 8 72.7 4 2 18.2 4.00
Still- ‘
water 12fe= = |ee  ee o= == N1 91.711 8.3 L.08
Sweet
Grass 1lleew o= |== == o= = |9 81.8) 2 18.2 | L.18
Wheétm '
land 9=  we fem == fe= == 16 66.7 |3 33.3] L.33
Yellow- o ‘
stone 39 ke == 2- 5.1 12 5.1 125 -64.2 }10 25:6 1 -h.10-
Tétals 102 1  L.0°| L 3:9 {3 219 |72 70.6 {22 2I.6

k.09
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TABLE 20

REACTION TO THE STATEMENT:

AND NECESSARY TO ATTEMPT SOME DEVELOPMENT EFFORTS,
EVEN THOUGH IT ISN'T CERTAIN THEY WILL

IT IS WORTHWHILE

BE SUCCESSFUL
, N=102 .
Disagree |Uncertain| Agree Agrée o Méan:”n'
- ‘ strongly |category
- T Tjresponsd
-Gounty N.© |-No. -% {No: % |Noz % [Noi - % { - -
Carbon 12 | 1 8.3|1 8.3 [10 83l |-= = |3.75
Golden Valley - -8 2 25.0f 1 12.5 | 5 62.5 |o= == 3.75
Musselshell 11 | == == |-- == |8 72.7|3 27.3 | L.27
| stillwater- 12 m= o= == = {10 83,3 | 2 16.7 | L4.17
| sweet Grass 11 | 1 9.1 1 9.1 |7 63.6|2 18.2 |3.91
Wheatland 9 Jee == | 1 11.1 |3 33.3 |5 55.6 | k.lh
- Yellowstone’ 38 Jee == 3206 Y84k 8925 1°3° 7597 hi05-
Total 4 |
Response- - 101 b 40|85 L9 {77 T76.2 |15 14.9 | k.02
No Response” ‘1
Total- -102" ~ -




b :

Is-everyone affected-by community development programs or a,:r'e-: s
only a few people affected? Respondents -Wer-e -asked. if-they felt- that
for-the most Ea.rft_, only a few people-were affected by community de;
velqpment-;prqgrgms,-. Tabl-e"-zl shows. “that of- all respondents, 49.1
pepcént disagreed.that only a--few peopie were affected by-community
devialopment ‘programs. - Di:sagreeingi strc_mély were .]_-_2.7:'pérce_r_1t of. the
leaders. Whea-?land and Swéet Grass County -leaders--disa:greed most. -
that only a few .people‘ are affected by community developmc?nt @ffor?pso»-

. The question reported -in Table 21 was-asked differently to obtain

regpondents'! reaction to Wh\z?ther they thought 'évelybody in their com.;
munity. can benefit from programs gi_'-coxmnpnifcy developmént. -ng shown:
in Table 22,. sixty-seven. 1ea_ders agreed that everybody -benefits ;‘.’rom '
comimity -development - programs. --1Twen’oy-=;‘c.hree- respond@gts: or 22.5
percent.agreed. strongly that. everybody -b'enefj.i_:s. ‘ Ir;.dica,tions-l-were
that leaders agreed more that everybody benefits, than they disagreed
that only -a few bgr;efit, |

A key to-sgccessful development using the demecratic precess is:
giving careful - attention te- ’t;he,-wislzzes.and- opinions of the people. whe
are to be affected.. - Respondents were asked if t',.hey felt that this

was a key to successful develepment.
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TABLE 21-

FOR THE MOST PART, ONLY A FEW PHOPLE ARE AFFECTED BY
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS:
" RESPONSE TO STATEMENT

N=102 .
TR P "k 5
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agrée : Mean ~
strongly strongly| category
: . Ce - "~ { response
‘Gounty- N.|No.- % |No.  --%iNo. - & No.- % [No.-~ %
| Carbon 12|--  -- 3 25,01 1 8.3 |7 58.4}1 8.3]| 3.50
Golden o _ . :
Valley ‘8] 1 12.5] 2 25,0 == = L 50.0}] 1 12.5 3.25
Mussel-. . |
shell 11} 2 18.2} 6 54.5|ee - 2 18.21 1 9.1 2.k5
Still-
water 12| 3 25.0} b4 33,3| 2 16.7 | 3 25.0 {== == 2.2
Sweet :
Grass 11} 1 9.1} 7 63.6| 1 9.1} 2 18.2 {== - 2.36
Wheat- :
land 9{1 111} 6 66.7 |e= == 2 22,2 {=m == 2.33
Yellow=- :
"stone 395 12:8-|22--56il | 2 5:1 |9 23.1°11 2.6 | -2.46~
~Total- 10213~ -12.7-{50- -49.1-1-6 5.9 {29 -28.4 1L 3.9 2.62
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TABLE 22

