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Preface

This report contains papers prepared for the National Advisory Commission

on Aural Poverty. These and other papers provided background information for
the Commission in arriving at the recommendations submitted to the President in

its report The People Left Behind. Most of the papers included here report on
recently completed research. Not every facet of rural poverty is covered, but the
papers nevertheless represent as important contribution to understanding prob-
lems of rural poverty and provide insights toward possible solutions.

Part I centers on -rural people and their communities. Particular attention
is given to the structural changes taking place in the rural areas and the inter-
relationships between rural and urban America.

Part II treats occupatiiinal mobility and migration. Emphasis is placed on
the transfer of labor between farm and nonfarm employment -Withspecial con-
sideration of the problems-uf achievement, migration, and assimilation in urban
centers.

Part III is concerned with health care and family planning. Emphasis is
placed upon the relative lack of medical facilities and services in rural areas and
upon possible means of expanding family planning programs in rural areas.

Part IV focuses upon the developMental nature of agriculture and other
natural resource industries. Special consideration is given to the employment
potential of these, industries.

Part V is concerned with the economics of poverty. Emphasis is placed
upon problems of measuring poverty and projecting future poverty. Considera-
tion also is given to the income distribution effects of the way -in which the
economy operates and to policies and programs designed to alter income
distribution.

The views expressed in these papers are those of the authors, and they do
not necessarily reflect the views of the Commission. In like manner, although
these papers were valuable to the Commission, the authors of papers in this
volume should not be held responsible for the recommendations of the
Commission.

In addition to the papers in this volume, other papers prepared for the Com-
mission, but not published, are listed in -the- appendix. Persons interested in these
papers should contact the authors directly.

This volume of published papers has 'been edited by George L. Wilber
and C. E. Bishop of the staff of the National Advisory Commission on Rural
Poverty.

C. E. BuufdP
Executive Director

Gtoaos L. Wmava
Associate Director
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PART I

Rural People and Their Communities



Chapter 1

Rural People and Their Work'

Population

Historical Summary

nen the first Federal census was taken in 1790,
the rural population consisted of 3.7 million per-
sons. This represented 19 in every 20 Americans.
As the Nation developed. the rural population ex-
panded steadily. It continued to be larger than the
urban population for nearly a _century and a third.
The first census to show that the country had be-
come predominantly urban was that of 1920 when
the urban population numbered 54.3 million as com-
pared with 51.8 million rural.

For years, the rural population was considered
to be practically the same as the farm population.
The rural population today. however, contains mil-
lions of people who have little or no connection with
agriculture. These people work in manufacturing,
mining, or recreation; are retired; or are at colleges,
institutions, and military installations in rural
areas. Another part of the rural population consists
of persons whose lives are closely linked with agri-
culture, yet who do not live on farms. They include
farm laborers, agricultural processors, and suppliers
of farm equipment.

In 1920, farm people comprised -61 pefeent of the
rural population. Since that time, the farm popula-
tion- has declined almost steadily, Farm residents
have been characterized by rather large families,
but continued heavy outmigration from farms has
produced farm population declines. On the other
hand, the nonfarm component of the rural popula-
tion has increased. Nonfarm rural people live in vil-
lages and places of less than 2,500 inhabitants, and
in nonfarm homes in the open country.

From 1920 to 1940, the urban population increased
by 38 percent, while rural residents increased by
only 11 percent. Within the rural population, the
nonfarm rate of growth was nearly as high as the
urban, while the number of farm people declined
only slightly as the great depression of the 1930's
retarded off-farm migration.

Between 1940 and 1950, during. World War II
and postwar reconversion, the urban growth rate
more than doubled its previous level, while the rural
population had no growth. However, unprecedented
changes were taking place within the rural popula-
tion. The farm population declined by nearly a

' Reproduced from Ruud People in the American &on-
iony. U.S. Dept. Agr.. Econ. Res. Serv. Agr. Econ. Rpt. 191.
Oct. 1966.

fourth es several factors combined to draw millions
of people away from the farm. Rapid mechanization
of farming, military service, the great expanrion of
industrial activity, and the extension of industrial
plants into rural areas each played a part in influ-
encing' a net of more than 11 million people to move
off the farm, or, at least, to abandon agriculture:
From the 1940 level of 30 million, the farm popu-
lation was down to 23 million by 1950. Concurrently,
tl)e nonfarm component of the rural population con-
tinued to expand. The shift from farm to nonfarin
in the rural population proceeded so rapidly that
the nonfarm rural population, which comprised less
than half of the rural total in 1940, constituted
about 60 percent in 1950.

During the 1950's, the urban rate of growth
veached the high levels of the beginning of the cen-,
tury when urban ranks were swelled -by large num-
bers of immigrants. The rural population, on the
other hand, remained almost stationary, despite the
continued substantial growth of the nonfarm rural
population. Farm residents had decreased in num-
ber to little more than a fourth of the rural total
by 1960. Precise comparisons of farm population
data over the decade of the 1950's are difficult be-
cause of the radical alteration in the definition of
farin residence used by the census- in 1960.2 The_
official figure for 1960 by the new definition was
15.6 million, which represented a decline of about
a third since 1950.3

Unprecedented technological progress 'in agricul-
ture, nonfarm employment, and many other factors
have prrduced a continued lowering of the size of
the far' i population. In 1965, it was estimated that
there were 12.4 million farm residents.

In 1960-66, the net outmigration from farms
averaged 804,000 persons per year, a somewhat
smaller number than the yearly average of 1,013,000
from 1950 to 1960 (fig. 1). But it is smaller only
because the base farm population from which the
migrants are drawn is smaller, and not from any
slackening in the rate of migration. The annual mi-
gration rate, which is the amount of net farm migra-

In 1960, farm residence was determined by using a defini-
tion based on criteria of land acreage and value of agricul-
tural products sold. Formerly, farm residence was deter-
mined on the basis of the respondent's opinion as to whether
his house was on a farm or ranch.

The figure of 15.6 million is an annual average for 1960
derived front the Current Population Survey of the Bureau
of the Census. The enumerated farm populatior in the
1960 census was 13.5 million.

q3
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FIGURE 1

tion expressed as a percentage of the average annual
farm population, was 5.7 percent from 1960 to

-1965, compared with 5.3 percent from 1950 to
1960. The rate of outmovement from farms since
1960 is nearly as high as that which occurred during
the years of World War 11 *hen unprecedented
econcinic and military conditions encouraged mi-
gration. The gradual reduction in the number of
persons leaving farms has somewhat eased the im-
pact of such migration on receiving areas. but the
relative impact on the sending farm communities
is as high as it has ever been.

Regional Change

The growth of urban population relative to rural
has occurred in all regions, but at different rates.
The Northeast has been predominantly urban since
1880, and the North Central and Western Regions
since 1920. The South did not become predomi-
nantly urban until 1960, following the large de-
crease (40 percent) in its farm population during
the 1950-60 decade. This decrease in the South
stemmed from: (1) The widespread decline in ten-
ant farming in cotton and, to a lesser extent, in
tobacco, as farming practices were modernized, and
as labor was displaced through consolidation of land
into larger operating units; (2) the rapid conversion
to forestry o; certain upland areas not well-suited
to farming; and (3) the reclassification as nonfarm
of many residential-type operations, especially in

4

the Appalachian areas. The East South Central
States (Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama, and Mis-
sissippi) comprise the only geographic divisibn
which still had more of its people in rural than in
urban areas in-1960.

Rural population change in the 1950's by State
economic areas is shown in figure 2. Rural loss of
more than 10 percent characterized the interior
coastal plain of the Lower South from Georgia
through Texas. This was also true of contiguous
areas of the Great Plains, especially from Texas to
Nebraska. Other zones of heavy loss were sections
of the Allegheny Plateau (particularly the coal
fields), much of the Ozarks and other upland coun-
try- of Arkansas, Oklahoma, and Missouri, and mar-
ginal Corn Belt areas of Iowa and Missouri. For
the most part, these areas are bordered by others
that had rural losses of up to 10 percent.

At the other extreme are areas of sizable rural
increase, many of which grew from net migration
as well as from natural increase. Gains of more than
10 percent in rural population occurred in State
economic areas of Florida, California, and Nevada,
as might be anticipated from the boom character of
those States. Gains were also widespread in the
hinterlands of the large industrial centers of the
Lower Great Lakes and the Atlantic Seaboard. For
the most part, areas of growing rural population had
large farm population losses. However, agriculture
has not been the principal rural activity in such
areas, and increases in numbers of nonfarm rural
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people have more than offset farm= lossei. Many
areas of recent rural population growth in the
Northeast and the East North Central States earlier
passed through a period of mild .rural population
losses based on agricultural changes. The revival
of rural growth here is associated with factors sel-
dom part of the traditional rural primary industries
of farming, mining, and lumbering, but rather asso-
ciated with manufacturing and commuting to urban
employment.

Age Structure

In 1960, the median age of the rural population
was 27.3 years, compared with a median of 30.4
years for the urban. Rural people are younger on
the average because of a higher proportion of chil-
dren and a lower proportion of adults of working
age.

Largely because of the persistence of higher birth
levels in the 1950's, the median age of the total
U.S. population fell slightly, from 30.2 years in
1950 to 29.5 years in 1960. This decline in median
age is a reversal of an aging trend which was in
evidence for more than a century.

Both urban and nonfarm rural people shared in
the age decline from 1950 to 1960, but the median
age of the farm population continued to advance.
The farm population differed from the other resi-
dence groups because of the continued heavy out-
migration of young adults and children from farm

areas, which left this group with a higher propor-
tion of older adults. Between 1950 and 1960, the
median age of the °farm population increased from
26.3 to 29.6 years.

Farm people differ greatly in age composition
from both urban and nonfarm rural populations.
The farm population has a heavy base of young
children under 18 and a very small young adult
group 18-34 years, with the bulk of the adult pop-
ulation being middle -aged. Farm people 60-69 years
old outnumber those who are 20-29 years old,
whereas persons 20-29 outnumber those 60-69 by
80 percent in the nonfarm rural population and by
65 percent in the urban population. The age struc-
ture of the farm population has resulted from heavy
outmigration of young adults over the last 20 years.

The larger proportion of young children in the
rural population reflects high fertility rates, which
can be compared by cons;dering the number of
children ever born to women 35-44 years of age.
(Women of this age are the youngest group that has
nearly completed its lifetime childbearing.) In 1960,
the number of children born per 1,000 women of this
age was 2.269 in urban areas and 3,001 in rural
areas.

About 2,130 children ever born per 1,000 women
are needed for population replacement. This allows
for the loss of children who are born but fail to sur-
vive to the average age of childbearing. Comparing
the requirement for population replacement with
completed fertility, it can be seen that urban women
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have borne children at a rate of about 7 percent
above replacement level in recent years. Rural
women, on the other hand, have had 40 percent more
children than needed for replacement. Among farm
women, this excess is more than 55 percent Al-
though women living in rural areas have more chil-
dren than women in urban areas, the gap has nar-
rowed between the two groups.

Sex Ratios

The ratio of males to females is sharply different
for the rural and urban populations. In 1960, rural
men outnumhered rural women by a ratio of 104 to
100, while the urban ratio was only 94. There are
fewer age groups in the rural population than in
the urban with a large difference between the num-
ber of males and females. One reason for the reten-
tion of men in the rural population is 'that many
rural industriessuch as farming, mining, logging
and milling, and defense work=employ relatively
few women compared with industries in urbaU
areas. But even among children under 15 years old,
the ratio of males to females is higher in rural than
in urban areas.

The preponderance of males exists in both the
farm- and nonfarm parts of the rural population.
However, males outnumber females to a greater
-extent in the farm population. In 1960, the sex ratios
were 107 for farm and 103 for-nonfarm-rural people.
Young farm women-tend to leave farms sooner than
do young men, and widowed women tend to leave
farms unless they remarry.

Color Composition

At the turn of the century, more than three-
fourths of the nonwhite population in the United
States was rural. Nonwhites were still predomi-
nantly rural as late as 1940. The high proportion
of nonwhites in rural areas was due primarily to
the large numbers of Negroes employed in agricul-
ture. The change from a predominantly rural to a
predominantly urban population group had been
observed 20 years earlier in the white population.
Since 1940, the rise in percentage of urban non-
whites has been very rapid. During World War II,
military service and the increased manpower needs
of war industries resulted in large numbers of non-
whites leaving rural areas. Between. 1940 and 1950,
the proportion of the nonwhite total that was rural
declined from 52 -to 38 percent. Rural declines con-
tinued during the 1950's as agriculture required less
manpower and urban employment opportunities in-
creased. By 1960, only 28 percent of the 20.5 million
nonwhite persons were rural residents.

Among nonwhites, Negroes predominate; non-
white groups in the United States other than
Negroes are a small fraction of the total population
less than 1 percent. With the exception of the
Aimerican Indian population, nonwhites are located
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mostly in urban areas. The high incidence of rural
residence among Indians results partly from the-
location of many of them on reservations. which
were established in rural areas. Many reservations
are still distant from the major urban centers.

Between 1950 and 1966, the total white rural
population remained almost stationary while the
nonwhite decreased by 9 percent. The overall de-
crease among rural nonwhites was associated with
a 23-percent decline in farm residents which was
not offset by nonfarm rural increases. On the other
hand, in the white rural population, the even heavier
decline of 34 percent in farm population was coun-
terbalanced by net movement into nonfarm rural
areas.

Since 1960, the nonwhite farm population has
been declining much more rapidly than the white.
Between 1960 and_ 1965, the nonwhite farm popula-
tion decreased by 41 percent while that of whites
decreased by 17 percent. During these 5 years, a
third of the drop in farm population can be at-
tributed to the exodus of nonwhites from farms.

Dependency

The dependency -ratio is useful as a measure of
the extent to which the material production and in-
come of persons working may need to be shared
with persons not of working age. TO determine de-
pendency ratios, the population under 15 years of
age and 65 years of age and over, is taken as a
fraction of .the population 20-64 years old. In 1960,
for each 1,000 prodf7etive-aged people, there were
863 in the dependent 'age gibups for the rural popu-
lation as compared with 727'for the urban popula-
tion. In the rural population, there was little
difference in the dependency ratio of farm and non-
farm rural people. The higher dependency ratio for
the rural population, compared with the urban, pri-
marily reflects the higher fertility rates of rural
people. For every 1,000 productive-aged persons in
the rural population, there were 680 children and
183 older persons. The comparable figures for the
urban population were 559 children and 168 older
persons.

With increasing life expectancy, changes have
occurred in demand for products and services suited
to dependents' needs and in financial support of
older persons through extension of various types-of
insurance and social security. The influence of
larger numbers of older people in the population
will be felt further in the future throughout the
nation as the elderly continue to make up an in-
creasingly larger proportion of the dependent popu-
lation.

Labor Force

Today's rural labor force (persons 14 years old
or over working or actively looking for work) may
number about 20 million persons, although no firm



current statistics are availabl' This estimate
represents a small increase over the 1950 and 1960
levels of roughly 19 million. The continued declines
in farm employment are thought to have been more
then offset by increases in the numbers of rural
persons engaged in nonfarm occupations.

The rural labor fora was probably about a fourth
of the .average 78.5 million persons in the country
who Worked or looked for work in 1965, approxi-
mately the same proportion that the rural popula-
tion comprised of the total. Workers living on farms
were about 7 percent and those in nonfarm rural
areas about l&pereent of the total labor force of
the country.

Labor Force Participation

The extent to which the residential segments ex-
hibit variation in labor force participation is asso-
ciated -with a wide variety of factors. Of primary
importance is the demographic mixthe propor-
tions ohnales and females in the various age groups,
the racial composition, the proportions of single
versus married persons, the proportions of married
women with young children to care for, and other
factors. The participation in the labor force of these
demographic- groups- is, in turn, based not only on
such economic factors as the numbers and types of
jobs available, but also on personal and societal
attitudes toward work, stemming from custom and
tradition, and other social and psychological
variables..

In 1960, about 51 percent of the rural population
14 years old and over was in the labor force, com-
pared with 57 percent in the urbin population. This
difference is due principally to the fact that fewer
rural than urban women have paid employment.
Not_ only are fewer jobs available to rural women,
but a higher proportion of the women are married
and have young children. In addition, rural atti-
tudes have not traditionally encouraged women to
work outside the home or family business. Never-
theless, the employment of rural women has in-
creased tremendously in recent decades, following
the general trend. Women now constitute about 26
percent of the rural labor force, whereas they were
only about 16 percent in 1940.

The lower participation rate in rural areas is due
also to the fact that males, particularly nonwhites,
are in the labor force to a lesser extent than urban
males. Although rates for nonwhite urban males
are lower than those for whites, the difference be-
tween white and nonwhite rates is much greater for
the rural males.

The generally lower rate of labor force par-
ticipation of nonwhite men, which is observed for

Current estimates arc by the Economic Research Service.
Discussion in the rest of this section relies primarily on data
from the decennial Censuses of Population.

nearly all age groups in all three residence cate-
gories, stems from many factors. For example, con-
tinued rebuffs when seeking jobs associated with
lack of education and skills, or due to discrimi-
natory hiring practices, may be a factor that causes
relatively more nonwhite men to discontinue look-
ing for work and to actually withdraw from the
labor force Relatively poorer health, on the aver-
age, and different attitudes toward work may also
he associated with their lesser participation.

The white-nonwhite differential is particularly
striking among nonfarm rural males. The labor
force data -utilized here relate to a veek in late
March, when agricultural work is at a low point.
Many nonfarm rural men do hired formwork dur-
ing the busy agricultural seasons. They do not lOok
for this type of work in March, and they may not
look for other types of work for some of the reasons
cited above.

In contrast to men, nonwhite women have higher
.participation rates than white in all three residence
classes. More nonwhite women are heads of liouse-7
holds, or for other reasons, must be employed. The
participation of rural nonwhite women is, however,
very much lower than that- of urban nonwhite
women. The relative scarcity of jobs in rural areas
is an important reason for this. Another reason is
that many rural nonwhite women are without basic
occupational or educational skills, or they may face
discriminatory hiring practices. 'Furthermore, rela-
tively more urban than rural nonwhite women are
either single or leads of households; thus they are
often required to earn a livelihood.

Because work is available, no matter how rela-
tively unproductive some of it may be, a higher
proportion of farm males, among the young teen-
agers and the elder:v, are in the labor force than is
true of males in these ages in the nonfarm rural or
urban population. Similarly, because jobs for
women are not as available on farms, their par-
ticipation at all age levels is lower than that of
women in nonfarm areas.

Changes in Industrial and Occupational
Composition

The occupation and industry mix of the rural
labor force has been substantially altered as a result
of the dramatic increases and decreases in various
industry and occupational segments of the rural
labor force, which have brought it closer in compo-
sition to that of the urban population . . . (fig. 3).
To summarize briefly, rural employment in: (1)
Extractive industries has declined; (2) manufactur-
ing and various types of trades and services has
increased sharply; (3) other industries has in-
creased moderately; (4) fanning and laboring
occupations has declined; and (5) all other major
occupations has increased.
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CHANGE IN EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY GROUPS

OF URBAN AND RURAL RESIDENTS, 1950 TO 1960
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FIGURE 3

Industrial Composition

The industrial structure of the labor force is very
different for farm residents and for rural residents
who do not live on farms. The work of- farm resi-
dents is still overwhelmingly agricultural (6 out of
10 farm residents worked in agriculture in 1960),
although the number of persons employed in agri-
culture was lower in 1960 than it was more than 100
years ago. The next two most important industries
employing farm residents were manufacturing and
the service industries, which together provided jobs
for a fo nth of the farm residents.

In contrast, the industrial composition of the
nonfarm rural force was fairly similar to that of
urban workers. Manufacturing employed slightly
more than a fourth of the labor force in each of the
nonfarm groups. The service industries, including
private household work, entertainment and recre-
ation, education, hospitals, and public administra-
tion, also employed about a fourth of each nonfarm
labor force. Trade supplied about a fifth of the jobs
to urban and nonfarm rural people.

The nonwhite labor force in both farm and non-
farm rural areas is substantially different in indus-
trial composition from that of the white labor force
in these areas. In general, nonwhites are more
heavily concentrated in agricultural work. Among
farm residents, 7 out of 10 nonwhite persons work
in agriculture, but only 6 out of 10 white persons
do. Nonfarm rural nonwhite workers are heavily
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represented in agriculture also, unlike white persons
in these areas.

Occupational Composition

As with industry, occupations of persons in the
labor force in nonfarm rural areas in 1960 were
more akin to the occupations of their urban neigh-
bors than they were to the job categories of farm
residents. Blue-collar work, not formwork, pre-
dominates among nonfarm rural men; more than
half of the men were working at blue-collar jobs, a
fourth at white-collar jobs, and about a tenth at
formwork. (fig. 4.)

Among the farm residents, men living on farms
and working on farms (70 percent) far outnum-
bered men in all other occupational groups com-
bined. Most of these men were farm operators. The
majority of the remaining male farm residents
worked in the blue-collar occupations, primarily as
skilled and semiskilled workers.

Farm women were not so highly concentrated in
formwork as men. Only a fourth of these women
worked as farm operators or farm laborers. The
rest worked in blue-collar and service occupations
to the same degree as urban women. Factory work,
for example, offered employment to 15 percent of
the women living on farms and to the same propor-
tion of women in the cities. The same is true for
the service occupations which provided work for
about a fifth of the women in farm and urban areas.



Blue-Collar Workers Replace Farmers as

Largest Rural Occupational Group
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FIGURE 4

Only in the clerical fields were women farm resi-
dents employed in substantially smaller proportions
than women in nonfarm rural areas.