DO RESPONDENTS FEEL THAT EVERYBODY IN THEIR COMMUNITY CAN

BENEFIT FROM PROGRAMS OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

. N=102
2 3 5 o
Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree - Mean -
strongly | category
=1 - “T responsd
- County N, Née % No. % |No. -%-|No> - %
Carbon 12 2 16.7 [== == |10 83.3 [a«= = 3.67
Golden o - : :
Valley -- 8 2 250 |o= == 6 75.0 | == - 3.50
Musselshell 11 = == |== == | 5 b5.5| 6 5L.5| L.5L
Stillwater- 12 I 9 75.0| 3 25.01 L.25
Sweet Grass 11 -— == 1 9.1)9 681.8]1 -9.1§ L.eo
Wheatland. 9 o e 1 11.2 | L bbb 4 bhh| L4.33
Tellowstone -39° 12615 12.8 2 -61.5 [ 9 23.1°[-h:05- -
“Total 102 5 W97 -6.9 65.7 L_23 ~22:5 | hio5---

Table 23 indicates that 65.7 percent of--the total.-respondents

égreed.thatnoneiof the-keys to successfql-commﬂnity development was

to pay careful attention to the wishes and .opinions ef people who

would be affected by. such programs. Twenty-three leaders or 22.5

percent agreéd strongly. Identified leaders felt strongest about
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TABLE 23

A KEY TO SUCCESSFUL DEVELOPMENT IS TO PAY CAREFUL ATTENTION TO
THE WISHES AND OPINIONS OF THE PEOPLE WHO WILL BE
' AFFECTED: REACTION TO STATEMENT

_ ~ N=102 )
R ) T
TDisa.greé 'Uncertai'nv Agree | Agree '~ |Mean
strongly | category
e ‘[ response
County -- "N. | No. “41-Nov--- %|Nos - "'%*de:‘ e -
Carbon 12 | == -] 1 8.3|11 9;q7 e e | 3,92
.| Golden Valley 8 |=- --] 1 12.5| 6 75.0| 1 12.5 " ).00
Musselshell 11 | 1 9.1 2 18.2}| 6 54L5| 2 18.2 | 3.82
Stillwater. 12 |-- == | 2 16.7|10 83.3 (== == | 3.8k
Sweet Grass 11 _— = 1 9.1| 7 63.6{ 3 27.3 4.18
Wheatland 9 |m= emfe= -= | 5755.6| L L.k Lilk
~Yellowstone ~ 39" | L:-10:34 3 ~»7:7~?2u~-61;5~?-$~m20:5~4w~3:92=~
“Total” "7 T1027 | 5Tt lhi9 107 91851697 767,628~ " 17T+ | 13798

this factor in Wheatland, Sweet Grass and- Golden Valley Counties, in -

that order. Rgspondents agregd from a low of 72.7 percent in Mgsselshell

County to a high of 100.0 perceni: in'Wh‘eatland County that thg wishes

and,-opinioﬁs of those affected by development programs was a key to

successful development.
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TABLE 24

RESPQNDENTSi REACTION TO STATEMENT THAT PEOPLE OF THEIR COMMUNITY

ARISE REQUIRING ACTION

ARE USUALLY QUICK TO RESPOND WHEN PROBLEMS

) _ ,ﬁ%lO? .
) B .f?i_ _"“::3i;n_f’““fﬁj 1= 5
Disagree |Uncertain| Agree ]&fgrée “M'e'an -
strongly| category
- ) 1"+ “|responsg
-County - N. 1 No. % INo:. % No.: - % “No-. %"
Carbon 12 | 3 2504 33.3|5 M.7| - - |3.17
Golden-Valley 8 1 12.5| 2 25.0 | L 50.0] 1 12.5 | 3.62
Musselshell 11 | w= - 5 45,51 5 45.5! 1L 9.0 3.65
Stillwater- 12 S .71 @ 6.6 5 L1.7] c=' = 3.00
Sweet Grass 11 | == == 2 18.2 ‘9 8L.8] == == 3.82
Wheatland - 9 | os o= 1 11.1 | 5 55.6 | 3 33.3 h.gz
“Yellowstone 39 |11 -28:2: |-2 - -5:1-{22 -B6ulr| L -10:3-{-3:h9—-
“Total- . "16?"i”?é"ﬁi9?67"1§‘“%7?5';551'5379"'9i*“8-9““”3752"7

I

‘Do people in communities respond quickly when problems-arise re--

quiring -action? -Respondents -We_ife asked.if-people in their. communities -

were usuélly quick.to respond when problems arose which required action.

' Table 24 denenstrates that 53.9 percent of 21l respondents agreed that

people. in -their.community responded quickly when problems arose Trequir-

ing action. Nine leaders or 8.9 percent, agreed strongly. Identified
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leaders %n Wheatland Coynty agreed at thg-highegt level, and leaders
in Stillwater County responded at-the lowest level. .It appeared that
50.0 percent or more -respondents -in all gouﬁtie§,-excep? Stillwater

and Carbon, agrééd-tha? people in their counties-did respopdlwhen:prob:
lems -arose requiring action. There was. considerable amount éf uncer;
tainty -reported in response to this question.. .- -

Generally, people in 1003% communities must care epough about
their.commnnitynto.domsqmething about.problems, if democratically
structuréd cpmmunity development is to occur. With this in mind,
reSpondents-Werelaéked if. they thought that the people in their cc‘ml=
munities cared enough about.thgir community to do something abeunt
problems ﬁhat needed:to:be solved.