There was a pronounced difference in the occu-
pations of white and nonwhite women, regardless
of type of residence area. Service jobs, particularly
domestic work, dominated the occupational struc-
ture of the nonwhite female labor force in all areas.
These jobs provided employment to two-fifths, of
the nonwhite women in farm areas and to two-
thirds of the nonwhite women in nonfarm rural
areas in 1960. The other large occupational cate-
gory for nonwhite women was farmwork, which
occupied 40 percent of the farm women and 10 per-
cent of the nonfarm rural women. Blue-collar and
white-collar jobs for nonwhite women in thi rural
areas are scarce, indeed, compared with the propor-
tion of white women who are holding these jobs.

Continued Decline in Farm Employment

Total agricultural employment has declined in
almost every-year since the end of World War H.
It was 8.6 million in 1945 and only 4.5 million in
1965. The decline over the two decades cut agricul-
tural employment by almost half, compared with
an increase of about a half in total employment out-
side agriculture during the same period.

Within agriculture, only the number of family
workers declined while those employed as wage and
salary workers remained about the same.

Unemployment and Underemployment
Unemployment rates were higher for nonfarm

rural residents than for urban residents in 1960. In
the nonfarm rural labor force, 6.1 percent were un-
employed as compared with 5.1 percent in the
urban labor force. This disparity varied by educa-
tional level. Higher unemployment rates for non-
farm rural men and women were concentrated
among those who had not been to college, while
there was little difference between nonfarm rural
and urban unemployment rates for persons who had
completed some college work.

Unemployment rates for farm women in 1960
were much higher than for farm men, and tended to
approximate rates prevailing for other women in
the country, Due to the low reported unemployment
of farm men, the unemployment rate of 3 percent
for farm residents as a whole was markedly lower
than for nonfarm rural and urban residents. How-
ever, the reported unemployment rate is not a good
indicator of utilization of manpower resources of
farm people because of the substantial amount of
underemployment on farms. Most farm operators
report that they are employed rather than looking
for work, even though in off-seasons they are doing
only a few hours of work per week. Furthermore,
underemployment may take the form of producing
very little during those hours that arc worked.

For example, a man's education and other capac-
ities might qualify him to earn $2 an hour in non-
farm work, which in a full-time position of 2,000
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hours per year would result in an income of $4,000.
But if he is a farm operator, he may net only
$3,000 per year. The loss is the same as if he were
unemployed 3 months of the year.

The unemployment equivalent of underemploy-
ment can be estimated by comparing actual earn-
ings of large groups of persons with earnings of
large groups of their counterparts with respect to
earning capacities, values, and tastes. This has been
done by the Economic Research Service for persons
in the rural labor force. The -tureitijilo-ynient equiv-
alent of underemployment of those in the labor
force between the ages of 20 and 64 is estimated to
have seen 2.5 million man-years in 1960. This
amounts to 15.6 percent of the rural labor force in
these age groups in that year.

Of the 2.5 million man-years of underemploy-
ment, 1.1 million was among farm residents. This
was 26.5 percent of the 1960 farm labor force be-
tween 20 and 64 years of age. The 1.4 million man-
years _among nonfarm rural men and wonien be-
tween 20 and 64 amounted to 12 percent of this
labor- force.

There was little variation in the severity of
-underemployment between farm men and women.
The percentage for men was 26 and for women, 27.
There were, however, decided differences between
nonfarm rural men and women. Nonfarm rural
women suffered underemployment almost as severe
as for the farm people-20.5 percent. Nonfarm
rural men experienced underemployment equivalent
to 8.5 percent of the labor force.

These estimates of underemployment pertain
only to those in the labor force. The probably large
number, particularly of -rural women,, who are not
in the labor force because there are no employment
opportunities available within range of their homes,
are not included here as underemployed.

Income

Nonfarm Rural

Nonfarm rural income is below that of urban
dwellers, but is substantially higher than that of
farm people. The median income of nonfarm rural
families in 1959 was 84 percent of the median for
all U.S. families.

This relationship between nonfarm rural family
in and all U.S. family income is about the
same as that prevailing between adult males in the
tio populations. For instance, while nonfarm rural
median family income was 84 percent of the U.S.
median. nonfarm rural males between 20 and 64
years of age had a median income that was 87 per-
cent of that for all U.S. males of these ages. This
indicates that low nonfarm rural family incomes do
not result primarily from the lack of a male bread-
winner of working age.

One important reason why incomes are low in
rural America is that earning capacities are low.
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Another important reason is that incomes attained
are below earning capacities.

Earning capacities can be estimated on the basis
of education, age, occupation, proportion in the
armed forces, and other factors that affect income.
regardless of whether one is an urban or_rural resi-
dent. Because of an unfavorable mix of these char-
acteristics, for males in the labor force between the
ages of 20 and 64, it is estimated that nonfarm
rural median income would have been 95 percent
as great as U.S. median income in 1959 if incomes
received had been equal to estimated earning
capacities. The difference between 100 and 95 per-
cent is an estimate of the extent to which incomes
are low due to low earning capacities. The differ-
ence between 95 percent of the U.S. median income
for men 20 to 64 years of age and the figure of 87
percent (which nonfarm rural men actually re-
ceived) estimates the extent to which incomes re-
ceived are below earning eapacities.4 Incomes were
furthest below capacities for the older, more poorly
educated nonfarm rural males.

Farm

While incomes of farm people have increased
over time, they have made little progress in improv-
ing their low standing relative to nonfarm people.
For farm families, median money income was only
57 percent of the U.S. median family income in
1959.

For farm males in the labor force between the
ages of 20 and 64, the-actual median income in 1959
was only 56 percent of the IT.S. median for males of
comparable age. It is estimated that this actual
median for farm males would have been 89 percent
of the U.S. median if incomes realized had been
equal to those attained in the United States as a
whole by persons of comparable earning capacity.
The difference between 100 and 89 percent is there-
fore an estimate of the extent to which farm male
incomes are reduced due to relatively Iciw earning
capacities.

In making comparisons between money income
for persons on farms and money income for all per-
sons in the country, however, allowance should be
made for differences in the nonmoney components
of income, such as home-produced food, and os-
sible deduction of some housing costs before cal-
culating net money income. It is assumed that
a money income 85 percent as great for persons on
Lams as for persons in the United States as a whole
who have comparable earning capacities would
represent the same real income.

When this allowance is made 10.89 X o :85- =
0.76), it results in an estimate that a median money
income for farm males between 20 and 64 years of
age that was 76 percent of the money median for

"The difference between earning capacities and actual
ea' mugs is the same concepl used above in estimating
underemployment.



all U.S. males of the same age group would repre-
sent for these farm men real income equivalent to
that obtaining in the country as a whole for labor
of comparable capacity.

The difference between 76 percent and the actual
median income, which is 56 percent of the U.S.
median, reflects the extent to which farm male in-
comes are low as a result of failure to realize in-
comes commensurate with those prevailing in the
United States as a whole for men of comparable.
earning capacity. As with nonfarm rural males, this
discrepancy between actual and potential earnings
is greatest for older, less well-educated groups.

Farm males include many family workers and
many men engaged primarily in nonfarm work.
Taking only farm operators, it is estimated that a
median money income 79 percent of that for all
U.S. labor force males 20 years of age and over
would be expected on the basis of comparable in-
come-earning capacity. As a group, however, these
farm operators attained a median Money income
only 59 percent of that for all U.S. males 20 years
of age and over.

Farms with sales of more than $20,000 achieve
parity of income in the sense here used. It is esti-
mated that smaller-commercial farms would require
increases of about 30 percent for those with sales
between $10,000 and $20,000, to more than 200 per-
cent for farms selling less than $2,500 worth of
farm products, if the operators were to have in-
comes equal to earning -capacities. Part-time and
part-retirement farms would need much smaller
increases.

Projections to 1970

The future size of the rural population and labor
force will be largely determined by migration
trends, and these in turn will be heavily influenced
by economic development. But economic factors are
not the only ones that motivate people to remain
in, leave, or move to rural areas. Some rural young
people prefer to live in rural areas, while others
wish to live in urban centers. Their preference may
be related to style of life or may stem from the
type of occupation they wish to pursue. Often the
opinion is expressed that the rural environment is
a good one in which to raise children. Certain rural
areas also attract people as places of retirement.
Nevertheless, economic influences are probably the
dominant factors in determining rural migration.

Projection A
Two projections of rural population to 1970 have

been made to illustrate the effect of different pat-
terns of migration (table 2). In Projection A, it is
assumed that from 1960 to 1970 no migration will
occur from the rural population. Growth would then
be determined by the balance of projected births

and deaths. The rural population would grow by
about 9.7 million (from 54.1 in 1960 to 63.8 million
in 1970). By far the most rapid growth would occur
in the group aged 20 to 29, which would experience
a 4 million increase. Young people entering this age
during the 1960's were born during a period of
high birth rates. They are more numerous than the
birth groups that precede them. More importantly,
this is the age group at which the heaviest move-
ment to urban areas normally occurs. Therefore, if
the net' movement of rural youth to urban areas
should cease, the number of young rural adults
would increase very rapidly.

Under Projection A, the population under 20
years old would grow by about 20 percent. Among
those 10 to 19, the increase would come largely
from halting the outmovement of older teenagers.
The number of children under 10 is affected by the
nunther of young adults of childbearing age in the
population. With the rapid growth in numbers of
persons 20 to 29, the number of children born would
rise by 19 percent even without any increase in
fertility rates per family. At ages 30 to 44, declines
in population would occur as persons born during
the low birth-rate years of the depression reached
these ages. At age 45 and above, substantial gains
would result.

Projection B
Suppose, on the other hand, that migration rates

from- the rural population continued during the
1960's at levels similar to those that are estimated
to have prevailed in the 1950's (Projection B). In
this-e'Vent, the 1970 rural population would be 53.8
million, or some 200,000 smaller than in 1960, and
nearly= 10 million smaller than the number that
would be present without migration. Of this differ-
ence, about 6.8 million would stem from the migra-
tion of people alive in 1960 and 3.1 million would
result primarily from the smaller number of births
that would occur in the rural population during the
decade. All age groups would experience some net
outmovement. The inigraticei rates would be less
than 10 percent for all ages above 30. However, for
persons 10 to 19 years old in 1960, and becoming 20
to 29 by 1970, the outmovement would amount to
34 percent.

Labor Force
The effects of these two hypothetical projections

on the rural civilian labor force are also illustrated
in table 2. The figures are based on a continuation
of the rural labor force participation rates observed
in 1960, taking sex, age, and farm-nonfarm resi-
dence into account.

The absence of net movement to urban places
(Projection M would imply an increase in the
rural labor force of 3.5 million, a growth of 19 per-
cent. If these people were to be employed, an equal
growth in jobs located in rural areas or accessible
to rural residents by commuting would be required.
Four-fifths of the additional jobs would have to be
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TABLE 2.-Illustrative projections of rural population and labor force, for the United States, 19701

Age
1960

Census

Projection A- vith no Projection I3-with net outmigration
net migration to urban areas

Projected
1970 popu-
lation with

no migration
dining
1960-70
decade 2

Populat ion Projected Population
change, 1970 pow,- ehange, Implicit
1960-70 lation with 1960-70 rural- Migration
with no out migration with out- urban rate 4

migrat ion during migration net
during 1960-70 during migration,
decade decade' decade 1960-70

Thou. Thou. Thou. Thou. Thou. Thou. Prl.

TOTAL MURAL PoPULATIoN

Total, all ages 54,054 63,791 +9.738 53,845 -209 -9,946 -15.6

0-9 year.; 12,344 14,709 +2,365 11,571 -773 -3,138 -21.3
10-19 10,214 12,252 +2,038 10,926 +712 -1,326 -10.8
20- 29...: 6,100 10.151 +4,051 6,679 +579 -3,472 -34.2
30-44 10,019 9,250 -769 8,391 -1,628 -859 -9.3
45-64 10,345 11,786 +1,441 11,060 +715 -728 -6.2
65 and over. 5,033 5,644 +611 5,220 +187 -424 -7.5

KURA,. CIVILIAN LUMP PONCE

Total, 14 years and.over 18,212 21,667 +3,455 18,227 +15 -3,440 -15.9

14-19 years 1,418 2,013 +595 1,726 +308 -287 -14.3
20-29 3,345 5.930 +2,58.5 3,852 +507 -2,078 -35.0
30-44 6,233 5,802 -431 5,266 -967 -536 -9.2
45-64 6,283 6,915 +632 6,492 +209 -424 -6.1
65 and over 933 1,006 +73 892 -41 -114 -11.3

Source:, 1960 Census of Population and unpublished data
from Economic Research Service. US. Dept. of Agr.

' Figures are rounded to the nearest thousand without
beii% adjusted to group totals.

Projections to 1970 under the assumption of no migra-
tion during 1960-70 were developed for the population 10
years old and over in. 1970. by applying 10-year survival
ratios to the 1960 population. For the population under 10
years in 1970, a method based on age-specific ratios of chil-
dren under 5 years per 1.000 women 15-49 years was utilized.

available for workers under 30 years of age in 1970,
even if this group also absorbed all the jobs made
available by the 430,000 decline in workers 30 to 44
years old. The total number of additional nonagri-
cultural jobs needed would be larger than 3.5 mil-
lion due to the continued decline in number of
farms.

If the rural population experiences net outmove-
went similar to that of the 1950's (Projection B),
the rural labor force would remain almost un-
changed in total size by 1970. But this would still
imply the need for a growth in nonfarm jobs suffi-
cient to offset the drop that is now occurring in farm
jobs.

Economic Development

The actual course of rural population and labor
force change will almost surely fall somewhere be-
tween the projections discussed. The rate of eco-
nomic development in, or accessible to, rural areas
that would be necessary to absorb all of the oncom-
ing rural labor force seems far beyond the realm of
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Projections were made for farm and nonfarm rural popula-
tions separately, with ruml totals obtained by summation.

a Projections to 1970, under the assumption of rural-urban
migration during 1960-70 decade, were developed by assum-
int that estimated rates of net migration obser% ed during
the 1950-60 decade would continue through the 1960-70
decade. Migration rates were applied to farm and nonfarm
rural populations separately, with rural totals obtained by
summation.

' Estimates of 1960-70 net migration expressed as a per-
centage of the population that would Purvire to 1970.

achievement at the moment. On the other hand,
there are a number of programs which provide
greater opportunities in rural areas than were pres-
ent (luring the 1950's. These can alter the type of
movements observed in recent decades, even if at
presently authorized program levels it is unlikely
the rural-to-urban direction of the movement would
be reversed.

The programs referred to include the investment
loans, technical and other assistance from the
Public Works and Economic Development Act of
1965, the various manpower training programs, the
expanded loan authorities of the Farmers Home
Administration for water facilities, nonfarm busi-
ness capital, and recreation enterprises; improved
educational facilities encouraged by the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act and by enlarged
authorizations for vocational education; the in-
creased rural community planning resulting from
the Rural Areas Development Program; the activ-
ities sponsored by the Economic Opportunity Act;
and the efforts to extend such programs into rural
areas by the Rural Community Development Serv-
ice of the Department of Agriculture.



Chapter 2

The Negro Population of the South

DANIEL 0. PRICE, professor of sociology, University of Texas

Introduction

This report examines the changes and the trends
in characteristics of the Negro population of the
Southern United States. Whenever possible, the
data have been examined by cohorts in order to
obtain clearer pictures of trends. The report is made
up of six parts and a summary; the parts deal with
(1) population distribution, (2) migration, (3)
occupational -changes, (41 education, (5) income,
and (6) fertility, marital status, and dependency
ratios.

Population Distribution

Let us begin this examination of the southern
Negro population by a quick look at the distribu-
tion of the Negro population of the United States:
In 1870 over 90 percent of the U.S. Negro popu-
lation-lived in the South anti-over 80 percent in the
rural South. By 1960 less than 25 percent lived in
the rural South and less than 60 percent in the total
South. Most of this change has taken place since
the 1930's. In all areas outside the South since at
least 1870 the Negro population has been more con-
centrated_ in urban areas than has the white popu-
lation. Even with the declining proportion of
Negroes in the rural areas of the South, in 1960 a
larger proportion of Negroes than whites were still
rural although for the first time the census found
over half of both groups living in urban areas.

Table 1 shows the distribution of the Negro
population of the United States by the urban and
rural portions of 15 Southern States for 1940, 1950,
and 1960. Some of the reduction in rural farm popu-
lation shown in this table between 1950 and 1960
is due to the changing definitions of rural farm and
rural nonfarm. However, most of the change repre-
sents real shifts in residence. Texas, North Carolina,
Florida, and Louisiana were the only four Southern
States containing over 5 percent of the U.S. Negro
population in 1960. The proportion of the Negro
population in each Southern State declined for
each State except Missouri between 1950 and 1960.
Missouri showed an increase from 1.8 to 1.9 percent
of the total U.S. Negro population. In general, these
Southern State, showed an increase in the propor-
tion of the total Negro population present in their
urban areas and in their rural nonfarm areas, with

the large decreases occurring in the rural farm
areas.

TABLEit-Distribution of X-egro population of the
United States, by rural and urban parts of 15
Southern States, 1910. 1950, and 1960

State and residence 1940 1950 1960

17nited,States.
Urban..
Rural nonfarm
Rural farm

15 Southern State.

Percent
100.11
48.0
16.7
35.3
76.4

Percent
100.0
61.6
17.2
21.2
63.1

Percent
100.0
714
19.8
7.8

55.3
Urban- 27.8 29.9

:11171i1.151Rural nonfartn... ..
Rural farm

: ... 14.1
34.5

13.5
19.6

Alabama 7.6 6.1 4.8
Urban _ 2.4 2.8 2.7
Rural nonfaim 1.5 1.2 1.5

Rural farm 3.7 2.0 .6

Arkansas 3.8 2.6 1.9

Urban .8 .9 .8
Rural nonfarm .1; .5 .7

'Rural farm 2.3 1.2 .4

Florida ..... ....... 4.0 6.1i 5.5
Urban 2.2 3.0 3.2
Rural nonfarm 1:z 1.5 1.7

Rural farm .6 2.0 .7

Georgia 8.4 3.7 4.3
Urban 2.9 2.5 3.3
Rural nonfarm. 1.5 .9 .9

Rural farm 4.0 .3 .1

Kentucky 1.7 1.3 1.1

Urban' AI .9 .8

Rural nonfarm .4 .3 .2
Rural farm

Louisiana ti..13i 5.5
.2 .1

5.1

Urban
Rural nonfarm

2.4
1.2

2.8
1.3

3.1
1.5

Rural farm 1.5 .4

Maryland 2.4 2.4 2A;

Urban 1.5 1.7 1.9

Rural nonfarm .6 .5 .6
Rural farm .3 .2 .1

Mississippi 8.4 6.1 4.5
Urban
Rural nonfarm

1.41.4 1.4
1.0

1.4
1.1;

Rural farm 3.7 1.5

Missouri 1.9 1.8 1.9

Urban 1.5 1.6 1.8
Rural nonfarm ..... .2 .1 .1

Rural farm ..2 .1 .1

North Carolina 7.6 6.7 5.13

Urban 2.3 2.2 2.2
Rural nonfarm 1.13 1.7 2.1

Rural farm 3.7 2.7 1.3
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TABLE I. Distribution of Negro population of the
United States, by rural and urban parts of 15
Southern States, 1940, 1950, and 1960-Continued

State and residence 1940 1950 19(10

Percent Percent Percent
Oklahoma 1.3 1.2 1.1

Urban .6 .7
Rural nonfarm 2 .3 .3
Rural ....... .5 .3 .1

South Carolina 6.3 5.1 4.1
Urban 1.3 1.5 1.4
Rural nonfarm 1.° 1.3 1.8
Rural farm 3.8 2.3 9

Tennessee 4.0 3.3 2.9
Urban 2.° 2.1 2.1
Rural nonfarm. .5 .4 .4
Rural farm 1.3 .8 .4

Texas 7.2 6.1 5.9
Urban 3.3 3.8 4.4
Rural nonfarnt 1.2 1.1 1.2
Rural farm 2.7 1.2 ,3

Virginia 5.1 4.6 4A;
Urban 1.9 2.1 2.1
Rural nonfarm 1.2 1.4 1.4
Rural farm 2.0 1.1_

Source: Sixteenth Census of the United States: 1940.
Population, Vol. II. Characteristics of the Population. I't. 1.

.U.S. Summary, Table 5; U.S. Citisits of Population: -1950.
Vol. II. Characteristics of the Population, Table 15; US.
Census of Population: 1960. Vol. 1. Chasacteristics of the
Population, Table 37.

In-table 2 we can see the -shift in of the
Negro population relative to the white population
in each of these Southern States. Thes.e-figurei were-
computed by taking the percentage of the Negro
population of the State living in a particular resi-
dence category, say urban, and dividing- this by the
percentage of the white population in the State
living in the same residence class. This figure will
be 1.00 if the same proportion of whites and
Negroes live in an area, will be greater than 1.00 if
the proportion of Negroes living in the_aiea is
greater, and will be less than 1.00 if the proportion
of whites in the State living in the--vecified resi-
dence category is greater. From this table we see
that in 1960 only in Louisiana, Mississippi, South
Carolina, and Virginia was the Negro population
less urban than the white population. In all other
States the Negro population was more concentrated
in urban areas than was the white population. In
Louisiana and Virginia the proportion of urban
whites and Negroes was very similar, so that only

TABLE 2.-Relative urban-rural distribution of
Negroes and whites in 15 Southern States, 1940,
1950, and 1960'

State and residence 1940 1950 19(10

Alabama:
Urban 1.10 1.08 1.05
Rural nonfarni .79 .80 All
Rural farm 1.05 1.05 1.04
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TABLE 2.---ftemore urban-rural distribution of
Negroes and whites in 15 Southern States. 1940.
1950, and 1960 '-Contintw,1

State and residence 19411 1950 1960

Arkansas:
Urban .......... .97 1.05 1.05
Rural nonfarm .75 .74 .94
Rural farm 1.11 1.13 1.01

Florida:
Urban 1.02 1.03 1.06
Rural nonfarm. ... .99 .79 .85
Rural farm .96 1.17 113

I leorgia:
Urban .......... .... 1.03 1.00 1.04
Rural nonfarm .75 .95 .89
Rata! farm 1.12 1.15 .811

Kentucky:
Urban 1 .9ti 1.80 1.66
Rural nonfarm 1.00 .81 .57
Rural farm ........ ... .42 .36 .38

Louisiana:
Urban . .84 .89 .96
Rural nonfarm .7:4 n -1.00
Rural farm 1.44 1.4:3 1.36

:Maryland:
Urban 1.05 1.03 1.05
Rural nonfarm .84 .91 .89
Rural farm 1.10 1.00 .78

Mississippi:
Urban .72 -.75 .77.
Rural nonfarm= .55 .62 All
Rural farm 1.28 1.42 1.68

Mbecouri
Urbaa 1.56 1.47 1.41
Rural nonfarm .50 .32 .27
Rural-farm .39 .29 .25.

North Carolina:
Urban 1.16 1.00 - 1.00
Rural nonfarm -.).1.. .73 .82
Rural farm 1.09 1.30 1.51

Oklahoma:
Urban 1:25 .97 LOC
Rural nonfarm .78 1.01 1.19
Rural farm .89 1.06 .59

South Carolina:
Urban .77 .68 .75
Rural nonfarm... ... .55 .81 .91)
Rural farm 1.55 1.76 2.12

Tennessee:
Urban 1.80 1.59 1.48
Rural nonfarm .55 .46 .43
Rural farm .69 .72 .78

Texas:
Urban 1.00 1.00 1.00
Rural nonfarm .74 .88 1.14
Rural farm 1.17 1.16 .66

Virginia:
Urban 1.04 .96 .94
Rural nonfarm .82 .96 1.05
Rural farm 1.10 1.14 1.16

Source: Sixteenth Census of the United States: 1940.
Population, Vol. II. Characteristics of the Population. Pt. 1.
US. Summary, Table 5: US. Census of Population 1 1950.
Vol. II. Characteristics of the Population. Table 15; U.S.
Census of Population: 1960. Vol. I. Characteristics Of the
Population, Table 37.

' Figures shown are percentage of Negro population of a
State living in specified area divided by percentage of white
population of the State living in the sante area. A figure of
1.00 indicates the sante proportion of Negroes and whites
living in sin area. Greater than L00 indicates a greater pro-
portion of Negroes; less than 1.00 indicates a greater prc
portion of whites.



in Mississippi and South Carolina do we find States
where Negroes are still disproportionately rural.
(It must be remembered that the white population
is more rural in the South than in other regions.)

Mississippi, North Carolina, and South Carolina
were the main Southern States in which there was
an increasing disproportion of the Negro population
in-rural farm areas. Apparently these are the main
Southern States in which the rural farm white
population is moving out more rapidly than the
rural farm Negro population.

The largest numbers of rural farm Negroes are
Mississippi and Mali Carolina, and it is in

these States that the problem of rural Negro pov-
erty is greatest simply because of the numbers in-
volved. The rural farm Negro population in these
two States in 1960 was approximately 570,000,
whereas in 1950 there had been over 1 million rural
farm Negroes in these two States. The outmigration
of Negroes from rural farm areas is reducing the
problem of rural Negro poverty, but it is certain
that these individuals carry much of their poverty
with them regardless of their place of residence.

Migration

In the preceding section we discussed the distri-
bution of the Negro population. In the present sec-
tion we take a look at the patterns of migration
that have been influential in changing the distribu-
lion of the Negro population.

Estimates of net migration were computed by the
census- survival rate method for regions of the
United States for the period 1910-60. These esti-
mates differ from other estimates of net migration
by virtue of the fact that the rural and urban por-

tions of the regions have been treated separately.
It was necessary to combine rural farm and rural
nonfarm areas in order that the changing definitions
would not have too great an effect on the estimates.
The older urban definition (ignoring minor changes)
was used for the 1910-50 period, and the new urban
definition was used for the 1950-60 decade.

For the period 1910-40 the data are for white and
Negro with white and nonwhite used after that.
In the South, nonwhite and Negro are virtually
synonymous so that these two terms are used inter-
changeably.

The results have the usual shortcomings of the
forward survival rate method of estimating net
migration, plus the additional factor that applica-
tion of the same set of survival rates to urban and

-rural populations introduces other errors. When the
boundaries of a city expanded or when an area
changed in classification from rural to urban, this
method classes the residents as migrants. There was
a change, of course, from rural to urban residence,
and for many of these people there was also a
gradual change in their way of living.

The estimates of net migration without any in-
formation on age of migrants are shown in table 3.
The figures shown here are total numbers of
migrants. The Census South has been broken into
two parts, the secessionist South and the nonseces-
sionist South. Our concern here is primarily with
the secessionist South. In no decade since 1910 has
the number of Negro outmigrants from rural areas
been as large as the number of white outmigrants
from rural areas of the secessionist South. However,
the total number of outmigrants from the rural
areas of the South shows the justification for the
term "seedbed of the natioa."

TABLE 3.Estimates of net migration for urban and rural portions of regions by race for 1910 to 1940 and
by color for 1940 to 1960

[Data in thousands]

Decade, race or color,
and residence

Secessionist
South

Nonseces-
monist
Sout h

Nort h-
east

Nort h
Central West

1910-20:
White:

Urban 860 426 29 1,600 694
Rural -1,139 -478 -299 -1,773 7:3

Neigro:
Urban 528 60 167 247 18

Rural -958 -55 3 -17 8

1920-30:
Whites

Urban 1,279 268 128 1,352 1,299

Rural -1,502 -560 -348 -1,794 -31
Negro:

Urban 188 81 :342 366 :38

Rural. -1,013 -42 24 16

1930-40:
White:

Urban 747 158 -277 85 794

Rural -824 -375 115 -755 333
Negro:

Urban 412 87 167 125 42

Rural -793 -53 4 2 7
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TABLE 3.Estimates of net migration for urban and rural ptirtion, of regions by race for 1910 to 1940 and
by color for 1940 to 1960Cdntinued

[Data in thousands]

Decade, race or color,
and residence

Secessionist
South

Nonseces-
sionist
South

North-
east

North
Central West

1940 -50:
White:

Urban. ......... 2,111 158 1,052 171 1,874
Rural 1,988 837 229 1,498 831

Nonwhite:
Urban 307 99 412 547 263
Rural . ...... 1,577 99 16 - :3:3

1950 -60:
White:

Urban 2,874 168 53:3 875 :3,221
Rural 2,332 978 481 1,960 854

Nonwhite:
Urban 289 91 449 479 249
Rural 1,476 75 7 6 7

It is possible to see from this table that the de-
pression decade of the thirties was the period when
southern urban areas were most attractive to Negro
migrants. Since that time the number of Negro
migrants to southern urban areas has been declin-
ing, ,although still totaling nearly 300,000 in the
1950-60 decade. This declining attractiveness of
southern urban areas as destinations for Negro
migrants from the rural South has added to the
increased number moving to urban areas outside
the South. For the most part, these rural migrants
carry their poverty with them.

In order to summarize the information on net
migrants by age, color, and sex for the 1910-60
period, the cumulative effects of migration on co-
horts of the population were computed for succes-
sive decades. These cohorts are identified by the
census year in which they were 0 to 4 years of age.
The number of net migrants of a particular age-
sex-color group was related to the number of resi-
dents in that category at the beginning of the
decade to obtain a rate of change in population due
to migration. These rates of change were applied
to an initial 1,000 members of a cohort in order to
see the cumulative effects of migration on the
cohort. The results of these computations are shown
in figure 1 for nonwhite males in the rural seces-
sionist South_ .

Figure 1 shows that the rural nonwhite male
cohorts of 1910, 1920, and 1930 had lost approxi-
mately 700 out of every 1,000 members by 1960,
at which time they were in the 50 to 54, 40 to 44,
and 30 to 34 age groups, respectively. The rates of
outmigration had increased so that each succeed-
ing cohort had lost approximately 700 out of every
1,000 members at an age 10 years younger than
the preceding cohort. The cohort of 1940 had lost
over 500 out of every 1,000 members by age 20 to
24. The cumulative outmigration indicates that the
rates of outmigration have increased for each sue-
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noun 1.Estimates of cumulstive migration to 1960 per
1.000 original members of cohorts of nonwhite males in
rural secessionist South. by age (cohorts identified by
year in which members were 0 to 4 ears of age).

seeding cohort. The pattern is sufficiently stable so
that it seems safe to predict increasing rates of
outmigration of Negro males from rural areas of
the South.

Figure 2 shows the estimates of cumulative out-
migration for cohorts of rural Negro females in the
secessionist South. The pattern is almost identical
to that of Negro males except that the rates of out-
migration have been slightly higher. Femal-, in
general move out of rural areas at higher rates than
do males.
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Figure 3 shows estimates of cumulative migration
for cohorts of Negro males in urban areas of the
secessionist South. Every 1,000 initial members of
the cohort of 1910 had been joined by an additicinal
1,300 individuals by age 50 to 54 in 1960. Since each
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succeeding cohort shows smaller cumulative gains
from migration it is unlikely that any other cohort
will show this sort of gain. The fact that each suc-
ceeding cohort shows smaller gains from migration
is further indication of the declining attractiveness
to Negroes of southern urban areas. This is further
substantiated in figure 4, which shows the cumu-
lative gains from migration made by nonwhite
females in urban areas of the secessionist South.
The 1910 female cohort showed much greater gains
in urban areas than did the 1910 male cohort, but
the male and female cohorts of 1940 and 1950 show
similar patterns. The differences in the 1910 cohorts
possibly reflect the employment opportunities for
females in urban areas as private household workers
along with a still high demand for male farm labor.
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FictotE 3.Estimates of cumulative migration to 1960 per
1,000 original members of cohorts of nonwhite males in
urban secessionist South, by age (cohot is identified by
year in which member were 0 to 4 years of age).

If we look at the cumulative effects of migration
on cohorts of white males and females (figures not
shown) two differences are apparent. The outmigra-
tion rates of whites from rural areas have been
lower than the outinigration rates of Negroes from
rural areas, no cohort of whites having lost as much
as 500 out of 1,000 members. The migration gains
of whites in urban areas have been at higher rates
than the gains of Negroes, and .there is no evidence
of a decline in attractiveness of southern urban
areas for white migrants. This would indicate that
Negroes are leaving rural areas of the South at
higher rates than whites and are more likely than
whites to move to areas outside the South in prefer-
ence to southern urban areas.

Tabulations of the State of birth data from the
1960 census provide further information on the out-
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migration of Negroes from the South. Table 4 shows
the percentage of individuals born in the South and
divisions of the South but living elsewhere in 1960.
The percentage of nonwhites born in the area and
living outside the area in 1960 is higher than the
corresponding percentage of whites. This is also
true for the 20- to 25-year-old age group and for
all older age groups. The reverse is true (a higher
percentage of whites living outside the area of

TABLE 4.-Percentage of native population born in
and color, for the South

birth) for those under 5. 5 to 9, and for most of
these 10 to 14. It is seen, therefore, that a higher
proportion of Negroes than whites moves out of the
South, but movement does not start at as early an
age for Negroes as for whites. Since individuals
under 14 years of age are unlikely to be moving as
individuals, we are left with the conclusion that
whites are more likely to move as family groups
than are Negroes.

specified area and living in other areas in 1960, by age
and the southern divisions

Age (years)

South South Atlantic East South Central
West South

Central

White
Non-
white White

Non-
white White

Non-
white White

Non-
white

All uges 15.5 22.9 14.9 21.0 29.7 :14.9 21.9 23.6
Under F; 6.7 3.7 8.8 3.3 11.2 6.7 9.2 4.85 to 9.... ..... ..... 9.9 8.1 12.2 6.:3 17.2 14.9 13.3 9.5
19 to 14 10.4 10.6 11.5 7.9 19.0 18.9 14.2 12.0
15 to 19 13.1 15.7 13.7 12.5 22.7 25.6 19.3 19.3
20 to 24 18.9 27.8 18.0 24.8 35.4 42.9 27.0 31.0
25 to 29 20.8 33.2 18.6 29.2 38.3 50.5 29.2 :14.9
30 to 34 20.8 35.0 18.6 31.0 17.9 51.6 29.6 37.035 to 39 .... . 21.3 36.9 19.1 33.6 38.1 52.4 30.9 39.540 to 44... ......... 20.0 36.2 17.3 33.4 36.4 50.6 29.7 38.:3
45 to 49 19.0 :34.1 16.0 32.:3 .34.7 47.9 28.2 34.9
50 to 54 18.6 32.9 15.9 :32.5 34.7 45.7 27.0 32.3
55 to 59 18.0 32.8 16.0 33.4 35.3 45.4 25.1 30.8
60 to 64 17.0 31.5 16.1 33.1 15.3 43.9 2:3.1 28.2
65 to 69 15.5 27.3 15.9 29.9 34.6 39.5 20.7 23.670 to 74.... 14.6 25.5 16.3 28.7 34.5 38.5 19.0 20.7
75 and over... ..... . 14.3 23.2 18.2 28.2 36.6 35.7 17.0 17.7

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census. US. Census of Population: 1960. Subjeet Reports. State of Birth. Final Report PC
(2)-2A, Tables 16. 17.

In conclusion it is possible to make the following
statements:

(1) Negroes are moving out of the rural e.outh
at higher rates than are whites.

(2) The rates at which Negroes are moving out
of the rural South are continuing to increase.

(3) The number of Negroes moving out of the
South may be declining even with higher rates of
outinigration because of the decline in the Negro
population of the South.

(4) Southern urban areas are declining in attrac-
tiveness to Negroes as migration destinations.

(5) Negroes are less likely ;,o move as family
groups than are whites.

Occupational Changes

Four different approaches have been taken in the
examination of occupational changes among non-
whites in this study. In the first of these, cohorts of
the nonwhite population have been examined for
changes in occupational classification between 1920
and 1960. In the set nd approach, regional changes
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in employment of nonwhites relative to whites have
been examined. In the third approach, detailed
occupations have been examined at the national
level in order to see changes in detailed occupations
along with characteristics of the occupations. In
the fourth approach, the changing occupational dis-
tribution of the rural nonwhite population has been
examined.

Cohort Characteristics

In general, the nonwhite male population has a
smaller proportion in the labor force than does the
white male population except at the youngest ages,
that is ages 14 to 24. In this age group, nonwhite
males have a larger proportion in the labor force.
However, even in this age group in 1960 there was
a smaller proportion of nonwhite males in the labor
force than white males.

Examination of the occupational distribution of
cohorts of nonwhite males shows a large proporticn
of nonwhite males at young ages employed in farm-
ing. This proportion decreases rapidly with increas-
ing age. The increase in proportion employed in
craftsmen and operative occupations indicates that
there is a large shift from farming to craftsmen



and operative occupations as nonwhite males in-
crease in age. There is also a large increase in non-
farm laborers. How much of this increase is asso-
ciated with migration is not known but almost
certainly most of it is associated with change in
place of residence.

The proportion of nonwhite females in the labor
force is greater than the proportion of white
females in the labor force although the differences
have been decreasing. Since 1940, the nonwhite
female cohorts have started their labor force ex-
perience at ages 14 to 24 with smaller proportions
in the labor force than have the white female
cohorts. However, the recent cohorts of nonwhites
have tended to increase sharply the proportion in
the labor force by ages 25 to 34 while- the white
female cohorts have decreased the proportion in the
labor force during this first 10 years of labor force
experience, This is largely a consequence of the
white females tending to drop out Of the labor force
during the childbearing period. Nonwhite females
in general do not show this tendency to drop out of
the labor force during the- childbearing years.

Like nonwhite males, nonwhite females show
large shifts out of agricultural employment during
their first. 10 years in the labor force, mainly to
private household work. Private household employ-
ment is still the major employment category of the
nonwhite females, although recent cohorts of non-

whites are increasing their proportion in the cleri-
cal and sales category.

By examining the patterns of cohorts in specific
occupational categories it is possible to make pro-
jections of the occupational distribution of the U.S.
population for 1970 by age, sex, and color. These
projections are summarized in table 5. It should be
emphasized that these are not predictions but pro-
jections based on past trends. The extent to which
there are deviations from these projections in 1970
will be of importance. If the progress in occupa-
tional status of Negroes is not as great as that
projected, then careful examination should be made
of the factors involved-especially in the areas
where progress has been considerably less. If prog-
ress is greater than projected this would be tangible
evidence that the civil rights acts and other moves
to improve the economic status of Negroes are hav-
ing important effects. If the figures are similar to
those projected, it should not be assumed that the
civil rights acts and other programs are proving
ineffective. It is possible that .these programs were
necessary to maintain some of the more favorable
employment trends already established.

The Southern Region
As we turn from the national picture to the

regional picture, it is important to take a quick
look at the effect of occupational distribution- on

TABLE 5.-Projected occupational distribution of age groups in 1970, by color and sex

(Data in pereelitl"

White Nonwhite

Sex and
occupational category

25-34
years

35-44
years

45-54
years

55-64
years

25-34
years

35-44
years

45-54
years

55-64
years

MALES:
All occupations 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Professional and managerial 23.0 25.0 25.0 20.0 7.0 8.5 7.5 5.0

Clerical and sales. 15.0 13.0 12.5 12.0 8.0 8.0 6.0 5.0

Craftsmen and operatives 37.0 42.5 41.0 38.5 :33.5 35.0 32.0 28.5

Private household workerM 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.7

Other service workers 3.7 :3.5 4.5 5.:3 9.7 10.6 10.5 13.3

Laborers, except farm.... 4.0 :3.5 4.0 5.0 13.0 15.0 15.5 16.5

Farmers and farm managers 1.5 2.5 3.0 3.5 0.8 1.5 2.0 2.5

Farm laborers 1.5 0.8 0.8 0.8 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Not in the experienced labor
force (including occupa-
tion not reported) ..... 14.3 9.2 11.2 14.7 23.7 16.0 21.0 23.5

FEMALES:
All occupations 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Professional and managerial... 6.0 8.0 9.0 11.0 5.0 6.5 6.0 6.0

Clerical and sales ... 16.0 19.0 19.0 19.0 10.0 10.0 8.0 4.5

Craftsmen and operatives 6.0 7.0 8.0 8.0 7.0 8.0 8.0 7.0

Private household 1,votkers 2.0 1.0 1.5 2.0 12.0 14.0 16.0 20.0

Other service workers 4.5 5.0 6.0 7.0 11.0 13.0 1:3.0 12.5

Laborers, except farm 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6

Farmers and farm managers 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2

Farm laborers . . 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

Not in the experienced labor
force (including occupa-
tion not reported) . 65.3 59.7 56.2 52.6 54.4 47.8 48.2 49.1

' The proportion not in the experienced civilian labor force is not a projection but is included to clarify the 100-percent
base.
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median incomes of whites and Negroes. In the
South in 1950 the median income of nonwhite males
was only 50 percent of the median income of white
males. In 1960 the median income of nonwhite
males was only 47 percent of the median income
of white males. Thus for the region as a whole there
had been an actual loss of relative income of non-
white males between 1950 and 1960.

The differential incomes in 1950 and 1960 have
been recomputed on the assumption that there were
no differences in white aid nonwhite incomes in
major occupational categories. It was assumed that
both whites and nonwhites had the same income in
each occupational category as did the total popu-
lation in that occupational category in 1960. Median
incomes for whites.and nonwhites were then com-
puted for 1950 and 1960 on the basis of the per-
centage of the population employed in the various
occupational groups. Given this assumption, the
1950 median income of nonwhites was 73 percent
of the median income of whites. Given this same
assumption, the "median income of nonwhite males
in 1960 would have been 74 percent of the median
income of white males. This procedure effectively
removes the differences in income by occupation be-
tween whites and nonwhites and makes it possible
to examine in detail the effect of occupational com-
position on median income. We are able to conclude
that the differences in occupational distribution of
Negroes and whites in the South account for at
least 50 percent of the differences in income between
whites and Negroes. Doubtless the proportion ac-
counted for by differential occupational composi-
tion is larger than- this, since we have worked only
with broad occupational categories. Differences in
white and nonwhite income within occupations
accounts for less than 50 percent of the total differ-
ences in income.

A slightly different situation exists among
Negro females in the South. In 1950 the median
income of Negro females in the South was 46 per-
cent of the median income of white females, and in
1960 the corresponding figure was 56 percent, show-
ing considerable relative gain. If we assume equal
incomes of white and nonwhite females within
major occupational categories, this improves the
relative position of Negro females in 1950 but
makes no significant change in their actual position
in 1960. This is largely a consequence of the fact
that for many occupational categorieS Negro
females have median incomes as high as, or higher
than, white females in the same occupation at the
present time. Thus nearly all of the differen, in
median income between white and Negro females
is a consequence of the occupational distributions
of the two groups. While "equal pay for equal
work" is an important goal for Negroes, the major
income gains for Negroes are to he made in an im-
proved occupational distribution.

Table 6 shows the actual occupational distribu-
tion of white and Negro males and females in the
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South in 1940, 1950, and 1960. This table also snow..
an index of gain for Negroes for the 1940-50 period
and for the 1950-60 period. This index of gain
shows the relative gains in employment of Negroes
in occupational categories after adjustments have
been made for changes in the proportion of Negroes
employed and for changes in the proportion of the
populatiOn employed in a specific occupational
category. One of the major changes shown in this
table is the decline in importance of agriculture in
the employment of Negroes. In 1950, approximately
50 percent of Negro males employed in the South
were in agriculture. In 1960 less than 19 percent
were so employed. The occupational group showing
the greatest gain in percentage of Negro males em-
ployed was the category of operatives.