Table 25 shows that 25.8 percent of all respondents strongly
disagreed that people in their communities didn't .care enough about
their community to do something about problems needing to be solved.
Sixty leaders, or 59.4 percent, agreed. - All identified leaders-in
Golden Valley-and Sweet Grass Counties responded-that theif people
did care enough to do something about problems.that'needed-solving.

Carbon County respondents felt least positive about their citizens!

reaction to problem solving.
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TABLE 25

RESPONSE TO THE STATEMENT:

"PEOPLE IN THEIR COMMUNITY DON'T
CARE ENOUGH ABOUT THEIR COMMUNITY TO DO SOMETHING
ABOUT PROBLEMS THAT NEED TO BE SOLVEDY

N=i02

F L] 2 T3 O T I

Di'ség'relé Di‘.sagree |Uncertain| Agree Agr:ée [Mean -

‘strongly strongly |category
- B - T - [ responseg
~County -N:iNo:- ‘%‘ N9::'" % Vo % Ne: " %-{Noi- ~% I -
Carbon 12| 1 8.3 [8 66,8 [1 8.3 [1 8.3|1 8.3| 2.h2
Golden - -
Valley 8| 3 37.5| 5 62.5 |=- - T L - 1.62
M%z:sse1=- ) .
shell 11| 1T 9.1 8 727 |1 9.1 |1 9.1 |=- s 2.18
Still- ‘ .
water 12| 1 8.3 8 66.7 o= == 2 16,7 |1 8.3 2.17
Sweet . :
Grass 11| 3 27.3 B 72.7 o= == |oe  ee |we - 1.73
Whéat- |
land - 9! 3 33.3] 5 55.6 |1 11.1 |o= == == - 1.78
Yellow- - -
" stone -3811h: ~36:8-[18~-hT k-2~ ~5i37-" 37 =7+ "1~ 206~ Rig2
Total
res. 101|126 25.8 {60 59.4 |5 L.9 |7 6.9 |3 3.0 190
—I\Ta*res;: % - T -
“Total™ ~1021 - - " -
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Do copmunity lgagers feel ﬁhat.most.cqmmunity development. activ-
ities are cayr%ed,on by people who. are paidito do thqsg’?ypeg-oi jobs?
Respondents were askg& this,questiaﬁ and Table. 26 indicates -that of all
requndentsy-Zh.?:perceﬁt-did not-feel. that most qqqmunity develppment
activities were carried on-b¥~peop1§-pa?d-to.doujgéé:ihatan-Thi:teen'
Igadérs-ofi12:9 pegcent«diségreed-strqgglyu -Wheailand,AStillwager,
Sweet<Grass andéMusselgheli'Gountyurespondents-felt'quite-strgngly
that-%hismwgs-not the:qgse.~ Caiboq,:Golden-Valley,nﬁndnYellowstone
@ounty~disagréed, But not so stronély as leaders from the other four
counties. .- .. .. ";:_ T o .H‘m S

Respondents were asked-if .they felt local people should assume
fu;l rgsponsibili%y for.solving‘com@unity pﬁoblems, Wiﬁheut ass;st:
ance from outsiders. Table 27 points-oﬁtuthat,of-all respdnéents, 
6hw7 percentmdisagreéd,HB.g percent disagreed strongly, and h.9“pér:
cent were undecided. Twenty;ope poihiisix:percent ég?eed-ag§~hf9.-
pe?cent‘agreed_stronglyr--Rgsponses were quite similar»betweeﬁ couns-
ties, and all counties had respondents- on-both -sides -of - this--issue.

Tables 1 through 274preseﬁt data -on community.development and

commumi ty development activities at the local level.
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TABLE 26

RESPONDENTS' REACTION TO STATEMENT THAT MOST COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES ARE CARRIED ON BY PEOPLE
WHO ARE PAID'TOiDO JUST THAT

R . - e ~~§102* - oo i

- T _j: ’4*.“."2_1‘ _3 hLl- . ‘A‘S"-‘ ”_

—al

Disagree Disagree Uncertain| Agree Agree T~ |Méan -
strongly strongly {category)

- mrmEe A response

~County - N:|No. - %~|{Not- =% [Noi-" "%~ |No. - %~ fNo:*~ % |-

Carbon 12|-- =-- |8 66.7 [1 8.3| 2 16,7 {1 8.3 [ 2.67

Golden - . B '
Valley Bloe == 7 87.5 le=w == 1 12.5 jee == 2.25

Mussel-
shell 11f 3 27.3 | 7 63.6 |== == [ 1 9.1 |== -- 1.91
Still-
Waﬁer 12| 2 16.7 (10 83.3 |== —— e o - e 1.83
Sweet
‘Grass 10| 2 20.0 | 7 70.0 |1 10.0 |-~ -= }-= == | 1.90