Among Negro females, there was a decline be-
tween 1950 and 1960 from 20 to 6 percent in=agri-
culture employment. The greatest gains among
Negro females were in the service workers other
than private household category.

The indices of gain fo?:Negroes in the South
indicate that important occupational gains were
made between 1940 and-1950 and that the relative
gains were less between 1950 and 1960.

A decline in relative employment as farm
laborers would represent an economic gain, but be-
tween 1950 and 1960 both Negro males and females
showed relative gains in employment as farm
laborers. This may seem surprising in view of the
conclusion of the previous section, that Negroes
were moving out of rural areas at higher rates than
were whites. It must be remembered that rural
residence and agricultural employment are not the
same thing. Whites are moving out of agricultural
employment in the South at higher rates than are
Negroes.

The change that probably represents the greatest
economic gain for Negroes was the rektivc gain in
employment of males as operatives. The relative
gains were not large, but the number employed in
this occupational category Makes the gain impres-
sive. There were large relative gains among Negro
males in clerical employment but the total number
involved was relatively small.

Among Negro females, private household em-
ployment declined somewhat between 1940 and
1960, but 25 percent of the employed Negro females
are in this occupation. It is also important to real-
ize that between 1950 and 1960 the number of
Negro females employed as private household
workers in the South increased by approximately
100,000. The earlier examination of occupation by
cohorts indicated that private household work was
the occupation into which the majority of Negro
females moved when leaving agricultural employ-
ment. An improvement in the level of training with
consequent gains in the wages paid in this occu-
pation would accomplish major gains in the eco-
nomic level of southern Negroes.



TABLE 6.-Distribution of employed by major occupational groups, for the South, by race and sex, 1940,
1950, and 1960, with index of gain for Negroes

Sex and occupation

1940 1950 1960 Index of gain'

White Negro White Negro White Negro 1940-50 1950-60

MALES: Number 8,031,771 2,372,423 9,620,949 2,369,515 10,276,214 2,118,185
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Professional and
technical 4.9 1.5 6.8 2.0 9.9 2.8 .93 .99

Managers and officials
except farm 10.1 .9 11.3 1.4 12.6 1.4 1.42 .86

Farmers and farm
managers 23.3 25.9 15.3 19.3 7.2 7.1 1.13 .79

Clerical 5.7 .6 5.8 1.6 6.6 2.9 2.73 1.56
Sales 6.1 .6 6.8 .8 7.7 1.0- 1.31 1.01
Craftsmen 13.1 3.7 18.2 6.3 20.4 8.6 1.24 1.21
Operatives 15.8 10.9 18.3 18.4 19.1 22.3 1.46 1.17
Private household

workers .1 2.7 .1 .9 .1 .8 .67 1.04
Other service

workers 3.3 8.4 3.5 10.2 , 4.0 12.7 1.14 1.10
Firm laborers 10.8 23.8 6.0 14.5 3.0 11.4 1.09 1.62
Other laborers 6.2 20.5 5.7 23.3 5.2 2.3.1 1.23 1.08
Occupation not

reported .7 .5 1.3 1.3 4.0 5.9 1.34 1.45

FEMALES: Number 2,058,160 1,195,485 3,268,858 1,203,850 4,759,167 1,414,932
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Professional and
technical- 15.6 4.4 13.7 6.2 14.0 7.4 1.59 1.19

Managers and officials
except farm 5.0 .6 5.4 1.3 4.8 1.0 1.94 .88

Farmers and farm
rsmanage 2.4 3.8 .9 2.5 .5 1.0 1.71 .72

Clerical 22.4 .5 29.2 2.3 31.5 3.5 3.49 1.42
Sales 8.7 .4 10.8 1.1 9.6 1.0 2.48 1.15
Craftsmen .8 .1 1.3 .4 1.2 .4 1.98 1.38
Operatives 21.1 5.0 19.3 9.3 17.0 8.5 2.04 1.05
Private household

workers 7.8 58.2 2.9 44.7 3.4 45.0 2.05 .87
Other service

workers 10.4 8.6 10.5 17.8 11.3 20.8 2.06 1.08
Farm laborers 3.7 16.6 3.0 11.4 1.0 4.8 .85 1.28
Other laborers .8 .9 .6 1.2 .4 .9 1.83 1.05
Occupation not

reported 1.4 .7 2.1 1.7 5.2 5.4 1.66 1.31

Source: Sixteenth Census of the U.S. 1940. Population,
Vol. III. Th Labor Force, Tables 62-63; Census of Popula-
tion : 1956. al. II. Characteristics of the Population, Pt. 1,
Table 159; Census of Population, 1960. General Social and
Economic Characteristics, US. Summary, Table 103; Sub-
ject Report PC(2)-1C. Nonwhite Population by Race,
Table 32.

Table 7 shows the occupational distribution of
Negroes and whites in the total United States in
1940, 1950, and 1960. This table also shows the
indices of relative gain in Negro 'employment by
occupations for the total United States.

Detailed Occupations

Information regarding employment by detailed
occupations and characteristics of individuals em-
ployed in detailed occupations is not available on a
regional basis. However, an examination was made
of Negro employment in detailed occupations at
the national level and some of the findings are

' Value of 1.00 indicates no change in the relative propor-
tion of Negroes in the occupation; values greater than 1.00
indicate gains in relative employment of Negroes; values
less than 1.00 indicate losses in relative employment.

doubtless true within the southern region. One of the
findings that stands at the national level and which
the previous tables indicate is also true at the
regional level is improvement in occupational
characteristics (If Negro females relative to Negro
males. Negro females are improving more rapidly
than Negro males in emplo,nent characteristics,
h. levels of education, and in relative income.

The examination of detai:- 2 r -cupations and
their characteristics also indic:, hat most of the
major gains in employment o! Negroes have been
made in occupations in which a significant propor-
tion of the nonwhites have been employed by gov-
ernment. This indicates that government employ-
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TABLE 7.-Distribution of employed by major occupational groups, for the United States. by race and sex,
1940, 1950, and 1960. with index of gain for Negroes

Sex and occupation

1940 1950 1960 Index of gain'

White Negro White Negro White Negro 1940-50 1950-60

MALES: Number :30,718,35:3 2,930,902 :36,830,187 :3,499,697 39,486,118 :3,640,851
Percent .. .. 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

Professional and
technical 5.92 1.82 7.85

,
2.16 10.93 :3.10 .90 1.0:3

Managers and officials
except farm 10.06 1.27 11.56 1.93 11.49 1.7:3 1.40 .90

Farmers and farm
managers 14.1:3 21.17 10.04 13.27 5.61 4.27 .88 .58

Clerical 7.16 1.19 6.76 :3.05 7.15 5.05 2.72 1.57
Sales 6.82 .80 6.93 1.11 7.40 I.:3:3 1.:37 1.12
Craftsmen 16.01 4.45 19.70 7.70 20.50 9 8 i 1.41 1.22
Operatives 18.62 12.54 20.01 21.10 19.56 24.4:3 1.57 1.18
Private household

workers.. .17 2.92 .09 1.0:3 .08 .7:3 .67 .80
Other service

workers...... . 5.20 12.16 5.11 13.26 5.19 1:3.96 1.11 1.04
Farm laborers .... 7.00 19.85 4.23 10.29 2.:32 6.90 .86 1.22
Other laborers. 7.58 21.28 6.63 2:3.66 5.60 20.:32 1.27 1.02
Occupation not

reported .74 .55 1.10 1.45 4.18 8.37 1.77 1.52

FEMALES: NuMber 9,563,583 1,542,273 13,794,932 1,869,956 18,5:37,787 2,446,620
Percent 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

Professional and
technical 14.66 4.27 1:3 27 5.60 1:3.77 7.16 1.45 1.2:3

Managers and officials
except farm... 4.30 .71 4.71 1.31 4.04 1.0:3 1.68 .92

Farmers and farm
managers 1.09 3.00 .61 1.66 .53 .58 .99 .40

Clerical 24.08 .85 30.51 3.97 :32.63 7.55 :3.78 1.78
Sales 8.07 .49 9.44 1.36 8.71 1.47 2.37 1.17
Craftsmen.. ... .. .. 1.09 .15 1.62 .62 1.27 .64 2.78 1.31

Operatives 20.31 6.24 19.82 14.65 15.75 12.69 2.41 1.09
Private household

workers 10.93 59.52 4.02 41.37 4.14 :35.74 1.89 .84

Other service
workers 11.48 10.36 11.28 18.82 12.46 21.:36 1.85 1.0:3

Farm laborers 1.21 12.87 2.20- 7.47 .91 2.88 .32 .93
Other laborers.. .89 .84 .71 1.52 .46 1.00 2.27 1.02
Occupation not

reported.... 1.29 .69 1.81 1.65 5.33 7.90 1.71 1.63

Source: Sixteenth Census of the U.S. 1940. Population.
Vol. III. The Labor Force, Tables 62-63; Census of Popula-
tion: 1950. Vol. II. Characteribticb of the Population, Pt. 1.
Table 159; Census of Population. 1960. Cenetal Social and
Economic Characteristics. U.S. Summary. Tumble 103; Sub-
ject Report PC(2)-IC. Nonwhite Population by Rare.
Table 32.

'Tient at the local, State, and National levels has P
been an important factor in improving the occu-
pational and economic status of Negroes.

The examination of detailed occupations again
emphasizes the importance of occupational distri-
bution in affecting median incomes of whites and
nonwhites. In terms of reducing the differences in
income it would seem that for males some efforts
might be directed at reducing discriminatory rates
of pay for nonwhites, but the greater potential
gains for both males and females lie in education
and training for higher level occupations and in
the reduction of discriminatory practices that make
it difficult for nonwhites to enter certain occu-
pations.
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' Value of 1.00 indicate:, no change in the relative propor-
tion of Negroes in the occupation : values greater than 1.00
indicate gainb in 'dative employment of Negroes; values
k' than 1.00 indicate losses in relative employment

Rural Occupations

In table 8 we see the occupational distributions
of the Negro population in rural areas of the South,
by sex, for 1950 and 1960. In this table the changing
numbers in each category are more impressive than
is the changing occupational distribution. The de-
crease in the number of Negroes in rural farm areas
and the increase in the number in rural nonfarm
areas is in part a consequence of the changing
definitions of rural nonfarm and rural farm be-
tween 1950 and 1960. If we combine these two
categories for 1950 and 1960 we see that there were
approximately 1,200,000 Negro males employed in
rural areas of the South in 1950 and slightly over
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800,000 in 1960, a reduction of approximately one-
third. On the other hand, the number of Negro
females in the rural labor force in the South in
1950 and 1960 was approximately stable at 400,000.
It is surprising that the number of Negro males in
the labor force of the rural South would decline by
approximately one-third between 1950 and 1960
while the female labor force was ay. .oxiinately
stable. In general, decreasing proportions of Negro
females are in the labor force, but here in the rural
South we find an increasing proportion of females.

In the earlier sections of this report we saw that.
there was an increasing rate of outmigration of
Negroes from the rural South and at the same time
an increasing proportion of Negroes in agriculture.
This is reflected in an increased proportion of
Negro males classed as farm laborers between 1950
and 1960. A relatively high proportion of rural
Negrb females were classed as being in professional
and technical occupations, but this is almost cer-
tainly due to rural Negro school teachers.

Summary

In this section we have seen the large shifts out
of agricultural employment by Negro males and
females during their first 10 or 15 years in the
labor force. Negro males tend to shift into the
craftsmen and operative occupations as well as into
the classification of laborers other than agriculture.
Negro females tend to shift into ,private household
work with some shift into clerical and sales among
more recent cohorts. Projections indicate-that there
will continue to be shifts into clerical and sales
occupations by males and females, and males will
increase their proportion in craftsmen and oper-
ative occupations. Both males and females will

show large shifts out of agriculture, and there will
be declines in proportions of Negro females in
private household work.

In the southern region as in the rest of the
country, most of the difference in median income
of whites and nonwhites is due to differences in
occupational distribution rather than to differences
in rates of pay within occupations.

The improvements in occupational distribution
of Negroes were greater during the 1940-50 decade
than during the 1950-60 decade. Occupations in
which there has been a significant proportion of
government employment have shown greatest gains
for Negroes.

While agriculture is the main source of employ-
ment of no al Negroes, significant numbers of rural
Negro males in the South are employed in operative
and other laborer categories. Significant proportions
of rural Negro females,in the South are employed
as private household workers and in professional
and technical occupations.

The most important shift in occupations of
Negroes is the shift out of agriculture. The shift of
Negro females into clerical and sales occupations
and into professional and technical occupations is
not matched by a corresponding move of Negro
males into these occupations.

Education i
In considering the education of southern Negroes

we will not consider the differential quality of edu-
cation in essentially Negro _schools as compared
with education in essentially white schools. Differ-
ential expenditures in the past are an indication of

TABLE 8.-Occupational distribution of the Negro population in rural areas of the South, by sex, 1950 and
1960

Male Female

Rural nonfarm Rural farm Rural nonfarm Rural farm

Occupation 1950 1960 1950 1960 1950 1960 1950 1960

Total: Number 464,870 550,178 779,674 289,166 208,493 302,314 191,122 94,400
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Professional and technical 2.1 1.9 0.4 0.5 6.4 6.5 4.6 5.4
Farmers and farm managers 4.1 6.3 56.1 38.5 0.6 1.3 15.9 10.4

Managers, officials,
proprietors 2.1 0.9 0.2 0.3 1.8 0.9 0.4 0.4

Clerical 1.4 0.9 0.2 0.3 1.7 1.1 0.8 0.5
Sales 0.6 0.2 0.7 0.6
Craftsmen and foremen 6.5 7.5 1.1 2.4 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.2
Operatives 23.8 24.1 5.1 9.4 7.8 7.9 2.1 4.2
Private household workers 0.9 0.7 0.2 0.3 59.5 51.6 15.0 37.3

Other service workers 6.0 6.8 0.6 1.6 14.0 15.1 3.7 7.5
Farm laborers and foremen 20.1 20.3 29.2 36.3 9.5 9.9 53.8 30.0

Other laborers. 31.4 26.3 6.2 8.3 E5 1.1 0.5 0.6
Occupation not reported... 1.6 3.7 0.9 2.0 2.2 3.6 3.1 2.9

Source:, U.S. Census of Population: 1950. Vol. IV. Special Reports. Pt. 3, Ch. B. Nonwhite Population by Race; U.S.
Census of Population:, 1960. Subject Reports. Nonwhite Population by Race. Final Report, PC(2)-1C. Table 32.

23



differences in quality of education but relatively
little additional data are available.

In 1960 the differences between whites and-non-
whites in percentage enrolled in school was very
slight through age 13. After age 13, nonwhite en-
rollment tends to drop off at a faster rate than does
white enrollment, and this leads to the differentials
in median years of school completed.

In looking at school enrollment it is important to
consider both age and grade in which enrolled. We
have defined educational retardation as being en-
rolled in school in grades below those normal for
that age. Educational advancement is defined as
being enrolled in school in grades above those nor-
mal for that age. The usual stereotype of the Negro
population leads us to expect more educational re-
tardation among Negroes than among whites. The
patterns of educational retardation are shown in
figures 5 and 6. In these figures we sec that the
highest levels of educational retardation are among
nonwhites in the rural farm South. For example,
of the rural farm males 19 years of age who are
retarded in school, more than 90 percent are non-
white. At age 19 anyone not having graduated from
high- school is classed as educationally retarded.
The rate of educational retardation increases
sharply to age 19-and then drops.

Among whites there is a slight drop in level of
educational retardation about age 15 or 16. This is
probably a consequence of educationally retarded
children dropping out of school when they would
have reached the age when school attendance is not
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Flom 5.Percentage of males educationally retarded
among those enrolled in school, by age and color, for the
Northeast and for the rural farm and urban portions of
the South, 1960.
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Fawn 6.Yeti.entage of females educationally retarded
among thozm. enrolled in school. by age and color, for the
Northeast and for the rural farm and urban portions of
the South. 1960.

compulsory. Among nonwhites, however, there is
not a drop in educational retardation at this point,
which would indicate that school dropouts among
nonwhites at this age are not selective of the edu-
cationally retarded as they seem to be among
whites.

In addition to higher rates of educational re-
tardation among nonwhites, we also find higher
rates of educational advancement. (See figs. 7 and
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Flay*: 7.Perentage of males educationally advanced
among those enrolled in school, by age and color, for the
Northeast and for the rural farm and urban portions of
the South, 1960.



8.) These higher rates of educational advancement
probably result from early enrollment of children
in the first grade. It is also possible that the quality
of education available in essentially Negro schools
is such that some ambitious Negro children are
skipped a grade in order to maintain their interest
in school. The rates of educational advancement
drop sharply for both whites and Negroes at age 17,
indicating that many of these educationally ad-
vanced children do not graduate in regular sequence
and either drop out of school or drop back a year
and graduate with their regular age group.

The higher rates of educational advancement and
educational retardation among nonwhites, par-
ticularly in the rural South, indicate that the
teacher in an essentially Negro school in the rural
South is facing a wider age range of children in any
grade than is a teacher in a corresponding grade in
a white school. This further complicates the already
difficult,educational problem.

Leaving the question of school enrollment, let us
consider the levels of education achieved by whites
and nonwhites in Southern States. Table 9 shows
the median years of school completed by whites
and nonwhites in 11 Southern States, by rural and
urban ,portions of the States, for 1950 and 1960.
This table also shows the difference in median years
of school completed by whites and nonwhites in
these States. The very low average levels of edu-

cation of nonwhites in the rural portions of these
States raise important questions about economic
opportunities for poorly educated individuals re-
gardless of color. For example, in rural Louisiana
in 1960, 50 percent of the rural nonwhite population
had less than a fifth-grade education.
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FIG vat 8.- Percentage of females educationally advanced
among those enrolled in school, by age and color, for the
Northeast and for the rural farm and urban portions of
the South. 1960.

TABLE 9.-Median years of school completed by whites and nonwhites in 11 Southern States, by residence,
1950 and 1960

State total Urban Rural

State and color 1940 1950 1960 1950 1960 1950 1960

Alabama:
White 8.2 8.8 10.2 10.8 11.6 7.9 8.7
Nonwhite 4.5 5.4 6.5 6.2 7.3 4.5 5.5
Difference 3.7 3.4 3.7 4.6 4.3 3.4 3.2

Arkansas:
White 8.4 8.7 9.5 11.0 11.7 8.3 8.6
Nonwhite 5.2 5.6 6.5 6.5 7.2 5.1 5.9
Difference 3.2 3.1 3.9 4.5 4.5 3.2 2.7

Florida:
White 9.3 10.9 11.6 11.7 12.0 9.0 10.4
Nonwhite 5.2 5.8 7.0 6.3 7.4 4.6 5.8
Difference 4.1 5.1 4.6 5.4 4.6 4.4 4.6

Georgia:
White 8.1 8.8 10.3 10.4 11.7 7.9 8.8
Nonwhite 4.2 4.9 6.1 5.6 6.8 4.1 5.1
Difference 3.9 3.9 4.2 4.8 4.9 3.8 3.7

Louisiana:
White 8.1 8.8 10.5 10.2 11.6 7.4 8.6
Nonwhite 3.9 4.6 6.0 5.6 6.8 3.5 4.6
Difference 4.2 4.2 4.5 4.6 4.8 3.9 4.0

Mississippi:
White 8.9 9.9 11.0 12.1 12.2 8.9 9.8
Nonwhite 4.7 5.1 6.0 6.1 7.0 4.8 5.6
Difference 4.2 4.8 5.0 6.0 5.2 4.1 4.2

North Carolina:
White 7.7 8.6 9.8 10.4 11.5 7.9 8.8
Nonwhite 5.1 5.9 7.0 6.7 7.6 5.5 6.5
Difference 2.6 2.7 2.8 3.7 3.9 2.4 2.3
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TABLE 9.- Median years of school completed by whites and nonwhites in 11 Southern States, by residence,
1950 and 1960-Continued

State total Urban Rural

State and color 1940 1950 1960 1950 1960 --s, 1950 191O

South Carolina:
White .......... ... 8.5 9.0 10.3 10.3 ' 11.6 8.2 9.3
Nonwhite 3.9 4.8 5.9 5.7 6.8' 4.4 5.4
Difference 4.6 4.2 4.4 4.6 4.8 3.8 3.!I

Tennessee:
White 8.3 8.6 9.0 10.6 11.1 8.1 8.4
Nonwhite. 5.8 (3.5 7.5 6.9 7.9 5.5 6.4
Difference. ..... .. 2.5 2.1 1.5 :3.7 3.2 2.6 2.0

Texas:
White. .... 8.9 9.7 10.8 10.7 11.4 8.6 9.1
Nonwhite ... 6.1 7.0 '8.1 7.4 8.5 6.0 6.9
Difference 2.8 2.7 2.7 3.3 2.9 2.6 2.2

Virginia:
White 7.9 9.3 10.8 11.5 12.1 7.8 8.6
Nonwhite 5.1 6.1 7.2 6.9 7.9 5.3 6.2
Difference 2.8 3.2 3.6 4.6 4.2 2.5 2.4

Source: United States Census of Population: 1960. uencral Social and Economic Characteristics. State volumes.
Table 47.

Note: Underlined differences indicate an increase in the educational gap.

It is important 'to consider the effects of migra-
tion-on educational level of southern Negroes. It is
well established that migrants are better educated
than nomnigrants. Part of this is due to the fact
that migrants are younger than nonmigrants, but
even in the same age group migrants are better
educated than nonmigrants. Given the high rates of
outmigration of Negroes from the South dek-ribed
earlier, it is important to look at the effects on
levels of education. Referring again to table 9, we
see here proof that between 1950 and 1960 there

[
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was a general widening of the educational gap be-
tween whites and nonwhites in the South.

In order to make adjustments `in age and to see
more clearly the effects of migration, information
has been assembled on the educational level of
cohorts. The differences in levels of education of
whites and nonwhites in these similarly aged co-
horts are shown in table 10. For example, in this
table we can look at the rural farm. males in
Alabama. Among those aged 25 to 34 in 1940, the
whites had 3,5 years more education. This same

TABLE 10.-Difference in median years of school completed by whites and nonwhites in selected age groups,
11 Southern States, by residence and sex, 1940, 1950, and 1960

State, residence and sex

25-34
years,
1940

:35-44
years,
1950

45-54
years,
1960

25-34
years,
1950

:35-44
years,
11)60

25-:34
years,
1960

Alabama:
Urban:,

Males.... . ..... .... 5.0 4.9 4.9 4.6 4.4 3.0
Females 4.6 4.4 4.3 2.9 3.8 1.8

Rural farm:
Males :3.5 :3.1 3.4 2.8 3.6 3.5
Females 2.5 2.1 2.4 2.0 2.4 2.5

Arkansas:
Urban:

Males.. . 4.9 4.9 4.8 4.6 4.5 3.1
Females. 4.6 4.7 4.5 4.0 4.0 2.4

Rural farm:
Males. .. ........ ... 2.3 2.5 2.4 2.2 2.5 3.2
Females 1.7 2i--------E 2.91.7 2.0

Florida:
Urban:.

Males 5.3 6.0 6.0 5.1 4.11 :3.7

Females 5.0 5.3 5.3 4.3 4.1 2.4
Rural farm:

Males :3.8 :3.9 (') 3.0 0) 0)
Females :3.3 3.6 0) :3.3 0) (')



TABLE 10.-Difference in median years of school completed by whites and nonwhites in selected age groups,
11 Southern States, by residence and sex, 1940, 1950, and 1960-Continued

State, residence and sex

25-34
years,

1940

:35-44
years,
1950

45-54
years,
1960

25-34
years,
1950

:35-44
years,
1960

25-34
years,
1960

Georgia:
Urban:

Male.; 5.3 5.0 5.4 4.8 5.1 :3.6

Females .......... . 4.7 4.5 4.8 4.3 4.3 - 2.5

Rural farm:
Males 3.9 3.5

_
4.0 :3.6 4.7 5.2

Females 2.9 2.6 :3.0 2.9 3.8 :3.8

Louisiana:
Urban:

Male.; 4.6 4.8 4.7 5.3 5.1 4.0

Females 4.5 4.5 4.4 4.7 4.6 2.7

Rural farm:
Males :3.8 :3.5 :3.7 :3.8 5.7 5.2

Females :3.5 3.1 :3.1 :3.4 3.8 4.1

Mississippi:
Urban:

Males 5.8 5.2 6.1 5.5 5.4 4.4

Females 5.2 5.4 5.1 4.8 4.5 3.1

Rural farm:,
Males 4.0 4.2 4.1 4.0 4.5 4.9

Females 3.6 3.5 3.7 :3.8 4.2 4.5

North Carolina:
Urban..

Males 4.6 3.6 3.9 3.6 4.3 2.7

Females 4.6 3.8 3.8 :3.5 3.6 1.7

Rural farm:
Males 3.9 3.6 4.8 2.3 5.2 5.1

Females 2.2 1.8 1.3 2.1 1.4 1.5

South Carolina:
Urban:

Male.; 6.2 4.9 4.8 4.5 5.3 3.9

Females 5.8 4.3 4.8 4.0 4.5 2.8

Rural farm:
Males 4.6 3.7 4.3 :3.5 5.0 4.4

Females 4.5 :1.5 4.1 3.2 4.5 4.4

Tennessee:
Urban:

Males 3.7 4.0 3.8 4.2 4.9 2.8

Females :3.6 :3.6 :3.6 :3.5 3.5 2.0

Rural farm:
Males 2.2 3.2 :3.3 1.5 1.8 1.3

Females 1.2 1.4 1.5 1.1 1.6 1.8

Texas:
__

Urban:
Males 2.5 3.6 :3.5 :3.5 :3.5 1.9

Females 3.4 3.4 3.2 2.7 2.5 1.0

Rural farms
Males 2.3 1.4 2.4 2.1 3.2 :3.1

Females 2.2 2.1 2.5 2.3 3.0 :3.0

Virginia:
Ui ban:

Males 4.2 4.8 4.9 4.2 4.3 2.6

Females 4.4 3.7 4.6 5:7----3.5 1.6

Rural farm:
Males 2.7 2.6 2.8 2.0 2.9 :3.2

Females 2.2 1.9 2.2 1.8 3.1 3.3

Notes Underlined differences indicate an increase in the
educational gap.

Sources: Derived from U.S. Census of Population: 1940,
Vol. IV. Characteristics by Age, Pt. 2. Table 19; U.S. Census
of Population: 1950, Vol. II. Characteristics of the Popula-

Lion, Pt. 2, State Table 65; U.S. Census of Population: 1960.
Vol. I. Characteristics of the Population, Pt. 2, State Tables
103.

' The Census does not give rural farm data for nonwhites
in Florida in 1960 because of the small number.
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group, aged 35 to 44 in 1950, had reduced this
differential slightly to 3.1 years of education. How-
ever, by 1960 when they were 45 to 54 years of age
the gap had widened again to 3.4 years of schooling.
Continuing with rural farm males in Alabama and
taking those who were 25 to 34 years of age in 1950,
we see that the educational gap between whites and
nonwhites in this group was 2.8 years. By 1960 when
they were 35 to 44, the educational gap had widened
to 3.6 years. Since there is very little change in the
educational level of individuals after age 25, the
changes in educational level of these cohorts are
the result of selective outmigration. Examining the
data shown in this table, we conclude that the edu-
cational gap was widening more rapidly between
1950 and 1960 than between 1940 and 1950. The
widening of the educational gap was more preva-
lent in rural farm areas and more frequent among
Males than among females.

In addition to examining the educational gap
between white 'and nonwhite` cohorts, it is possible
to examine the educational gap among those 25 to
34 years of age in 1940, 1950, and 1960. In the urban
areas of these States the educational gap in this
younger age group was less in 1960 than it had been
in 1950 or 1940. Therefore, even though the educa-
tional gap widens as a cohort ages, each successive
cohort is starting with a smaller educational gap.
This indicates good prospects in the long run for a
narrowing educational gap in the urban areas of
these States.

The rural farm areas present a different picture.
The educational gap-between whites and nonwhites
25 to 34 years of age was wider in 1960 than in-1950
or 1940. Not only is the educational gap widening
as a cohort ages but, each succeeding cohort is start-
ing with a wider gap. Thus, we are faced with a
continually widening gap in educational levels of
whites and nonwhites in rural farm areas of the
Southern States.

We have attributed the changes in the educa-
tional gap between Negroes and whites in the South
to patterns of selective migration. It is almost cer-
tain that this is the basic factor. However, a recent
census publication 1 reports a surprising trend that
will have some important long-range effects if it is
not reversed. The data show that a larger propor-
tion of whites than nonwhites aged 18 to 24 are
enrolled in school; but it is surprising to learn that
since 1955 the difference in proportion of whites and
nonwhites in this age group enrolled in school has
been increasing. The fact that the gap in school
enrollment at ages 18 to 24 is increasing will pro-
duce an increasingly with gap in the proportion of
Negroes and whites with a college education. A
further concern is the fact that only 59 percent of
the nonwhites in this age group that are enrolled
in school are in college, whereas 87 percent of the

' Current Population Reports: Population Characteristics.
Ser. P-20. No. 162, March 24, 1967. "School Enrollment:
October, 1965."
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whites who are in this age group in school are now
in college. This is part of the picture of educational
retardation discussed earlier.

The educational level of rural Negroes in the;.
South is improving, but the higher rates of out-
migration of better educated Negroes is serving to
widen the educational gap between Negroes and
whites in rural areas of the South. The outmigration
of better educated Negroes from the South should
not be discouraged because the individuals involved
are doubtless better off socially and financially
after migration. However, it is well to consider at
least some of the possible consequences in -the
South. In the first place, this outmigration leads to
the loss of some of the indigenous leadership that
might help- secure better conditions for southern
Negroes. Also the widening of the educational gap
will serve many segregationists as rationalization
for continued discrimination. Within the Negro
population itself, the present educational level -pre-
eludes large improvements in economic posithin.
Major gains in education relative to the white
population are important if the expectations amid--
for the Negro population of the South are to be
fulfilled. The goal must be an improved quality and
level of education for all youth in the South, white
and Negro.

Income

In this section we will examine the median in-
comes in 1959 of white- and nonwhite males and
females in urban and rural farm portions of -the
Southern States. We will also look at relative iri--
comes in 1949 and 1959 and incomes in 1949 and
1959 by age and education.

Table 11 shows the median income of individuals
by sex and color for urban and rural farm portions
of Southern States for 1959. In the 11 Southern
States examined, we see that white males in urban
areas had the highest median incomes in Virginia,
with Louisiana a close second. In rural farm areas
white males had the highest median income in
Florida, with Texas a fairly close second. The low-
est median income for white males in urban areas
was iu Arkansas-83,522. The lowest median in-
come in rural farm areas for white males was in
Tennesseeslightly over 81,400. Among white
females in urban areas, Virginia and North Carolina
had the highest median incomes with Arkansas
showing the lowest median income for white females
in urban areas as it did for white males.

In urban areas, nonwhite males like white males
had their highest median income in Virginia, with
Florida being in second place. The lowest median
income for nonwhite males in urban areas, as for
white males, was in Arkansasless than 81,500.
In rural farm areas, nonwhite males (as did white
males) had the highest median income in Florida.
slightly over $1,000.



TABLE 11. Median income of persons 14 years and over, by color and sex, for urban and rural farm por-
tions of 11 Southern States, 1959

State and residence

White Nonwhite

Male Female Male Female

Alabama:
Urban $4,347 $1,485 $1,963 $692

Rural farm ... ....... ...... 1,540 761 694 386

Arkansas:
Urban ...... . 3,522 1,226 1,455 619

Rural farm 1,576 578 714 327

Florida:
Urban 4,006 1,401 2,261 908

Rural farm 2,461 931 1,085 437

Georgia:
Urban 4,20,1 1,696 1,947 785

Rural farm 1,746 928 770 368

Louisiana:
Urban 4,510 1,462 2,018 827

Rural farm 1,989 849 770 420

Mississippi:
Urban 3,866 1,427 1,559 583

Rural farm 1,510 780 637 325

North Carolina:
Urban 3,717 1,744 1,953 783

Rural farm 1,721 792 721 337

South Carolina:
Urban 3,721 1,638 1,679 644

Rural farm. 1,966 1,029 709 340

-Tennessee:
Urban 4,024 1,481 2,025 765

Rural farm 1,435 780 720 354

Texas:
Urban 4,178 1,340 2,218 833

Rural farm 2,170 741 841 398

Virginia:
Urban 4,527 1,805 2,405 892

Rural farm 1,869 837 951 404

Source: U.S. Census of Population: 1960. General Social and Economic Characteristics. State Tables No. 67.

Among nonwhite females in urban areas the high-
est median income was in Florida, and this- was
still less than $1,000. The lowest median income for
nonwhite females in urban areas was in Mississippi
-$583. Nonwhite females in rural farm areas had
their highest median income in Florida (slightly
less than $500, and the lowest median income was
in Mississippi-$325. (Arkansas had a media in-
come of $327 fc nonwhite females in rural a. -a.)

Poverty is usually measured in terms of family
income, but the level of income in an area should
be such that all members of a family do not have
to work in order to keep the family above the pov-
erty level. Therefore, these figures on individual
income are more relevant for identifying areas of
needed improvement than are figures on family
income. It is obvious that rural farm income in
these Southern States is insufficient to maintain
most families above the poverty level. It is also
obvious that the income of nonwhites even in urban
areas makes it difficult to maintain a family above
the poverty level.

Table 12 shows tht percentage which nonwhite
income is of white income in urban and rural farm
areas in 1949 and 1959. Looking first at the relative
income of white and nonwhite males in urban areas,

we see-that the relative position of nonwhite males
detetforated between 1950 and 1960 in eachof the 11
States examined. Indications are that this deteri-
oration has continued at the national level between
1960 and -19;.5 The median incomes of both whites
and nonwhites increased between 1950 and 1960,
but the white incomes increased more rapidly

A portion of the increasing white-nonwhite dif-
ference is doubtless due to the increasing gap in
income between higher level occupations and lower
level occupations. This gap has increased for both
whites and nonwhites, but since ,nonwhites are con-
centrated Lainly in lower income occupations the
increase in this gap in occupational incomes is re-
flected in an increase in the differential between
white and nonwhite incomes.

We see a similar decrease in relative income of
nonwhite females in urban areas between 1950 and
1960 although the relative declines are not as great
in as many areas, and in Florida and Texas the
relative income position of nonwhite females actu-
ally improved between 1950 and 1960.

The relative incomes of white and nonwhite
males in rural farm areas in 1949 shows a mixed
picture. In some States, such as Alabama and North
Carolina, nonwhite males were relatively much
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TABLE 12.-Nonwhite income as a percentage of white income, in urban and rural farm portions of 11 South-
ern States, by sex, 1949 and .1959

State and residence
Male Female

1949 1959 1949 1959

Alabama:.
Urban. 57.0 45.2 50.:3 46.6
Rural farm. 26.0 45.1 59.7 50.7

Arkansas:.
Urban . 50.8 41.3 52.0 50.5
Rural farm 56.1 45.3 85.4 56.6

Florida:
Urban 56.7 56.4 62.5 64.9
Rural farm. ..... ...... 62.1 44.1 72.8 53.4

Georgia:
Urban 54.4 46.3 48.2 46.3
Rural farm.. 52.7 44.1 67.4 39.8

Louisiana:
Urban ................... 1 52.9 44.7 115.4 56.6
aural farm 64.0 38.7 70.1 49.5

Mississippi:.
Urban 54.4 40.3 52.4 40.9
Rural farm 55.2 42.2 76.5 41.7

North Carolina:
Urban 58.3 52.5 51.6 45.0
Rural farm. 35.1 41.9 34.9 42.6

South Carolina:
Urban 50.4 45.1 83.3 39.3
Rural farm 49.3 36.1 62.5 33.0

Tennessee:
Urban 59.1 50.3 55.1 51.7
Rural farm 66.4 50.2 69.4 45.4

Texas:
Urban 58.2 53.1 61.0 62.2
Rural farm. 46.3 :38.8 74.4 5:3.8

Virginia:
Urban ....... . .... .......... 58.5 5:3.1 52.3 49.4
Rural farm 66.7 50.9 67.9 48.3

Source: Derived from U.S. Census of Population: 1950.
Characteristics of the Population. State Tables 88; U.S.

worse off in rural farm areas than in urban areas.
In other States, such as Arkansas, Florida, Louisi-
ana, Tennessee, and Virginia, the nonwhite males
were -relatively better off in rural farm areas than
in urban areas. With the exception of Alabama and
North Carolina the relative position of nonwhite
rural -farm males deteriorated between 1950 and
1960. Only in Arkansas and Mississippi were non-
white males relatively better off in rural farm areas
than in urban areas in 1959. Thus we see that be-
tween 1950 and 1960 the income position of non-
white males in both urban and rural farm areas
deteriorated.

In all of the States considered except North
Carolina the relative position of nonwhite females
in rural farm areas deteriorated between 1950 and
1960. In most of the States the deterioration in rela-
tive position was quite large. In Mississippi, for
example, nonwhite females in rural farm areas had
an income that was slightly more than 75 percent
of the income of white females, whereas in 1960 the
median income was less than 42 percent that of
white females.

Since there has been a heavy outmigration of
better educated younger nonwhites from the South,
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Cr us of Population:, 1960. General Social and Economic
Clenacteristics. State Tables 67.

it is important to look at these relative incomes by
age and level of education. Unfortunately this in-
formation is not available by urban and rural por-
tions of States. It is available for the South as a
whole and is shown in table 13 for both the South
and the United States. In most educational cate-
gories below high school education the relative
position of nonwhites deteriorated in the South
between 1950 and 1960 with some exceptions at the
youngest and oldest ages. In the rest of the coun-
try the relative position of nonwhites in these age -
by- education groups also deteriorated, although
not in as many categories as for the South.

At the lowest levels of education the nonwhite
males were generally better off, relatively speaking,
in the South than in the rest of the United States.
Although their incomes were actually lower in the
South, their income relative to the income of whites
was more favorable. Among the better educated
nonwhite males-that is, those with some college
education-their position relative to the position
of whites generally improved between 1950 and
1960 both in the South and in the nation. This
group, however, showed relatively better earnings
outside the South than in the South.
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We can conclude that when nonwhite males
fitted the stereotype of very little education they
were relatively better off in the South than in the
rest of the nation. However, when they achieved
education beyond high school, they were relatively
better off in other parts of the nation. The better
educated nonwhite males also improved their in-
comes relative to whites during the 1950-60
decade.

Looking at nonwhite females, we see that those
with an eighth-grade education or less generally
showed improvement in their relative income posi-
tion between 1950 and 1960 and also tended to be
.relatively better off in the South than in the rest
of the country. Among nonwhite females with
higher levels of education-that is, education at the
high school level or beyond-we see different trends
between the younger and older groups. Among The
younger, better educated groups the relative in-
comes tended to improve in both the South and-the
nation between 1950 and 1960. The older, better
educated groups tended to have deteriorating in-
comes between 1950 and 1960 in the South but con-
tinued" improvement outside the South.

Both in the South and in the rest_of the country
several groups of nonwhite females under 45 years
of age with 4 or more years of college had median
earnings in excess of the median earnings of the

-white females of the same age and level of edu-
cation. Thus, among young Negro males and females
with a high level of education, we find improvement
in their relative income positions between 1950 and
1960; but only among. females do we find median
income in excess of that of whites.

Fertility, Marital Status, and Dependency
Ratios

The patterns of fertility among nonwhites in the
South are too well known to take up space with
documentation. People in the southern regions have

higher rates of fertility than others in the United
States, rural southerners have higher rates of fer-
tility than urban southerners, and Neg.() south-
erners have higher rates of fertility than white
southerners. The highest rates of fertility are
among rural southern Negroes. These patterns of
fertility exist with few exceptions in all Southern
States. In general, between 1950 and 1960 white
fertility did not increase as much as nonwhite fer-
tility, and in some of the Southern States (Florida,
Georgia, South Carolina, and Tennessee) ;If ban
white fertility actually declined between 1950 and
1960.

With two exceptions nonwhite fertility increased
between 1950 and 1960 in urban and rural areas.
These two exceptions `are interesting. In North
Carolina rural nonwhite fertility declined slightly
between 1950 and 1960 although white fertility in
both urban and rural areas and nonwhite fertility
in- urban areas increased (luring this same period.
In,South Carolina between-1950 and 1960 there was
a decline in fertility rates for whites in both urban
and rural areas and among nonwhites in .rural
areas, only urban nonwhites showed an increase in
fertility rates.

The differences in fertility discussed above are
reflected in changing size of household. Table 14

shows the size of household for the urban and rural
portions of each of the Southern States for 1950
and 1960. Almost without- exception the -average
size of nonwhite households increased between 1950
and 1960. Only in the rural farm areas of .Georgia
and Virginia and in the urban areas of North
Carolina and Maryland did the average size of non-
white -households decrease slightly between 1950
and 1960. By contrast, in nearly all areas of these
smile Southern States the average size of white
households declined between 1950 and 1960. The
exceptions for whites occurred in Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, and_Missouri. In portions of these States
there was an increase in the average size of white
households.

TABLE 14.-Size of household in 15 Southern States, by color and residence, 1950 and 1960

Nonwhite White

State and residence 1950 1960 1950 1960

Alabama: 4.14 '4.21 3.71 :3.42

Urban 3.74 :3.89 3.40 3.27

Rural nonfarm 3.88 4.47 3.73 3.58

Rural farm :3.52 5.41 4.21 3.71

Arkansas:. 3.73 3.95 3.55 3.21

Urban 3.23 3.53 3.16 3.00

Rural nonfarm 3.53 4.10 3.52 3.27

Rural farm 4.32 4.99 3.95 3.62

Florida:
3.66 4.18 :3.15 3.39

Urban 3.58 3.80 2.98 3.24

Rural nonfarm 3.63 4.59 3.44 3.56

Rural farm 4.37 5.55 3."1 3.67

GeorVa: 4.10 3.79 3.65 2.99

Ur an 3.61 3.72 3.36 2.90

Rural nonfarm 3.98 3.99 3.68 3.28

Rural farm 5.13 4.74 4.18 3.44
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TABLE 14.-Size of household in 15 Southern States, by color and residence, 1950 and 1960-Continued

Nonwhite White
State and residence 1950 1960 1950 19110

Kentucky 3.34 3.44 3.74 3.47Urban 3.14 3.33 :3.32 3.19Rural nonfarm (') 3.64 (') .7:iItural-farm .... ..... (') 4.14 (I) 3.69Louisiana: :3.89 4.03 3.54 3.40Urban 3.57 3.77 3.36 3.28Rural nonfarm :3.77 4.31 :3.66 3.60Rural farm 4.82 5.44 4.05 3.68Maryland: ....... 4.16 4.09 :3.46 L38Urban......... 4.01 3.99 :3.35 3.32Rural nonfarm 4.41 4.311 :3.63 3.52Rural farm (I) 5.27 (I) 3.7:3
4.11 4.37 :3.64 3.38Urban 3.40 :L73 3.28 1.21Rural nonfarm :3.49 4.31 :3.55 3.46Rural farm 4.71 5.35 4.07 3.62Mitsouri: :L34 3.46 3.20 .3.06Urban

(1) :3.41 (I) 2.99Rural nonfarm (') :3.64 (I) :3.12Rural farm (') 4.80 (I) 3.31North Carolina' 4.63 4.48 :3.7!) 3.45Urban 3.85 3.79 3.46 1.23Rural nonfarm 4.34 4.70 :3.70 3.56Rural farm 5.78 5:79 4.32 3.73Oklahoma: 3.67 3.113 3.25 3.03Urban 3.32 3.41 :3.05 2.97Rural nonfarm (') 4.02 (I) 3.07Rural farm 4.36 4.43 :3.69 3.32South Carolina: 4.53 4.59 :3.70 :L49Urban :3.70 3.80 3.45 3.30Rural nonfarm 4.25 4.76 3.80 3.63Rural farm 5.48 5.81 4.31 3.76Tennessee: 3.78 3.89 3.70 1.41Urban 3.48 :3.70 3.35 3.20Rural nonfarm (') 4.07 (I) 3.60Rural farm 4.86 5.07 4.16 3.05Texas: 3.49 3.60 :3.40 3.33Urban 3.30 :3.51 3.30 3.32Rural nonfarm 3.60 :3.82 3.51 3.36Rural farm 4.10 4.33 3.63 3.35Virginia: 4.24 4.15 1.62 1.40Urban
:3.80 :3.80 3.30 3.2.3Rural nonfarm 4.40 4.52 :3.78 :3.62Rural farm 5.08 5.05 4.22 3.06

Source: tT.S. Census of Population: 1950. Vol. 11. Characteristics of the Population, Table 59; U.S.. Census of Population:
1960. Vol. 1. Characteristics of the Population, Table 49.