Wheat-
land--- 9} 2 22.2 {7 77.8 fe= == lom  wm far  a- 1.78

éeliowa
'stgne*““39‘"h”‘iﬂ:B"Q?'“?h:?*“”I*-‘2:6—'*h’-l@;B*’-l*'-2:6~~--2:2l";

To%al .
res. 1003 "12:9-|75-7h.2 |3 3.018 7.9 2 20| 2.1

“No-resz~ 17| - e e T | i T T

~Total--102' B R T B B I A Bhalidie’ Bl e -:—.._ v v~ - ——------‘ P
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TABLE 27

RESPONDENTS' REACTION TO THE STATEMENT THAT LOCAL PEOPLE SHOULD
ASSUME FULL RESPONDIBILITY FOR SOLVING COMMUNITY
PROBLEMS, WITHOUT ASSISTANCE FROM OUTSIDERS

§=102

- :- 2 ....’

v5 JOE

A - 3 e o
Diségréé 'Disagree‘ iﬁncertaih Agree Kgrée - \M8am
strongly strongly }category
a I R - - I D “jresponse
-County --Nr{Noz -~ %—{No:~ - --%- {Naz - = —~ %~ |Na: - gtlar - ~F i -
Carbon 12Z[ 1 8.3 "8 668 |1 8.3]1 63|11 8.3 2.4
Golden —_ = : g :
Valley 8f-- -- T 625 lew  aa 2 25,8641 12.5 2.87
M&sselw .
shell 1lle= o= | 9 B1B |== == |1 9.1{1 9.1 { 2.L5
Still- -
water 12| I 8.3 |8 66.8]1 8.3]1 831 8.3| 2.4
Sweé;b -
Grass 11} 1 9.1 [ 7 63.6 |- == 3 27.3 [== == 2.15
Whéat- |
land -- == == | 6 66.7| 2 22.2 | 1 1l.1 {e~ - 2.4k
Yellow-
“stone: ~-39{-1-- -276-123-"58:9-[~1—~2:6-|13--33: 31— 2:6- | ~: Tk~
FTotal - 102~k - 379~ |66~ 6hx 7| -5~ ~h1 9|22~ 216" |~ 5 hr 9[- ~2v5.
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Conﬁrlunlty Developmeni; and Colmmm:.ty Bevelogment Efforts

N

Aio"'the Mu:l_tlaColmty Level i:- Cn

:Coqsiderable-empha51s‘1s~pelng devotedfto~egcouraging multi-county
development in-Montana. The:eforg,nin-gddition;to-viéﬁingjcommunity
development-agdrcommunity:develepment"acﬂivities‘at'?he~1oéal ;gvel&
it.was desirabIeAto~viewrthese;ét the area lével.-'ﬁf'initial"concern
was to inquire.of respondents how they felt toward Jo1n1ng"W1th‘ne1gh:
boring. eounties to- plan erganlzed development. programs. .
Table 28 1ndlcates-thatuof:allvrespondentgg.51v9>percent“thought
.that it is always importamt.to join with neighboring counties.to plan
organized develbpme;t.programsw .Dependingfénuthe development.p;oject
anothe_z-j ho.2 :percenfb ;c,k:lought:-"cha,t it was important. Tt ,a.piaeare'd_: that
approx@mately~5@.®~perceﬁt~of’the fespondgnts-gonsidered-the~concept
%o be~impo;tant,ugndméngﬁhennho.dlpereent~conéidered~developmgnt«By
the-mnlti:county:agproach impartant-only~innvigw-ofuthpnpreject or
erisis. Sweet:érgssﬁgﬁduqoldenwValley Counties were -the only two-
counties y@th-no opEosit§oq-t9 the mnl%i;county approaeh. Héwgvers
SweethGr§ss-Coﬁn$y:ﬁad £he highestDreservedwresponse; 72.7 percent

depehding,on the development project. - Golden Valley County had the

hlghest p051t1ve response ~with the fewest reservations. . - - . -

‘Do problems stop -at county boundar1es°

If-not, is there .a need

for a multi-county devglopment organization to dealJWith-thoseup;oba =

lems? Respondents were asked to respond te

this question.

The results
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TABLE 28

HOW RESPONDENTS FELT TOWARD JOINING WITH NEIGHBORING COUNTIES
AND COMMUNITIES TO PLAN ORGANIZED
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

=102
No 1Yes, but depends{ Yes, always

on development important

project
County N. No. % | No. % o. %
Carbon 12 i 8.3 3 25.0 8 66.7
Golden Valley 8 o -—  RET Y T 871.5
Musselshell & 4 2.aB.2% 3. 213 6 5h.5
Stillwater 12 I8 K3 T 8%
Sweet Grass p i § - - 8 T2.7 .
Wheatland 9 - T & I F33.3 5 . 556
-Yellowstone 39 4 ="10.3 119 —h8:7 264130
Total 102 9 8.8 Fhi - hBi2 192~ 51:0

are shown in Table 29. There was gemeral agreememt among all raupond;
ents that there was a need for a multi-county development organization
to deal with problems that crossed county boundaries. Of all respond-
ents, 52.6 percent thought "yes" there was a need, and 25.8 percent

definitely did not think so. Identified leaders from Yellowstone amd

Sweet Grass Counties ranked lowest in their feelings for needing such
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TABLE 29