' Not available.

The larger size of nonwhite households combined
with the increasing size means that nonwhite house-
holds would have to have a higher family income
than white households in order to have a similar
level of living. These differentials in size of house-
hold accentuate even further the nonwhite poverty
shown in the discussion of incomes in the previous
section.

Another aspect of this same problem is shown by
looking at the dependency ratio. The dependency
ratio is the ratio of individuals under 15 and over
65, to individuals 15 to 65 years of age. All indi-
viduals under 15 and over 65 are not dependent nor
are all individuals between 15 and 65 in the labor
force, but the ratio of these two age groups does
give some indication of the load of support that
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must be borne by potential labor force members.
Table 15 shows the dependency ratios for the urban
and rural portions of these Southern States for
1940, 1950, and 1960.

From table 15 it is clear that nonwhites in gen-
eral have higher dependency ratios than whites,
which is to be expected given the larger average
size of nonwhite households. This table also shows
the trends in dependency ratios for whites and non-
whites. These trends are similar for all of the South-
ern States. Among whites the dependency ratio
increased in urban and rural farm areas from 1940
through 1960. For rural farm areas the white de-
pendency ratio increased from 1940 to 1950, then
declined again in 1960. In 1960 the rural nonfarm
area of each of the Southern States had the highest
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TABLE 15.-Dependency ratios in 15 Southern States, by color and residence, 1940, 1950, and 1960

State and year

White Nonwhite

Tot al Urban
Rural

nonfarm
Rural
farm Total Urban

Rural
nonfarm

Rural
farm

Alabama:
1940. 56.8 40.8 67.8 64.0 51.6 57.8 83.1

1950 ..... .. ..... ... 59.8 48A1 67.5 63.1 750 59.3 53.8 99.2

1960 64.5 61.0 71.1 63.1 91.8 82.9 104.9 104.2

Arkansas:
1940. 57.4 :39.9 56.1 66.2 57.8 :39.9 54.1 66.4

1950 63.3 50.4 68.3 71.8 75.8 59.1 79.4 88.8

1960 ...... . 67.8 62.9 74.6 66.1 101.1 91.9 108.2 111.2

Florida:
1940 48.5 41.0 54.9 64.8 45.7 37.2 51.0 73.9

1950 60.8 47.8 61.0 68.3 55A; 47.2 67.5 84.9

1960 66.8 65.8 70.:3 6:3.5 76.3 7:3.6 84.8 96.5

1;eorgia:
1940. 52.7 403 50.4 65.8 61.8 4:3.1 57.7 81.4

1950 56.8 47.7 60.8 70.1 72.2 55.1 79.5 98.7

1960 63.0 60.4 67.0 62.7 86.5 77.8 98.2 104.0

Kentueky:
1940 . . 59.9 4:3.4 62.2 70.2 47.5 311.4 54.6 64.0

1950 64.2 48.5 70.9 73.7 54.8 49.7 60.2 73.2

1960 70.9 65.7 77.6 692) 77.4 78.0 75.7 76.8

Louisiana:
1940 50.7 :39.3 56.8 64.:3 58.6 42.4 58.8 75.0

1950 56.0 48.1 66.7 68.5 73.8 59.8 85.0 96.7

1960 66.8 63.5 75.0 64.4 92.1 85.2 103.9 105.0

Maryland:
1940 44.6 :39.8 49.4 56.2 48.3 41.8 55.2 69.4

1950 50.3 47.1 56.1 0:L5 53.3 48.8 61.9 76.5

1960 5:3.0 61.8 64.6 66.9 72.6 71.2 76.4 84.2

Mississippi:
1940 66.6 39.8 53.4 65.9 66.1 42.4 52.5 75.3

1950 59.6 46.8 61.5 69.4 82.9 58.8 76.5 96.5

1960 65 .9 61.6 71.6 64.9 103.8 89.3 110.7 112.4

Missouri:
1940 47.9 :39.0 54.8 59.1 41.6 :36.8 60.3 63.9

1950 54.7 47.4 69.5 64.9 50.8 47.3 76.7 69.7

1960 67.6 61.8 77.7 65.6 78.1 76.7 87.4 105.5

North Carolina:
1940 56.2 41.1 55.9 66.8 64.5 44.5 61.0 81.8

1950 57.0 45.7 59.2 68.5 72.6 52.7 7:3.5 92.6

1960 60.9 57.3 63.6 62.7 86.6 74.2 92.3 101.3

Oklahoma:
1940 54.5 43.4 57.9 64.5 55.9 42.6 62.3 74.5

1950 58.5 51.1 68.4 65.7 71.1 60.6 81.5 84.0

1960 66.0 64.4 7:3.1 60.0 89.3 87.1 94,3 89.1

South Carolina:
1940- 54.1 40.8 54.3 90.2 72.2 48.9 64.7 84.9

1950 57.7 48.9 01.5 73.6 84.5 01.5 90.1 103.6

1960 61.4 59.4 6:3.0 63:2 95.8 82.4 101.4 107.3

Tennessee:
1940 ............. ... 55.6 41.2 59.8 64.7 49.8 :39.1 54.4 70.6

1950 ............ . .. 59.2 47.8 66.8 68.9 59.1 50.:3 65.2 85.3

1960 64.0 60.1 69.7 14.1 82.7 78.4 88.7 101.7

Texas:
1940 51.4 44.0 54.8 60.8 52.9 :37.8 56.0 74.0

1950.... .. ......... 55.2 51.2 63.:3 61.8 59.4 49.6 72.:3 80.0

1960 67.3 66.4 72.2 -64.9 79.1 75.4 91.6 110.7

Virginia:
1940 51.2 :37.5 54.5 64.2 57.8 41.0 60.1 75.5

1950 44.9 44.0 60.2 67.8 61.3 48.7 67.1 83.1

1960 61.1 57.4 66.7 64.6 77.3 70.3 84.8 89.3

Soutee: Derived from Sixteenth Census of the United
States: 1940. Population. Vol. II. Characteristics of the
Population. Table 7; United States Censuz, of Population:,

white dependency ratio with the urban and rural
farm areas having similar dependency_ ratios, the
rural farm areas generally being slightly higher.

Among nonwhites we see some similar patterns
but with much greater relative increases. The white

1950. Vol. II. Characteristies of the Population, Table 15;
United States Census of Population: 1960. Vol. I. Char-
acteristics of the Population, Table 37.

and nonwhite ratios were relatively similar in 1940
with the nonwhite dependency ratio being higher
in most States. By 1960 no Southern State had a
white dependency ratio that even approached the
nonwhite dependency ratio for that State. Non-
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whites in urban, rural nonfarm, and rural farm
areas showed large increases in dependency ratios
from 1940 to 1960, with rural farm areas having
the highest dependency ratios in practically all
States. Nine out of the fifteen Southern States had
nonwhite rural farm dependency ratios of over 100.
The highest rural farm white dependency ratio was
less than 70. This means that in rural farm areas
every 100 nonwhites of labor force age had approxi-
mately 100 others not in the labor force ages to
support; whereas among whites in these rural farm
areas every 100 individuals of labor force age had
approximately 65 of nonlabor force age to support.
The combination of these differential dependency
ratios with the large differential in white and non-
white rural farm income indicates the extent of
poverty among rural farm Negroes.

The differences in dependency ratios are not as
large in urban and rural nonfarm areas as in rural
farm areas but still indicate the greater economic
burden upon the Negroes in the labor force. If
present trends continue, and there is every indi-
cation that they are continuing, the poverty condi-
tion of rural farm Negroes will get progressively
worse.

An additional characteristic of Negro families
should be considered and this is whether or not the
family has a male head. The general stereotype of
Negro families is that they have female heads.
This is true for 30 to 40 percent of urban Negro
households. The pattern of female-headed house-
holds is an urban pattern and is not present in
more than 10 or 15 percent of rural Negro house-
holds.

The important question is the trend in female-
headed households. We can get some indication of
this by looking at marital status of females by co-
horts. Figure 9 shows the percentage in various
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female cohorts that are married with spouse absent.
Each cohort is identified by the year in which its
members were 15 to 19 years of age. (Data for 1965
are shown for the cohorts of 1950 and 1960 but not
for earlier cohorts since the data were not avail-
able.) This figure shows very clearly the much
higher proportion of females married with spouse
absent among nonwhites than among whites at the
national level and also shows the trend toward in-
creasing proportions of females married with spouse
absent among nonwhites.

In order to get a more equitable comparison,
divorced females have been combined with those
married and spouse absent and the results are
shown in figure 10. Here we see the same pattern as
in figure 9. The data by cohorts indicate an increas-
ing trend toward higher proportions of Negro
females divorced or married with spouse absent,
which means increasing proportions of female-
headed households. These figures are for the United
States total, but table 16 gives comparable data for
1950, 1960, and 1965 for the southern region. The
data in this table indicate the same patterns for
the South as for the rest of the countryan increas-
ing trend toward female-headed households.

In this section we have seen the higher fertility
of southern Negroes compared with southern
whites and the still higher fertility of rural Negroes
compared with urban Negroes. The results of these
higher fertility rates are reflected in larger average
size households for nonwhites. These higher fer-
tility rates combined with high rates of outmigra-
tion for young adults lead to increasingly high
dependency ratios among southern Negroes, par-
ticularly in rural areas. All of these factors indi-
cate increasing burdens of support upon the head



of household. We have also seen the increasing pro-
portion of female heads of Negro households. Since
Negro females have lower earnings than Negro
males, we are left with the conclusion that there is
an increasing burden of support among households
that are increasingly female-headed. This would
indicate a trend toward a general worsening of the
poverty situation among southern Negroes.

Summary

In this examination of the Negro population of
the South we have seen the declining proportion of

the Negro population in the South and the even
more rapid decline in numbers of Negroes in the
rural farm areas of the South. The largest numbers
of rural farm Negroes are in Mississippi and North
Carolina. The rates of outmigration of Negroes
from the South are increasing, although the total
number of outmigrants is beginning to decline be-
cause of the decreasing number of Negroes in the
South. The highest rates of outmigration are from
the rural farm areas of the South. The urban areas
of the South continue to gain in Negro population
although at decreasing rates. This implies that in-
creasing proportions of Negro migrants from the
South are going to northern urban centers. Negro

TABLE 16.-Marital status and presence of spouse, by aye, color, and sex, for the South. 1950, 1960, and
1965

[Data in percent]

Year, sex, color. and age Total

Married

Widowed I)ivorcedSingle
Spouse
present

Spouse
absent

Males:
White:

1950

15 to 19 100.0 95.6 3.5 .7 ,.. .1
20 to 24 100.0 53.1 42.6 3.0 .1 1.2
25 to 29 100.0 19.3 74.8 3.7 .2 1.9
30 to 34 100.0 10.5 83.9 3.3 .3 2.1

Nonwhite:
15 to 19 100.0 95.4 3.4 1.1 .1
20 to 24 . 100.0 52.5 38.4 7.9 .4 .7
25 to 29 100 0 22.9 63.6 11.4 .7 1.4
30 to 34 100.0 13.1 72.2 11.8 1.1 1.8

Females:
White:

15 to 19 100.0 75.9 21.5 1.9 .1 .5
20 to 24 100.0 24.7 69.5 3.6 .5 2.0
25 to 29 100.0 9.7 83.2 3.3 1.0 2.7
30 to 34 100.0 7.3 82.9 4.8 2.1 2.9

Nonwhite:
15 to 19 100.0 77.6 17.4 4.5 .3 .3
20 to 24 100.0 30.0 53.8 13.2 1.2 1.8
25 to 29 100.0 13.2 66.3 15.2 2.6 2.7
30 to 34 100.0 8.4 70.3 14.0 4.3 3.0

1960
Males.

White:
15 to 19 100.0 94.9 3.9 1.2 .0 .1
20 to 24 100.0 48.9 45.2 4.3 .1 1.3
25 to 29 100.0 16.8 77.3 3.8 .2 1.9
30 to 34 100.0 9.1 85.2 3.3 .3 2.2

Nonwhite:
15 to 19 100.0 96.2 2.5 1.2 .1 .1
20 to 24 100.0 57.2 33.6 8.4 .2 .6
25 to 29 100.0 26.3 59.6 12.1 .5 1.4
30`to 34 100.0 16.1 67.6 13.1 .9 2.3

Females:
White:

15 to 19 100.0 78.6 18.1 3.0 .1 .5
20 to 24 100.0 22.2 69.8 5.5 .3 2.1
25 to 29 100.0 7.6 84.9 4.2 .6 2.7
30 to 34 100.0 5.0 87.0 3.7 1.2 3.0

Nonwhite:
15 to 19 100.0 83.9 11.6 4.0 .2 .2
?4) to 24 100.0 36.2 47.0 14.5 .8 1.5
25 to 29 100.0 15.9 61.6 17.2 2.2 3.1
30 to 34 100.0 9.6 65.0 17.4 4.0 4.0
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TABLE 16.-Marital status and presence of spouse, by aye, color, and sex, for the South. 1950, 1960, and

1965 - Continued
]Data in percent]

Married

Spouse absent.

Year, sex, color, and age Tot al Single
Spouse
present

Armed
forces

Separated
and other Widowed I hvorced

Males:,
White:.

1965

14 to If) 100.0 95.6 :3.8 .4

20 to 24 . 100.0 43.7 52.1 3.:3 .1 .6

25 to 29 100.0 10.9 83.4 :3.5 2.2
30 to :34 . 100.0 5.8 89.1 2.7 .2 2.1

Nonwhite:
14 to 19 100.0 99.7 .6

20 to 24 100.0 59.2 :35.0 5.3 .8
25 to 29 100.0 22.0 67.4 9.6 1.1

30 to 34 100.0 12.1 74.5 6.7 .7 3.2
Females:

White:
14 to 19 100.0 84.:3 14.:3 .4 .8 .1

20 to 24 ..... 100.0 24.4 69.3 1.7 2.9 1.8

25 to 29
.

100.0 6.9 84.5 1.2 :3.5 1.1 2.9
:30 to :34 100.0 4.7 87.9 .8 :3.6 .8 2.3

Nonwhite:
14 to 19 100.0 91.3 6.0 1.0 1.5 . ... .:3

20 to 24 100.0 :3:3.1 49.8 :3.4 12.0 1.0 .5
25 to 29 ...... 100.0 10.6 67.6 1.0 18.:3 1.3 1.6

:30 to :34 100.0 7.9 65.5 20.6 :3.4 2.:3

Sources: Derived from US. Census of Population: 1960.
Vol. I. Characteristics of the Population. Pt. I. U.S. Sum-
mary, Table 242; U.S. Census of Population: 1950. Vol. I.
Chatacteristii.:; of the Population. Pt. I. U.S. Summary,

outmigrants seem less likely to move as family
groups than do white outmigrants.

The movement of southern Negroes out of rural
farm areas into urban areas is usually accompanied
by a change in occupation. While significant pro-
portions of rural southern Negroes are employed
in operative and craftsmen occupations,- most are
employed in agriculture. Increasing proportions of
rural Negro females are engaged in private house-
hold work. Negro females leaving agriculture tend
to move into private household work, while Negro
males tend to move into operative and craftsmen
occupations. Projections indicate continuing de-
clines in the number of Negroes employed in agri-
culture, especially among younger Negroes.

Negroes made greater occupational gains between
1940 and 1950 than between 1950 and 1960, doubt-
less as a consequence of World War H. Negro
females continue to improve their occupational dis-
tribution more than do Negro males. Most of the
occupations in which Negroes have shown the great-
est gains have been those in which there has been a
significant proportion of government employment.

A part of the more rapid occupational gains of
Negro females is doubtless due to their greater edu-
cational gains. Negroes in the South are continuing
to improve their average level of education, but the
outmigration of better educated Negroes acts to
widen the gap in educational level between Negroes
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Table 147. Bureau of the Census: Current Population Re-
ports, Population Characteristics. Series P-20, No. 144.
Marital Static, and Family Status: March 1965. Tables
1.3.

and whites in the South. In southern urban areas
the improved levels of education of younger
Negroes more than compensates for the effects of
outmigration of the better educated, so that we can
expect the educational gap between Negroes and
whites to decrease in these southern urban areas.
In rural areas of the South, however, the trends
indicate a further widening of the educational gap
between Negroes and whites.

With the educational gap widening in rural areas
it is not surprising to find that the relative income
of nonwhites in rural areas is deteriorating. The
relative income of southern nonwhites in both urban
and rural areas has been deteriorating, but the
deterioration has been greater in rural areas. Most
of the income differential between whites and non-
whites is shown to be due to the occupational dis-
tribution of nonwhites rather than to income differ-
ences within occupations.

Young Negroes with some college education have
been improving their relative income position, and
among young Negro females with some college,
many groups have higher median incomes than
corresponding white females.

Combined with unusually low incomes, southern
rural Negroes have unusually high fertility rates.
These higher fertility rates are reflected in higher
average sizes of family, which even further reduces
the per capita income among nonwhites.



A matriarchal family is one of the usual stere-
otyped views of Negroes. In reality about 30 per-
cent of urban Negro households have a female head,
and the trends indicate that the percentage will in-
crease. Female-headed households are largely an
urban phenomenon among both Negroes and whites
but are far more prevalent among Negroes. Young
Negro females in rapidly increasing proportions are
classified as divorced or married with spouse absent,
even when those absent in military service are ex-
cluded from consideration.

The dependency ratio is the ratio of individuals
under 15 and over 65 to individuals between 15 and
65, and gives sonic indication of the number that
must be supported by each potential member of the
labor force. The dependency ratio of Negroes has
been increasing more rapidly than that of whites
since 1940 and the increase has been especially
rapid in rural farm areas. In the rural farm areas
of most Southern States the dependency ratio is
over 100 for Negroes, but is only about 65 for

whites. The differences are in the same direction in
urban and rural nonfarm areas but not as great.
These dependency ratios of Negroes are the conse-
quence of higher birth rates and of the heavy out-
migration of young adults who generally do not
move with family groups. The dependency ratios
will doubtless continue to increase.

These dependency ratios indicate the higher
burden of support that must be carried by the
Negro members of the labor force. This increasingly
high burden of support is combined in urban areas
with increasing proportions of families with female
heads and in rural areas with an increasing gap in
education between whites and nonwhites. In both
urban and rural areas the increasing dependency
ratios are combined with increasing deterioration
of nonwhite income relative to white income. Given
the present trends, in both urban and rural areas of
the South the outlook is for little if any improve-
ment in the poverty level of Negroes.
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Chapter 3

Rural Poverty: The Special Case of the Aged

JUANITA M.. KREPS, associate professor of economics, Duke University

Introduction

In the flood of facts loosened in the course of the
poverty program, certain characteristicsoccupa-
tion, age, sex, education, regional location, color
are related to income in an effort to isolate the
influence of a given factor on economic status.'
After analyzing the extent to which low incomes are
associated with each of these characteristies, how-
ever, Smolensky has concluded that these socio-
economic factors are not necessarily at the core of
poverty (11, pp. 50-51) :

Aging is not a cause of poverty, nor is being non-white
a cause of poverty, nor is living in the south a cause of
poverty. . . . There is some unidentified agent which can
produce poverty. Whether the carrier of this agent will in
fact be poor is highly dependent upon whether he also pos-
sesses one or more of the poverty-linked characteristics.

A second point .. . is that they are clearly interrelated.
A very large proportion of the. poor have more than one
debilitating socio-economic characteristic. Southern, non-
white and farm operator are -poverty-linked characteristics
often found together. Sixty-five percent of the aged poor
have some other poverty-linked characteristic. . . .

The poverty-related factors of old age and rural
residence merit special attention. Among persons
living alone or with..nonrelatives, the 1965 median
income for those under 65 was almost 21/2 times the
median for persons aged 65 and over; for families
with younger heads, the median was more than
twice as high as that for older families. Within this
lower income group, the rural elderly in turn have
less money income per person or family than the
aged living in urban areas. The double handicap of
being both aged and of riral residence is further ac-
centuated by the lower educational level of the
elderly, and the particularly-low educational attain-
ment of the rural aged.

The discussion immediately following describes
the economic position of the rural aged, providing
wherever possible comparative data for the urban
aged as well as the rural younger population. Income
levels, asset ownership, and consumption patterns
are presented, insofar as data permit. The discussion
then turns to the causes of the relatively poorer
position of the rural aged, noting particularly the
overall shifts in occupational and the relation be-

I Material in this article draws on two earlier papers (6.
7). (Italic numbers in parentheses indicate references listed
at the end of this paper.)
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tween low earnings during worklife and low retire-
ment benefits. In conclusion, questions are raised
regarding the implications of these and other long-
run trends for the future status of the aged, and
especially for the rural aged.