RESPONDENTS' FEELINGS ABOUT THE NEED FOR A MULTI-COUNTY DEVELOPMENT
ORGANIZATION TO DEAL WITH PROBLEMS THAT CROSS COUNTY BOUNDARIES

‘Np:res:“”g"

~  .N=102 .
S s T I IR
D;iinitelg No Uncertain Yes | Defiﬁitely Mea'n -
" no yes catégory

T [ - - - - Triresponse
~County- N:{No:-- %~-~~ch'3':~ ---9% No:- % No:- £ |No:--- % |

Carbon 10| o= leew o= 1 10.0} 5 50.0 | L k0.0 | L4.30
Golden ' ' ) . .
Valley 8fje= == 1 12.5 |== == 5 62.5| 2 25.0 | L4L.0®
Mussel-

shell 1l]-= == |jeo= o= 1 9.1{ 6 54.51 L 36..11 k.27
Still= “
| water 12f-- oo o == o= = 5 4.7 7 58.3 .58
Sweéf

Grass 1ll== == 2 18.2]l 1 9.1§ 6 545 2 18.2 | 3.73
Whedt-

land ] R 3 37.5}1 2 25.0{ 3 37.5 |L.00
éellow=- ‘ .

“stone - 37|-1 -2.7-f3- -8:1-§-8--21.6-}22--59:5-1— 3~ - 871~ 362~
‘Tofal , -

res. 971 I I.0 §6 6.2 |1h 1h.h.l51 52.6 125 25.8 | 3.9%-

~Total- “102)* - -
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an--organization; however, a.positive need was- still felt... Stillwater
County - respondents :Lndlcated a 100.0- percent positive response
In addition- to problems cross:Lng county boundarles local ( county:~

W:Lde) development- organlzatlons may feel.a need for suppilemental help
from a-larger- member- orgenlzatlon. -Respond_ents—wereasked Af they
felt there-was a need -i-‘or.,multi-;-county efforts to supplement local
conmunity—-‘development: ei‘ferts ... Table- 30 indicates- ."that “there was .not_
strong .agreement.-for .multi;county- efforts t,o-. supplement local gfforte;
however, . positiYe agreement. exists m:z a.ll comtles. .- In-(}olden Valley-
County, - 111 percent- of . the- t‘espond,ents-agreed,--but-_ -non e_g,reed strongly.
In -total, only one. respendent felt strongly th,at mult1=-county efforts
are.mot. needed. to supplement local comnunlty development efforts and
seven more fell they were not necessary

- In February,-119'69 5 approximately—- one-year»previous to-this study
a malti-county -develepment orgmlzatlenrwas fomed in- the study-area.
Citizen- representatlves -of the -various- ceunty-=w:|_de development organ=
izations comprlsed--executa.ve -le‘v;‘el--lead.ersh-lp. -The. organlzatlon. was
officially known-as the Seuth Central Montana Development -Federatioen.,
Identlfled leaders were- asked aLi‘ they had heard. of thls organlzatlon.

As. shoWn-in--TabIe 31, of all nespondents 69.8 pex;cent Were aware of

this organization.
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TABLE 30 -

REACTION TO THE STATEMENT THAT THERE IS A NEED FOR MULTI-COUNTY
EFFORTS TO SUPPLEMENT LOCAL COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT EFFORTS

. N=102 .

I A e L
Disagreé |Disagree |Uncertain| Agree [Agrée = [Mean -
strongly strongly |category]

- - > - - e “|response
‘County“"N."Nor"“'“%”‘No.- A Ll % |Nov-'~ <% No. ~ & =~~~

Carbon 12|ec == |o= == 2 1677 {10 83.3 i -= | 3.83

Golden , :
Valley 8|-- == [o= - o= - 8 100.0 f=- == | L.00
Mﬁsseln ‘ ‘
shell 11l }== T e 1 9.1 7 63.6 3 27.3 L.18
| stinn- | ' ‘
water 12f-- == |1 8.3 1 8.3 8 66.7 | 2 16.7 3.91
Sweéi . o
Grass 1lle= == == == 3 271.3 8 72.7 le= == - 3.73

Wheat- :

land .- 9= == 1l 11.2} 1 11.1 6 66.7 1 11.1 3.77
iélléwa ‘ o ‘ -

"stone” 39971 ~2:67{"5"~12:8"|~h<10.327 169722 -~5:17|"-3.61

]

| Total 102 L 170 {7 -~6:9- 12" LB~ {Th 7015 "8 T8 379"
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Table 31 indigates‘that-all~re3p9nden§s in Musselshell County were
aware of the $outh Central Montana Dev§l§pment Fe@eratioq. .Howgyer?U
only 43.6-percent;were-awa:§ ianellowstone County. With Yellowstone
County and'Bélliggs lead?rship centered around Billings,-it Would appear.
there were implications for an educational endeavor in @hi§ area.

tRespondents»Were asked if they thought area problems in the next
few yearsrwould be solved, Wouldfstayuthe same, - or would get worse.
This question was asked to. gain some upderstanding-as-to—how.gptimistic
leaders felt toward the.future, -and their pfoblem solving processes.
Data-rggé;ding this area- appears in Table-32. In general Tablg 32
shows-tpatllh;0~percent of a}l réspondents‘wene‘uncertain és to what
they thought would happen-to.problgms.in-the next few years. Seventeen
percent thought they would.get worse, whiie-27.0~percent thought prob;
lems would. stay the.same, and L,2.0 percent thought that problems con;
fronting the:area would be solved. - .

Manyutimes nelghboring counties have quite similar problems. Is
it-benefiqial for counties and their develoﬁment.groups to exchange
ldeas, successes, and p?oblemsfwith their neighbering counties? Table
33 sumgarizés respopdents reaptions.to this question.. Aslshown in -
this table, there was strong agreement that by-exchanging ideas, suc;
Eesses,,and proélgms one county-ofﬁen lgarns from another how to get
things accomplished. :Yellowstone-County--respondents did not.feel

strongly about this proposition, but their reactions were still of a

positive nature.
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TABLE 31

RESPONDENTS AWARENESS OF THE SOUTH CENTRAL
MONTANA- DEVELOPMENT FEDERATTON

=102  _ _

- - No - -1 “Uncertain ~'L'f'"xé3'

-Gopgtyw'

o

'.‘9]'—;”“”——-"N°—‘.‘m .. % e *NO:' . ._%._ ~d-No:- -~ ,U%,._ .

Carbon

Golden. Valley

Mygse;she}l
Stillwatef:
Sweet Grgss

Wheatland.-

'¥§§1qwstone-*

12 2 1@_17 1 8.3 9 75.0
8 |2 m0 |- — |6 150
n |- - - - 11 100.0
12 1 8.3 - - 1 - 9.7
11 2 18.2 - e 9 818
9 |-- - | 1 w1 |8 889

S 3920 S ITe I PR 5.1 17 ~h3~«.'6~-—--~“

~Total--

- ,102__._,_.'~,27.. . _26.:.h- I Y -ﬂh-. .- ..;,3,,.8_ . _71 ..,.69-;—8% .
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TABLE 32

RESPONDENTS REACTION TO WHETHER AREA PROBLEMS WILL BE SOLVED, STAY
THE SAME, OR GET WORSE- IN THE NEXT FEW YEARS

..N=102. . _
j T 2 3M ol AR j |
‘H;certéin ﬁ&ii get Willrs%ay“ Wili be Wean =~
worse the same | solved [category
= - e - R S - . . - - _respense
- Gounty -N:- - {Ne: - %*’an R Ne;“;~%--Ng; -%-1- -
Carbon 12 "3' 2501 8.3|3 25.0)5 L7 }.2.83
Golden - '
Valley 8 |2 25.0]1 12.5} L 30.0 1 12.5} 2.50 -
Miissel ' -
shell 1T |1 9.1 | == 6 Sh.5) 4 36.L 1 3.18
Still- ' . -
water 12 2 16.7( 4 33.3| 2 6.7 4 33.3| 2.67
SWeé% ..
Grass 11 {1 911 91|L 36L}5 L.k 3.18
Whiéat~ | f. o
land. -- 9 (1 11.14§3 33.3{1 11.1| k bLh.5| 2.89
%ello-we , | i
~stome- = -+ - - <=37--1-4~ 10:8-| -7 -18v9~|- 7 18:9-|19- -Slih-{3v1% -
Total.Respanse 100. [l 1h.0 |17 17.0 |27 27.0 |h2 k2.0 | 2.98
L“'l\fo'_“Res,pcmse‘“' - b ' =
~Total" ¢ oeem3027 - J
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TABLE 33

DO RESPONDENTS FEEL THAT BY EXCHANGING IDEAS, SUCCESSES, PROBLEMS
ONE COUNTY LEARNS FROM ANOTHER-HOW TO GET THINGS ACCOMPLISHED

.N=102 . .
Very Sometimes | Definitely | Mean ..
seldom . category
- T |- N |-responss

Gounty-- - Nov{Ne:  -FWor - F-fNos---—F | -

Carbon - 12 - e 2 16.7 |10 83.3 [ L.83
Golden Valley 8 .;,, - 2 25.0 6 ’75.0 | L.75
Musselshell n |- |1 91w 90.9 | L.51
Stillwater- 12 S — 1 8.3 |11 9157 | k.92
Sweet Grass 11 - e 3 27.3 8 T72.7 | L. 7(_3
Wheatland -- 9 — e 3 33.3] 6 66.7 | L.67