Current Economic Position

The long-run decline in labor-force activity of
older men, causing many incomes to drop sharply
for an increasing proportion of males at or near age
65, has in the past two decades been offset to some
extent by an expansion in retirement benefits. Nine
out of ten of the nation's 19 million older people have
retirement protection of some sort-85 percent are
eligible for social security and another 5 percent for
civil service or railroad retirement benefits. About
15 percent of the aged draw private pensions. Of
those persons reaching age 65 in 1965, 97 percent
were covered by a public retirement program (1,

pp. 3-8) .
The amount, of the benefit, however, is frequently

far too low to raise the income above the poverty
level; almost a third of the present aged are classi-
fied as poor. Another 10 percent, who would have
been poor if they had relied on their own incomes,
shared homes with relatives who were above the
poverty line (10, pp. 22-37).

Money Incomes of the Aged

In 1965 the median income for families headed by
persons aged 65 and over was $3,460, or 47 percent
of the median of $7,352 for families headed by per-
sons aged 14 to 64. For aged unrelated individuals
the median was $1,348, which was only 40 percent
of the median ($3,320) for younger single, persons.
Of the families with aged head, 43 percent had
money incomes below $3,000; of the aged individuals
living alone or with nonrelatives, 58 percent had in-
comes below $1,500. The corresponding proportions
of younger families and single persons were 12
percent and 27 percent (table 1). Moreover, it is
clear that although the incomes of the elderly have
risen during this decade, the increases have been
smaller than those accruing to the younger popula-
tion. The relative income position of the aged has
therefore worsened, particularly since 1962. Recent
trends are summarized in table 2.
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TABLE 1. Distribution (4 !amities and unrelated individuals by money income in 1965

Item

Families Unrelated individuals

Distribution 2 Cumulative' Distribution 2 Cumulative

Heads
14 to 64
years

Heads
65 years

and
older

Heads
14 to 64
years

Heads
65 years

and
older

14 to 64
years

65 years
and

older
14 to 64
years

65 years
and

older

Thous. Thous. Thous. Thous.
Number 41,384 6,895 7,452 4,680

Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
All income groups 10019 100.0 100.0 100.0

Under $1,000 2.7 4.7 2.7 4.7 18.1 32.1 18.1 32.2
$1,000- $1,499.. 1.9 8.0 4.6 12.7 8.7 25.6 26.8 57.9
$1,500-$1,999 2.1 10.7 6.7 Z3.4 6.8 13.8 33.6 71.8
$2,000- $2,499 2.6 9.6 9.3 33.0 7.3 8.9 40.9 80.7
$2,50042,999 2.8 9.7 12.1 42.7 5.2 3.8 46.1 84.5
$3,000- $3,499 3.4 7.9 15.5 50.6 6.1 3.2 52.2 87.7
83,50043,999 :3.3 6.8 18.8 57.4 5.1 2.8 57.3 90.5
84,00044,999 7.9 9.2 26.7 66.6 .10.9 3.3 68.2 93.8
15,00045,999 9.7 7.3 36.4 73.9 10.2 1.8 78:4 95.6
16,00046,999 9.9 5.6 46.3 79.5 7.1 1.4 85.5 97.0
$7,00047,999
88,00048,999
$9,000- $9,999
$10,000 - $14,999

10.5
8.8
7.0

19.1

4.8
3.6
2.4
6.0

56.9
65.7
72.7
91.9

84.3
87.9
90.3.
96.3

4.8
3.2
1.8
3.5

1.1
0.5
0.4
0.4

90.3
93.5
95.3
98.8

98.1
98.6
99.0
99.4-

$15,000424,999 6 6 2.7 98.5 99.0 1.0 0.5 99.8 99.9
$25,000 and over 1.5 1.0 100.0 100.0 0.2 0.1 100.0 100.0

Dollars Dollars Dollars 15011ais
Median income 7,352 3,460 3,320 1,348

Source: Administration on Aging, Department of Health,
Education and Welfare; data from Current Population
Survey, Bureau of the Census.

1 By age groups (14 to 64 and 65 and older). Data are
estimates derived from the March 1966 survey of a national
probability sample of households; they are subject both

to sampling variability and to errors in response and non-
reporting.

Distribution may not add to 100 percent because of
rounding.

Largest intervals in distribution adjusted to cumulate
to 100 percent where necessary.

TABLE 2.-Median incomes of families and unrelated individuals, 1960-65

Item 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965

Families:
Head 14 to 64 years:

Amount $5,905 $6,099 $6,336 $6,644 $6,981 $7,352
Percent increase from year before .. 3.3 3.9 4.9 5.1 5.3

Head 65 and older:
Amount $2,897 $3,026 43,204 $3,352 $3,376 $3,460
Percent increase from year before 4.4 5.9 4.6 0.7 2.5
Percent of 14 to 64 group 49.1 49.6 50.6 50.4 48.4 47.1

Unrelated individuals:
14 to 64 years:

Amount $2,571 $2,589 $2,644 $2,881 $3,094 $3,320
Percent increase from year before 0.7 2.1 9.0 7.4 7.3

65 years and older:
Amount $1,053 $1,106 $1,248 $1,277 $1,297 $1,348
Percent increase from year before .. 5.0 12.8 2.3 1.6 3.9
Percent of 14 to 64 group 41.0 42.7 47.2 44.3 41.9 40.6

Source: Herman B. Brotman. "Income of Families an
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Oct. 26, 1966.

When money income is used as the index, the
elderly are heavily overrepresented in the ranks of
the poor. The 1960 Census of Population revealed
that 21 percent of all families had less than $3,000

d Unrelated Individuals, 1965," Administration on Aging,

per year. But among the aged the proportion was
much higher, and among the rural aged (farm and
nonfarm) almost two out of three families received
money incomes of less than $3,000 (table 3).
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TABLE 3.-Percent of families with incomes of $3,000 or less, by aye and place of residence, 1959

Age of family head Urban Rural nonfarm Farm

Under 25 years of age
25 to 64 years of age
65 years of age or older

29
12
41

36
4.)
(4

57
43
64

Source: Poverty in Rural Areas, US. Dept. Agr.. Agr. Econ. Rpt. No. 63. 1964 (table 10).

Families headed by young and old persons arc
much more likely to fall in the poverty group,
whether they are rural or urban. Within each place-
of-residence grouping, families in the middle age
span, being of mime working age, enjoy the highest
incomes. Young families are less well off but even
they are poor much less frequently than the aged.
Holding age group constant, the income varies by
place of residence, with the urban resident being
much less poverty-prone than either of the rural
groups. The rural nonfarm and rural farm elderly
thus have poverty-level money incomes much more
frequently than either the aged who live in urban

areas, or the young or middle-aged families who live
in rural communities.

The Poverty Sector of the Aged Population

Recognizing the shortcomings Of a poverty index
based on money income aloner-vaifous Attempts have
been made to take account of family size and com-
position. place of residence, and other relevant
factors. Mollie OrshanSky's "low-income levil" and
"poverty level" incomes now widely used, permit a
regrouping of the pour by age, household status,
farm.and nonfarm residence, and color. Estimating
living costs under different circumstances, Miss

TABLE 4.-Poverty and low income levels for unrelated individuals and-2-member families, 1965
.

Low income level Poverty level

Item Under 65 65 and older Under 65 65 and older

Unrelated individual:
Nonfarm. $1,950 $1,805 $1,615 $1,500

Male 2,040 1,835 1,685 1,515
Female 1,880 1,71K) 1,560 1,495

Farm 1,380 1,265 1,140 1,055
Male 1,425 1,285 1,180 1,060
Female 1,315 1,255 1,090 1,045

2-member family:
Nonfarm 2,810 2,545 2,100 1,890

Male head 2,&35 2,550 2,110 1,8115
Female head 2,665 2,500 2,025 1,880

Farm 1,980 1,7&5 1,475 1,325
Male head 1,1185 1,785 -1,480 1,325
Female head 1,860 1,760 1,410 1,325

Source: Mollie Orshansky. "Counting the Poor: Another
Look at the Poverty Profile?' Social Security Sul., January
1965, pp. 3-29. and subsequent articles; summarized in

Orshansky defines poverty and low income levels for
selected family categories as indicated in table 4.

On the basis of these income criteria, comparisons
may be drawn showing the proportions of the young
and the elderly who arc in the low income and pov-
erty sectors (table 5).

In summary, about 7.4 million, or 42 percent of
the 17.6 million noninstitutionalized aged, were liv-
ing on low incomes. Almost 5.3 million, or 30 percent
of the aged not living in institutions, had incomes
below the poverty level. These proportions were ap-
proximately double the percentages of the popula-
tion under age 65. By these criteria, the aged
constitute 9 percent of the total noninstit.ttional
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above form in Herman P. Brotman. "Counting the Aged -

Poor. 1965." Administration on Aging. Department of
Health. Eiltu--ation. and Welfare. Febntary 1967.

population. but 16 percent of all the poor. Among
unrelated persons, who are particularly susce-,tible
to poverty, the aged account for 39 percent, of the
total but 56 percent of the poor (10, p. 5).

Within the aged sector of the population, place-of-
residence comparisons may be drawn, using the data
from the Social Security Administration's 1963 Sur-
vey of the Aged (table 6). Metropolitan couples had
incomes that were 40 to 45 percent higher than the
nonmetropolitan couples. Comparisons of median
incomes for the noninarried aged in the three locali-
ties revealed smaller absolute but in some instances
even larger relative differences.



TABLE 5.-Percentages of unrelated individuals and
members of families below low income levels, 1);..
age groups

Income level and
age group

Total
Unrelated
individ-

tads

Members
of

families

Total, all ages ... 100.0 100.0 100.0
Below low income 24.7 46.5 23.2

Near poor... 7.6 6.7 7.i
l'oor 17.1 :39.8 15.5

Under 65 ...... 100.0 100.0 100.0
13elow low income 22 9 :33.7 12.5

Near poor.. 7.2 5.0 7.3
l'oor.... 15.8 28.7 15.2

65 and older. 10(1.0 100.0 100.0
Below low income. 41.9 66.9 32.9

Near poor 12.0 9.4 12.9
Poor 29.9 7,7.'j 20.0

..."----
Solace: Mollie Orshansky. "Counting the Poor: Another

Look at the Poverty Profile." Social Security But., January
1965. pp. 3-29. and subsequent articles; summarized in
above form in Herman B. Brotman. "Counting the Aged
Poor. 1965," Administration on Aging, Department of
Health,Aducation. and Welfare. February 1967.

Other characteristics of the metropolitan and non-
metropolitan aged are available from the 1963 Sur-
vey of the Aged. Among married couples, the family
head outside metropolitan areas is somewhat older;
40 percent are aged 73 and over, as cmpared with
37 percent in the central cities and 38 percent in the
suburbs. Nonmarried women outside metropolitan
areas are also more often above age 72, but single
men in the suburbs are older than those in either the
central cities or in the rural areas. For both couples
and single persons, homeownership is most frequent
among those in suburbs and outside metropolitan
areas. But unmarried persons own homes only about
half as often as couples, regardless of the place of
residence. The proportion of the aged owning their
homes ranges from 82 percent of the couples in
suburbs to 26 percent of the single men living in
central cities.

Other than their homes, older persons own few
assets. The median value is highest for the suburban
'Iderly couples, and drops to almost $500 for the
poorest groups-nonmarried men and women living
outside metropolitan areas. About half the couples

TABLE 6.-Median. money income of aged units by residence, 1962

Family unit
Total
U. S.

Metropolitan

Central
cities

Suburbs
Outside

metropolitan
areas

Couple
Nonmarried men
Nonmarried women

$2,875
1,365
1,015

$3,420
1,440
1,165

$3,350
1,695
1,090

$2,365
1,135

910

Source: Data made available by the Social Security Administration.

TABLE 7.-Asset ownership of couples and nonmarried persons age(; 65 and over, by resident-, '962

Asset value

Couples Nonmarried Men Nonmarried Women

Metropolitan
areas Outside

Metro-
Central Suburbs politan Central Suburbs
cities areas cities

Metropolitan
areas Outside

Metro-
politan
areas

Metropolitan
PtPas

Centro,. 'itiburbs
cities

Outside
Metro-
politan
areas

Median amount:
Total other than

owned home .. $3,065 $3,360 $2,495
Liquid 1,980 1,665 565

Percent having Pct. Pct. Pct.
liquid assets of
less than $500 . .. 34 :34 49

$575 $1,666
:330 1,120

Pct. Pct.

$525 $560 $800
60 :390 495

Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.

$520
170

53 41 61 52 50 58

Source: Data made available by the Social Security Administration.

and 60 percebt of the nonmarried persons living
outside metropolitan areas had liquid assets valued
at less than $500. (See table 7.)

In summary, about 30 percent of the noninstitu-
tionalized aged can be classified as poor, using the
not t, refined index of poverty that takes into account
family size, place of residence, and other variables

determining need. About 42 percent are living on
low incomes. Classifying the elderly by place of
residence reveals that those in metropolitan areas
have much higher money incomes than those living
outside metropolitan areas, and that liquid asset
holdings arc larger for metropolitan couples and
single persons, particularly those in the suburb:.
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than for older families and individuals outside
metropolitan areas. Homeownership represents the
major asset of the elderly; about four out of five
elderly couples in suburbs and nonmetropolitan
areas, and three out of five in central cities, own
their homes. Among nor married persons the pro-
portions owning homes range from one-half down
to one-fourth. Data do not permit any general
conclusions regarding the median value of the homes
owned, or their adequacy in terms of the particular
housing needs of older persons.

Other Indexes of Levels of Living

In addition to the Social Security Administration's
poverty index, one may rely on certain other meas-
ures to indicate the extent to which particular
groups approximate given levels of living. Housing
conditions often form such a criterion, substandard
housing denoting a lost level of living in general.
More specific criteria have been used by Cowhig
(2) to provide rural-urban comparisons of house-
hold living levels: (1) availability of an automo-
bile,-(2) availability of a telephone, (3) hot and cold
water piped inside the home, (4) dwelling units in
sound condition, 15) a summary measure based on
the proportion of households having items I through
4, and (6) housing units with 1.01 or more persons
per room.

Summarizing the findings for all age groups,
Cowhig (2) finds only minor differences between
rural and urban households -in their ownership of
automobiles and in the proportion of homes with
more than one person per room. On the basis of
the other indexes, however, urban families fared
better, with particularly marked differences appear-
ing in the proportion of families having hot piped
water inside the residence, and the proportion hav-
ing homes in sound condition. The proportion of
homes reporting all of the first four items ranged
from 73 percent in urban to 44 percent in rural farm
residences.'

= Data for Cowhig's study were derived from the 1-in-1.000
sample of tabulations from the 1960 Census of Population
and Housing, and thus refer to the 36 million households
headed by males employed in the civilian labor form. As
the author notes, limiting his analysis to the group of house-
holds, while providing comparability. results in a more
favorable picture than would iesult if data on unrelated
individuals and househo' is headed by women were included.

These measures provide a basis for comparing the
economic status of the rural and urban households
headed by employed males, and throw some light on
the status of older persons within the two groups.
Among households headed by males aged 55 and
over, the proportion having all the first four items
as compared with all households in the sample is as
follows:

Percent of households by age
of head

Age 55 and over
66
70
58
46

A higher proportion of households headed by
males aged 35 to -54 had each item than was the
case for households headed by either younger or
older men. On the basis of other census reports, the
author concluded that in 1960 about three-fourths of
all nonfarm households headed by men aged 60
or over were in houses in sound condition with all
plumbing facilities. By contrast, less than half the
older farm families were similarly housed.

It is important to note that the four measures of
levels of living in the Cowhig study rank only those
urban and rural households which are headed by
employed males, with the older group starting at age
55. The decline in level of living, as measured by
median income, is quite pronounced for both rural
and urban men after age 65 even when they con-
tinue working, largely because work after age 65 is
likely to be part-time. For men who retire alto-
gether, the drop in income is of course much more
severe.

One further indicator of the comparative eco-
nomic status of the rural aged is provided by the
census data showing ownership of durables. All of
the fie selected du'rables (television set, freezer,
air conditioner, washer, and dryer) were owned by
less than I percent of all rural and urban older fami-
lies. Of the families headed by persons aged 64 and
under, about 2 percent owned all five durables. The
proportions of families with none of these appliances
were as follows: Older rural families, 8.4 percent;
older urban families, 4.9 percent; all younger fami-
lies, 3.4 percent (table 8).3

Age I; and over
Total 69

Urban 73
Renal nonfarm 60
Rural finin 44

Note that the proportion of urban older families having
1101W Of these durables is about two-thirds that of rural older
families. and that the proportion of all younger families
having none of the appliances is about one-half the pro-
pel t ion of all older fiumlies who lack all the, appliances.

TABLE 8.Ownership of durables, by age of head of household and place of residence, 1960

Item

65 and over 64 and under

Rural Urban Total Rural Urban families
All

Percent of families with all appliances . 0.82 0.67 0.90 1.97 1.69 2.09 1.82
Percent of families with no appliances 6.11 843 4.98 3.40 4.84 2.82 3.77

Sowce: Calculated from the 1960 census dais.
' Appliances include TV. freezer, air conditioner, washer, and dryer.,
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Consumption Patterns

Consumer expenditure data for urban, rural non-
farm, and farm families permit Some general com-
parisons of the expenditure patterns, savings, and
income levels of the different groups. Table 9 sum-
marizes the income and t vencliture data for all
urban, rural nonfarm, and farm families, and for
families headed by persons 63 to 74 and 75 and
over, by place of residence. There are marked dif-
ferences between the average money incomes of the
rural nonfarm aged ($2,846 for families headed by
65- to 74-year-olds and $2,003 for families with
head aged 75 and over), the incomes of the urban
aged ($3,903 for the 65 to 74 age group and $3,013
for the 75-and-over age group), and those of the
farm aged ($3,390 for the 65 to 74 age group and
$2,455 for the 75-and-over age group). Average in-
come of all families in the three areas varied also,
the urban family receiving an average income of
$5,829, or about one-third again as much as the
farm family ($4,424) and about one-fourth again as
much as the rural nonfarm family ($4,700). The
average number of full-time earners is less favorable
for the rural nonfarm elderly, and the educational
level of the very old rural family head is lower.
Home and automobile ownership are much more fre-
quent among the rural nonfarm and farm families,
both young and old.

Analysis of expenditures for current consumption
by the elderly in the different areas reveals first the
overriding factor of the difference in totals. The
older urban family spent over $1,000 more per year
on current consumption than the rural nonfarm
family ; the urban family with head aged 65 to 74
spent about $900 more, and the very old urban fam-
ily over $1,000 more than the older rural nonfarm
family. Some offset is afforded by the higher propor-
tion of home and automobile ownership among the
rural nonfarm. However, it should be noted that
housing costs comprise almost one-third of the older
rural nonfarm family's total consumption expendi-
ture, and that the ownership of an automobile means
that the rural nonfarm elderly are spending a larger
percentage of their income for transportation than
the urban aged.

A recent-study of urban and rural differences in
consumption patterns of older people concluded that
in ea' h place of residence the aged differ from the
young in their income, expenditure, and savings pat-
terns. But residential differences also are evident
(5, p. 345):

. . . Because older units in rural farm places experience
Comparatively less reduction in their income, and because
the style of life characterizing rural farm units of all ages
is more homogeneous, there results a somewhat lesser devia-
tion in the consumer behavior of the aged compared with
other age groups in rural farm places, as contrasted to urban
and rural nonfarm areas.

For any very low income group, the amount of dis-
cretionary income is of coury extremely small; ex-
penditures of necessity are concentrated heavily on
basic needs. For example, the oldest rural nonfarm

families, whose incomes were the lowest of any
elderly group, spent almost two-thirds of their total
budget on food and shelter.

Economic Trends and the Rural Aged

Differences in the levels of living of the rural as
compared with the urban population are many-
faceted, and the special case of the rural aged can
be explained only within the context of overall eco-
nomic trends. Of particular import are the changes
in farm output per man-hour and the related decline
in the significance of agriculture as a source of em-
ployment. Paralleling these developments, there
have been important shifts in the composition of
employment in rural areas, with consequent impact
on the rural population's incomes and consumption
patterns (3).

Shifts in Occupational Structure

A long-run view of agricultural and nonagri-
cultural employment reveals a very slow growth of
farmworkers during the second half of the 19th cen-
tury. By contrast, the nonagricultural labor force
increased sixfold between 1860 and 1910. In the
1910-63 period, agricultural employment declined,
the rate of decline being more rapid in recent
years, while nonagricultural employment rose to
about two and one-half times its 1910 level (3, p.
19). Between 1960 and 1963 agricultural employ-
ment fell 131 /2 percent, and an annual decline of 2
to 3 percent is expected during the next few years.
By 1975, less than 1 out of 20 American workers
will be farmers, as compared with the 1963 ratio
of 1 in 15'

The accelerated decline in farm employment is
but one aspect of economy-wide changes in labor
force composition made possible (and necessary)
primarily by postwar improvements in technology.
In broader terms, the postwar years have seen a
much faster rise in employment in the service-pro-
ducing than in the goods-producing industries. Em-
ployment by occupational group has shifted heavily
in the direction of service workers, clerical and
kindred workers, and professional, technical, and
kindred workers. All of these trends are expected to
continue.