~Yeltowstome~~ ~ -39 | -2 - 5:1°{-15" 38:5 {-22- -S6ul | 46

[N

-Tcﬁal* et 1e2— 120 2700 -27~-~26;5-’;73-"'71:5”"'&:68~~w

It - is- -be$ieyed’§ch§t many-.-decisio_ns affecting -loeal- communities -
are-made in the poléltical arena. - Respondents-were. asked. 1f they. felt
tha.t more ?,hax;—'*;)ne- c_:eunty.-of-ten- :had _to-:ée-héard frorhf on ;‘meortant,.‘.
issues,. because- mal:ly decisions were made on-a'political basis. - Data

relative to this question appears in Table 3L. ‘As is pointed out in
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TABLE 3L
DO RESPONDENTS FEEL THAT MORE THAN ONE COUNTY OFTEN HAS TO

BE HEARD FROM ON IMPORTANT ISSUES BECAUSE MANY
DECISIONS ARE MADE ON A POLITICAL BASIS

. U
N e N T I

7 Very |Uncertain| Somewhat [Definitely|iMean ~ .-

little category

& i - - “1response.

-Gounty - -+ - Wi [Ne:-~- %-|No. - -%-No.  #No: - & |- -
Car?on ‘ 12 1 8.3)1 8.3} 2 16.7 8 66.7 L2
Golden Valley . -8 |w- «= fou - 2 25.0f 6 75.0 L.75
| Musselshell 11 [ == 1 9.1{ L 36.4] 6 54.5 L. b5
Stillwater- 12 |== == [-= == [ 2 16.7[10 83.3 | L.83
Sweet-Grass 11 | == R L 36.L{ 7 63.6 L.6l
Wheat:'l?and : G |- - 11 11.1}§.2 22,2 6 66.7 L.56

‘Yellowstone: -~ 39-1 2571l 10.3 }15" 38:5 119" LB.7 | L33 -

‘Totals ™~ - C102 |2 2.0 [°7 6.8-F31 "30:h 162 6078~ 50 -7

Table 34 there was definite agreemént as indiéated by tﬁe fact that
2.0 percent seemed. to disagree, 30.L percgnt somewhat agreed, and '

60.8-§ercent definitely agreed that- more than one copnt& did haﬁezto
be heard from. Yellowstone County identified leaders felt less this

way than leaders from the smaller, surrounding, more rural areas.
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Do advan-tages accrue tO»o_ne copn"oy- by supporting -t‘hg {_iev_elopment of.
a propesed -;i.ndust;ry in a.ne}éhbgring county? - Resppnden_ts were aslfed this
question . and the.findings.are presented-iﬁ~Table 35. . 0f al} resPQndents,
58.8:perc¢nt-ag;eed definitely that~£here were advantages to supporting -
a proposediinﬂnstry"in“a*neighboring"counﬁy. Agreeing somewhat thai'it
would be beneficial were 29.4 pgrcenﬂ of all. respondents.. Sweet Grags
agd qudenﬂValléy-Coﬁn?y.leadgrs.Wemeulqast-definite'ip thgir:fgelings
of advantage to-their counties,. than were the remaining five coﬁnties.

Respondents We?e,asked ifvthenyelt,that rural people:unéerstood
th¢~problgms—o£ theftownsnané cities-in their area.—-The‘question~was
reversed to see if town aﬁd city people understood the problems of the
ruaral afea. - '

Table 36 points out that only 6.9.per9ent of all respondents felt
that. the .rural. people aefinitely understood the problems oflthé towns
and. cities. in their area. Replying that they somewhat understood the
urban problems were 51.0 percent while 30.3 percent indicated rural
people understood these-problems very little. .- |

Table 37-shoWsz£hat when.asked,if the.town and.pityupeople under-
stoodithe.problemsmof.the.rural.people in their areas.the response--
pattern was very similar:to that in Table 36. It would sppear that. ..
rural people-understood the problems of the town and city to about -the

same degree that town and city people understood the problems of the
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TABLE 35

DO RESPONDENTS SEE ADVANTAGES TO THEIR COUNTY SUPPORTING THE
DEVELOPMENT OF A" PROPOSED INDUSTRY IN A NEIGHBORING COUNTY

N=102
i LT ol RN BRSO A ;
I\TSt at Very Uncertainj Some- Definit‘elsL Mean:
all little what - category)
B S S B b I "I'eSponS
County -NefNoz- - #f-Nor - Ff-Nov- - ~F-Nov~~- Fl-Nor— &l -+~ -~
Carbon 120 1 8.3] 1 8.3] 2 16.7] 2 16.7] 6 s50.0] 3.92
Golden _— : : M .
Valley 8f-- - | 1 12.5f o= == L 50.0% 3 37.5} L.12
I&&séelu N
shell 118 -~ - == == 1 9.1 3 27.3 7 63.6f L.5h
Still- )
water 127 Y T ooy SE— L 33.3] 8 66.7f L.67
Swest
Grass 1lj-- = 2 18.2} «= o w= 6 54.5§ 3 27.3§F 3.91
Wheat-
land -~ Gfwm == f == e= == == | 2 22,2} 7 77.8} L.T8
fél:.l..c;m ‘
-stone=—-39kes ma] -3 -T2 T -1--~ 2:6§--9--23:10 26=- 663 ] hu g~
~Totals-108f -1--1.0 7 6;9--»hv--379'~30v~29:h1~6©~-58:8j-"h:38—*¥
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TABLE 36

DO RESPONDENTS FEEL THAT RURAL PEOPLE UNDERSTAND THE
PROBLEMS OF THE TOWNS AND CITIES IN THEIR AREA

. N=102. |

R T I R
'Definitel§ SSme— Uncertain| Very Not at | ﬁean”il
what little (all category
- : o IR - | response-
-Gounty - N|-No: - ~-%<[Noz -~~~} “Noz" - ~ @ -No:~—-~&[Nov-~ % -~~~
Carbon 13 = =~ | L4 33.3f - -=| 7 58.k[ 1 8.3 3.h2
Golden - - . »
Valley & 2°25.00 L 50.0] == <= | 2 25.0] == -= | 2.25
Missel- |
shell 11 2 18.2] 7 63.6fF 1 9.1f 1 9.1] == == 2.09
sl ,-
water 12 == == 8 66.77 1 8.3] 3 25.0| == == 2.58
Sweé£ ' | A
Grass 11 1 9.1 6 5h.5} 2 18.2] 2 18.2| == == | "2.15
Wheat- ) o
land.-- 9] 1 1L.I Lobh.5) T 11.1) 3 33.3] == == 2.67
-Yelléwh '
~stone " -39F “17 - 27619 h8i7) -5 121841377333 "1 - - 2.61:72085°
~Totals 102} -7 - 6.9} 52~ 51.0{ 10-~-9:831-30:3|~-2 ~-2.0| 2,70~
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TABLE 37

DO RESPONDENTS FEEL THAT THE TOWN AND CITY PEOPLE UNDERSTAND
THE PROBLEMS OF THE RURAL PEOPLE IN THEIR AREA

N=102 . -
el A R 5
Definitely| Some- Uncertain{ Very Not at [Mean™ -
what little }[all category
b - B IR - "response
-Gounty "N No: %1-No: ~ "%| No. ‘%| Nos "% No. A
Carbon 19 == == L 33.3] == == 8 66.Tf == == 3.33
Goldén - ! .
Valley & == == | 3 37.5| == - 5 62.5 == =~=] 3.25
ﬁﬁssél—
shell 11 == == 9 81.8] 1 9.1 1. 9.1§f == == 2.27
gtilln ‘
water 13 -- - h 33.3] 1 8.3] 7 58.Uf == == 3.25
Sweé£
Grass 1l == == 8 72.71 1 9.1f 2 18.2} <= == 2.45
Wheétu
land -- 9 2 22.2| 3 33.3] 1 1L.1} 3 33.4} -- -- | 2.55
Yellow-
stone 39 "1 2.61-21°°53.8} =~ " = | Ih "35.9|" 3~ 7.7 2.92
-Totals 109 -3~ -2:9 ¢ 52" 51:0%7 “L~ 3:9|40-39.3] -3~ 2:97°3:88 - -
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rux_‘al::aa_;'ea:s s g§_'r§t'ed by rg_sfpogdepts - -_-_In- neither case was the under:
standing of ea‘ch others-problems very positive. -

R_e_szpqndc'anp's- :W_ere asked if. tl_,f}gy-thogght developments- that- helped
the su_xjxjéunding small towns_fa:_nd rural ez_ni@ea5 ‘had 'ag;‘ée'sitiw_re-jeﬁ{ect.-o‘n
Billings.. Conversely -they'ﬁere 'a*;ked-'if - they “bhtrugh‘t developments-
that he:l_;ped- Billing§ had- -a positive effeect on—the surrounding areas.
This data is preé;gtgdir_lmgmes 38 and 39..

Table 38 .indicates that there was definite ‘é’greement that.-devel-
opments that -I}elpeﬁl the- surrounding small -towns and .rural -areas. had a
positive effect. on- -Bi;lings .---No--leaders responded -that -there..would.
be a .detrimental effect. to.BilliﬁgF s and 7—3j.5.-percent-res_pond'ed that
these dgvelo_p;nen-tswoul@ have a--positive--eﬁfe;:-i on Billings.- .- -

Table:3‘9;‘ points- out: that-there-was not-the definite -agreement -
about .development's-"chat helped-Billings having.a-positive- effec’r_, -on
the rural-areas, -as-was- th-cve response to- rural-area-developments- help=-
ing Billings..- Of all -resﬁondents 36.6 percent thought.that Billings
develo?menfos had a definite positive.-effect on rural-areas. This com=
pared to T73.5.percent.who. responded -ihat rural..area .gevelopments had
a def-_i:nite positivé ‘effect »o;_.:.‘-Bill.ings. --No--respondents- thought- "ohgt
Billings developl_nents: Wogld be .very detrémentafl to the rural areas;

however, 8.0 percent thought they could be somewhat detrimental.
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TABLE 38

DO RESPONDENTS FEEL THAT DEVELOPMENTS THAT HELP THE SURRGUNDING
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