Although the absolute and relative size of the
rural farm segment is declining, the total rural popu-
lation is expected to remain above 50 million for
some time. Thus the nonfarm component of the
rural population will rise, and the rural component
as a proportion of the total populaikni will decline,
possibly from the 1960 proportion of 30 percent to a
1980 figure of 20 percent. It discussing the implica-
tions of these changes, one author has pointed out

' The figures air: from 5.4 million, or 8.1 1,ercent of total
1960 employment, to 3.9 million, or 4.5 percent in 1975, or a
decline of 28 perceut in the 15-year period (12, PP. 89, 244),
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that the occupation and industry attachments of
rural nonfarm workers have traditionally been more
like those of the urban than those of the farm popu-
lation. With the technological advances in agricul-
ture in recent years and the decline in farm employ-
ment, as well as the decrease in importance of
industries which have traditionally employed rural
persons (mining. for example). the occupational dis-
tinctions between urban and rural workers are dim-
ming. Adjustments still need to be made. however.
involving "half or more of the farms and the people
on those farms with units that are too small to pro-
vide a minimum adequate living from agriculture"
(3. p. 24)

Viewed in the occupational context, the adjust-
ment can properly be considered as one requiring
movement away from small or unproductive farms.
When the particular position of the aged farmer is
under consideration. however, this movement is
complicated by factors such as the reduced mobility
associated with age, the lower education and skill
levels of older persons and their scant job opportuni-
ties elsewhere, and by strong attachments to the
place of residence because of homeownership.

Earnings and Retirement Benefits

Agriculture's decline in importance has been of
special significance to the aged because, in the past,
few restrictions have been placed on the older man's
continuance in a farm job. In other industrial
sectors, the opportunity to continue working past
the usual retirement age has come to be more and
more limited since the Second World War. It is
clear, therefore, that the trend toward fewer (and
larger, more efficiently run) farms has reduced one
source of employment for older men; farming can-
not be expected to assume any great importance in
older men's future job prospects.

But neither, apparently, can any other sector of
the economy. The movement toward compulsory re-
tirement and in the recent past, particularly, toward
early retirement, has been an outgrowth of econ-
oinywide unemployment. In an effort to find jobs
for middle-aged and younger men, who typically
have greater family obligations than men aged 65
and over, the job needs of older men have under-
standably received little attention. The slightly
more than one-in-fcur labor force participation rate
for older men (as compared with two-in-three at the
beginning of the century) thus reflects in part a shift
out of agriculture. But in the past two decades it
reflects also strong efforts to reduce the number of
job seekers. All the evidence points toward a con-
tinued emphasis on early retirement.

To the extent that this movement prevails, the
income position of the rural and urban elderly will
come to depend even more on public and private
pensions and much less on earned income. For future

consideration. an important distinction must there-
fore be made between those who approach retire-
ment with full social security benefits and some sup-
plement in the form of a private pension or annuity.
and those whose employment records do not entitle
them to full benefits, and who have no private pen-
sion or other claims. If earnings are to provide a
declining proportion of the aged's income, differ-
ences between retirement incomes of the rural farm,
the rural nonfarm. and the urban elderly will be
reduced or increased. depending on several factors.

Since the retiree's benefit is to some extent wage
related, and since the earnings lecords of rural work-
ers tend to be lower than those of urban workers, the
rural worker less frequently qualifies for the maxi-
mum benefit. Moreover, his lower earnings will
probably mean that he has at retirement accumu-
lated less in savings and insurance. It is difficult to
generalize as to the relative significance of private
pension funds for the urban and rural nonfarm re-
tirees, except again to say that private pension
claims are correlated directly with job stability and
earnings during working life. There is of course no
opportunity for the older farm group to gain such
coverage as farmers, though there may be some cases
in which an earlier industrial job has given the
farmer a private pension claim. The number of
workers qualifying for private pensions is still a
small proportion of the total; 5 this source of in-
come. particularly for the lower income workers,
Mould therefore not be exaggerated.

The more significant social security benefits be-
come as a proportion of the total income df the aged,
the smaller will be the income differential between
the rural and the urban aged. although the differen-
tial will not disappear as long as earnings records
affect benefits, and the earnings of urban workers
remain higher, The same narrowing of differentials
occurs in the case of benefits to the aged white per-
son and the aged Negro (9, pp. 3-13). In the long
run, therefore, the problem is likely to be one of
insuring that the program of income maintenance
for all the aged is substantially improved. This over-
all goal does not of course preclude special attempts--
to raise the incomes of the poorest among the aged.

The very poor aged can be identified by any one
of several characteristics. Extremely low money
incomes typically accrue to the very old among the
aged, who are not able to work and who are not
covered by social security benefits. Unfortunately,
low incomes also prevail among the younger aged
(those aged 62 to 64). As table 10 reveals, the
median incomes of beneficiary couples in the
younger group (aged 62 to 64) and in the older (aged

According to a recent, estimate made by the National
Bureau for Economic Research. approximately 25 to 30 per-
cent of the olderpersons Gill be receiving private pensions
by 1979 (8. pp. 16-20).
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73 and over) are approximately the same. For
nonmarried men, too, the incomes of the two age
groups are comparable. The low incomes of the
male beneficiaries aged 62 to 64 reflect their failure

to find jobs, and their willingness to accept a reduced
benefit; for the very old beneficiaries, these low
incomes are due to reduced earning caps cities. In
the case of the nonbeneficiaries, incomes are higher

TABLE 10.-Median income by age and beneficiary status, units aged 62 and over, 1962

Age

Married couples t Nonmarried men Nonmarried women

OASDI
beneficiaries Non-

OASDI Non- OASDI Non- benefi-
beneficiaries beneficiaries beneficiaries beneficiaries Retired 2 Widowed darks

62 to 64 years $2,470 $5,900 $1,265 $2,685 $1,220 $1,350 $2,205
65 to 72 years 2,900 4,750 1,610 2,000 1,455 1,285 855
73 years and over 2,430 1,680 1,260 860 1,120 960 720

Source: Lenore A. Epstein, "Income of the Aged in 1962," Social Security Bul., March 1964, p. 17.

I With at least 1 member aged 62 or over.
' Retired women receive benefits based on their own wage record.

for the younger couples and single persons, since
their earnings are generally higher"

Low incomes accrue to older unattached indi-
viduals,_who are often widows receiving some small
OASDHI benefit plus a welfare payment, or who are
living altogether on welfare funds. The aged non-
white family or individual has a much lower in-

For a fuller explanation of age differences in income,
see (4, PP. 1645).

come than the white family or -single person; the
family headed by an aged woman has a lower in-
come than the fainily headed by an aged man.
Finally, as the data presented earlier demonstrate,
the rural aged have lower money incomes than the
urban aged. Table 11 indicates the 1959 median in-
comes for aged families classified as to color, sex of

lamilY head, and place of residence; table 12 shows
similar data for aged single persons.

TABLE 11.-Families with heads 65 and older, of specified residence, color, and type, ranked by number of
families and by size of income, 1959

Residence, color, and type of family

Ranking

By- By
number size

of of
families income

Percent with income
of less than-

Median
Number income $2,000 $3,000

Thousands Dollars Percent Percent
Urban-white -husband-wife 1 3 2,938 3,782 23.6 40.4
Rural-white -husband-wife 2 6 1,505 2,344 43.6 62.2
Urban-white -female head 3 2 625 4,196 24.6 36.6
Rural-white -female head 4 8 218 2,330 45.5 58.9

Urban-white -other male head 5 1 213 5,187 17.5 28.3
Urban-nonwhite-husband-wife 6 7 209 2,338 44.0 61.5
Rural-nonwhite -husband-wife 7 11 126 1,369 73.4 85.5
Rural-white -other male head 8 4 109 2,753 38.6 53.7

Urban-nonwhite-female head 9 9 82 1,923 52.0 67.1
Rural -- nonwhite -female head 10 12 41 1,091 76.0 87.2
Urban-nonwhite-other male head 11 5 23 2,718 38.2 54.6
Rural-nonwhite -other male head 12 10 15 1,502 65.7 71.9

Source: Prepared by the Office of Aging, Department of Health. Education and Welfare, from tabulations of the 1960
Census of Population.
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TABLE 12. Unrelated individuals 65 and older, of specified residence, color, and sex, ranked by number
and by size of income, 1959

Ranking

Median
Number income

Percent with income
of less than

Residence, color, and sex

By
number

of
persons

By
size
of

income $1,000 $2,000

Thousands Dollars Percent Percent

Urban-white female 1 2 1,358 1,043 48.8 76.6

Urban-white male 2 1 752 1,558 31.3 64.8

Rural-white female 3 5 526 738 67.7 87.9

Rural-white male 4 3 308 992 50.4 79.1

Urban-nonwhitefemale 5 6 140 695 71.9 92.7

Urban-nonwhitemale 6 4 101 958 52.2 80.6

Rural-nonwhite female 7 8 40 548 91.3 98.4

Rural - nonwhite male 8 7 33 651 76.9 93.5

Source: Prepared by the Office of Aging, Department of Health. Education and Welfare. from tabulations of the 1960

Census of Population.

Summary and Conclusions

In analyzing the economic position of the rural
elderly, the following criteria have been taken into
account: Their money incomes; the relation of these
incomes to need (as might be measured by the pov-
erty index used by the Social Security Administra-
tion); the extent of homeownership and the holding
of liquid assets; consumption levels, including the
availability of adequate housing. and .standard
household appliances. In .summary, the data show
that: .

(1) The 1965 median income for 4d-trines headed
by persons aged 65 and over was $3,466, of 47 per-
cent of the median for families headed by persons
aged 14 to 64.

(2) The median for aged persons living alone or
with nonrelatives was $1,348, which was 40 percent
of-the median for younger single persons.

(3) Among the rural elderly, almost two out of
three families received less than $3,000 income as of
the 1960 census.

(4) On the basis of the poverty index that con-
siders varying needs as well as money incomes, al-
most 5.3 million, or 30 percent, of the noninstitu-
tionalized aged are now living im poverty; this is
approximately twice the proportion of the young
who are below the poverty line.

(5) The median income for aged couples living in
central cities (as well as that for aged suburban
couples) is about $1,000or at least 40 percent
higher than that for aged couples living outside
metropolitan areas; the differences for aged indi-
viduals are comparably wide.

(6) Homeownership is most frequent among
those in the suburbs and outside metropolitan areas;
median value of all assets other than the home is
low, varying from $3,360 for the suburban couple to
$2,495 for the nonmetropolitan couple, and from

$1,665 for suburban single men to $525 for men
living outside metropolitan areas.

(7) Older rural families less frequently have
homes in sound condition and adequately equipped
with telephone, hot and cold water, and appliances,
than urban older families. .

.
(8) Consumption levels of the rural aged reflect

their low incom- levels and the small amount of dis-
cretionary ircome available; the poorest rural
groups (the very old) spend about two-thirds of
their total budget on food and shelter.

The money income position of the rural aged as
a group will be somewhat improved (or at least
less disadvantaged relative to the urban aged) as
the lower income farm component gradually di-
minishes in size. The fate of the rural nonfarm
...Melly is dependent on. the same set of forces that
dictate the future welfare of the urban aged, that is,
the extent of improvement in public and-private
pensions. -It is unrealistic to expect significant im-
provements in earnings for those elderly persons
who are the poorestthe oldest of the retired group
since their capacities foi. work are limited, even if
jobs were available. It seems very likely, therefore,
that in general the retirement incomes of the two
groups will move closer together, just as occupa-
tional patterns have merged.

Job opportunities for those persons below retire-
ment age continue to be the most significant single,
facto' determining retirement income. Given a
stable employment record with sufficient earnings to
insure a maximum OASDHI benefit, the retiree
can usually acquire some savings and other assets
as well. By contrast, the family head who cannot
find employment during his late fifties and early
sixties is prone to take an early retirement at a
reduced benefit. The combined disadvantages of a
lowered monthly benefit which must now support
him for a longer period, plus the inability to save
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for retirement or qualify for a private pension, con-
spire against an adequate income in old age. Insofar
as employment opportunities are better in urban
than in rural areas, incomes of the rural retirees will
continue to mirror this disadvantage, just as the
earnings ethe younger rural population will reflect
their relatively disadvantaged position.
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Chapter 4

Some Characteristics of Villages in Rural America
GLENN V. Fuotarr, professor of rural sociology, University of Wisconsin

Introduction

Despite continuing urbanization, villages are
still an important part of the rural settlement
fabric. They are scattered over the length and
breadth of the nation, constituting a large majority
of its population centcrs. The 1960 census reported
9.5 million people living in incorporated places
under 2,500 in size, representing over 5 percent of
the total. This population is greater than that of
any State except thc largest five. Perhaps an equal
number of people live in small unincorporated
centers.

Furthermore, many of these places are growing.
Between 1950 and 1960 incorporated centers under
2,500 in 1950 located- in nonmetropolitan areas
grew about 8 percent as a whole. This compares
favorably with thc 7 percent increase of the-total
nonmetropolitan population. Aggregate growth at
this slow rate, however, points to a net loss of
migrants, and some individual villages are experi-
encing large absolute declines jus' as others are
increasing rapidly.

There is general agreemcnt, however, that most
of these places are experiencing important changes
and adjustments in the face of population, eco-
nomic, and technological trends. For example, the
trade and service functions of thc village are
affected by trends in agr..ulture and other extrac-
tive industries as fewer people but more services,
supplies, and equipment are required to carry out
these functions. Rapid transportation and com-
munication have led to changes in trade patterns,
often to the benefit of larger centers, but also mak-
ing possible long distance commuting, expansion of
the resort and recreation activities in some rural
areas, and even some decentralization of industry
(13, 19, 23, 25).1 In this process of change, some
places, particularly small remote centers, may be
hurt badly, but others may prosper in their new
roles. Regarding the individual resident, Nesmith
(23, p. 179) comments on adjustment and change in
the small rural town:

We hear a great deal about the dramatic and drastic
social changes faced by people who migrate to cities from
the country. It may be. however, that the social and eco-
nomic adjustments that will be required by those unable to

'Italic . hers in parentheses indicate references listed
at the enu his paper.

compete successfully in the rural regions will be no less
drastic and upsetting if they stay than if they go.

These are indications that the village will con-
tinue to demand the attention of social scientists
and persons concerned with rural welfare. It --has
not "already disappeared," if indeed it ever will.
The position of the village today, as well as its
local setting, needs to be understood better in terms
of other rural and urban population components
and the causes and consequences of changes in the
village need to be assessed.

This study is a comparative analysis of popula-
tion and housing characteristics of villages in the
United States as of 1960. There has been little pre-
vious research in which the characteristics of a
number of villages werc considered and compared.
Except for the work by Duncan and Reiss for 1950
(9), no comprehensive nationwide study has re-
ported on the characteristics of small villages, and
none has considered housing data. One reason for
this neglect has been the lack of available data.
Censuses of the United Slates have been limited
both in the coverage of places considered' villages,
and in the scope of data reported. Unincorporated
places under 1,000 are not reported by the census.2
A special report in connection with the 1950 census
gave aggregate characteristics of incorporated vil-
lages compared with other sized places (31), and
was the basis for the Duncan and Reiss work cited
above. Othei recent census reports include only
limited characteristic data for incorporated villages
of 1,000 to 2,500, and simply give population size
for smaller places.2

Villages for the purpose of this study include all
incorporated places under 2,500 located outside
Standard Metropolitan Statisticil Areas (SMSA's).
Thcre is not wide consensus on a definition of thc
villages. Some researchers have developed elaborate

'Trends in larger unincorporated centers 1950-60 are re-
ported by Fugttitt (14). Landis (18) and later Duncan and
Reiss (9) have estimated the total number of unincor-
porated places in the country for 1930 and 1950.

*Smith (27) studied the 1930 characteristics data for
places of 1,000 to 2,500. In seven States where small incor-
porated villages are minor civil divisions it is possible to
obtain more detailed census tabulations on characteristics
without the size limitation. Some of these have been ana-
ly'ed by Belcher (3). Duncan (8), and Field (10). Two early
sources (11, 21) give special tabulations of 1920 and 1930
census data for 155 selected U.S. villages. Fry (12) and
Jenkins (17) did further work with these data.
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typologies based on size, whereas others stress
differences in function. Statements about villages
have often assumed that they all have a particular
function (for example, as agricultural trade cen-
ters) or that they are found in a particular location
(usually remote from larger centers).

The definition used here includes both aspects
that are most pervasive in the literaturesize and
rural location. Most writers agree that whatever
else a village is, it is small. Here the 2,500 level is
used, since this is where the census makes the dis-
tinction between rural and urban places. Also, most
discussion and research on villages have been con-
cerned with them as a rural settlement type. By
limiting consideration to nonmetropolitan areas I
have excluded any place adjacent to a very large
city. Some are no doubt in the range of direct urban
influence through such factors as retail trade and
commuting, however, particularly among those in
counties bordering metropolitan areas, or others
located close to nonmetropolitan cities.

The limitation to incorporated places in the vil-
lage definition was dictated by the available data.
These places probably include less thah one-half of
the population - nodes_ one might identify as villages,
but the census does not report unincorporated places
under 1,000 in size, as previously noted.

The Data Employed
Characteristics data were not reported for smaller

places in the 1960 census so it was necessary to turn
to a sampling procedure. I drew a stratified random
sample of 570 villages, or 5 percent of the 11,295
incorporated centers of less than 2,500 people in
1960 which were located outside of Standard Metro-
politan Statistical Areas. The strata used were: (a)
census division (nine groups of States) ; (b) Size
(more or less than 500 in 1960) ; (c) location
(whether or not in a county within 50 miles of an
SMSA central city); and (d) growth (increased or
decreased in size between 1950 and 1960, or incor-
porated since 1950). Places were simultaneously
cross-classified according to these attributes, and
random selections were made with the number
selected proportional to the size of each stratum.

Next I purchased from the Bureau of the Census
photocopies of table PH-1 for each enumeration
district included in each sample village. Enumer-
ation district boundaries coincide with village
boundaries, and in this way it. was possible to ob-
tain the complete-count population and housing
data for a sample of U.S. villages. Complete-count
population data include age, sex, race, marital
status, and household composition; housing data
include tenure, race of occupants and vacancy
status of housing, condition of plumbing, number of
rooms, number of persons, and persons per room.
Since many tabulations are given for nonwhites,
analysis was done separately for whites and non-
whites in the South.

These data were aggregated for all villages and
for appropriate groupings of villages. In making
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comparisons, statistical tests of significance were
not carried out. Given the nature of the study a
very large number of such tests would be required,
and because this is a cluster sample for individuals
or households, conventional tests are inappropriate.
Sample sizes are all quite large, as is seen in the
appendix, table 21, so only small differences should
fail to be significant. Such small differences should
be interpreted with caution, particularly if they are
not consistent with an overall pettern of compari-
sons.

The Kan of Analysis

There are two major aspects of the analysis.
First, characteristics of all U.S. villages considered
together have been compared with those of other
appropriate population units. These other units in-
clude the total United States, the total nonmetro-
politan population, and the nonmetropolitan rural
and urban segments. Since in many ways the non-
metropolitan village, as the smallest sized place in
a more rural setting, stands between rural and
urban forms of settlement, it is meaningful to com-
pare these segments.'

The second part of the analysis involves the com-
parison of different groupings of villages. Here an
important variable is location. On a national scale,
different parts of the country-have different eco-
nomic resources and activities and rural settlement
patterns, all of which may well be reflected in vil-
lage characteristic differentials. For this reason vil-
lages in three different regions of the country are
compared. Also, whether or not large cities are near
may lead to differences in population structure.
Those villages in the study located in counties part
of which are within 50 miles of the central city of
a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area are con-
trasted with more remote places.

On a more localized scale, different areas may be
contrasted in terms of a variety of economic and
social indicators, an important set of which refer
to socioeconomic status. Places in the sample have
been classified according to whether or not they are
located in counties reporting a median family in-
come of= less than $3,000 in 1960, and their char-
acteristics compared.

Another very important basic characteristic used
to differentiate villages in this research is growth or
decline. A growing place, particularly one growing
rapidly, will have a set of challenges quite different
from a place that is declining. This is recognized,
for example, by Larson and Lutz, who considered
the adjustment of expanding, stable, and declining
communities (20). The need to understand better
these types of places makes it important to compare
growing and declining villages in terms of their

The total village population, from which the sample
was drawn, cannot be excluded from the rural nonmetro-
politan segment, and is 19 percent of this figure. Such a
proportion should not greatly affect comparisons between
the rural segment and the sample villages.
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population and housing characteristics.° I compared
places that grew during the 1950-60 decade with
those that did not.

A Village Balance Sheet

Much literature on the village deals with growth
and decline. Many writers have argued (some have
simply assumed) that villages as a whole are dy-
ing.° Others have contested this, and recent census
analysis, as already noted, shows that many vil-
lages are growing. As background for this study,
table 1 was prepared to give a record of changes
taking place in the nonmetropolitan villages of the
United States over the 1950-60 period.7 There was
a slight gain in the number of small places over the
decade, from 11,162 to 11,295. This is seen to be a
net increase, with the newly incorporated places
and places added through decline from over 2,500
(574 in all) outnumbering the 441 places growing
out of the category or not reported in 1960. Note
that the number of new incorporations is 4 times
the number of dropouts, and the number of places
growing out of the category is 10 times the number
declining.

TABLE 1.Ba lance sheet for incorporated places
under 2,500 population, nonmetropolitan United
States, 1950-60

Type of change
Number
of places

Population Population
1950 1960

Places in 1950 11,162 7,574,418 8,246,276
Change, 1950 to 1960:

Gain:
Decline from

larger category 51 133,277 104,493
New places 523 242,908

Loss:
Growth to larger

category .. 312 621,196 977,093
Dropouts 129 46,413

Places in 1960... 11,295 7,040,086 7,616,584

The population of places under 2,500 was only 1
percent larger in 1960 than in 1950, but the table
shows that these are not all the same places. In
contrast, the population figures in the first line of
the table indicate that places under 2,500 in 1950
grew 8.9 percent. These two different results illus-
trate a methodological reason for some of the con-
troversy over village growth trends. Growth of the
village size class seems to be small here because
rapidly growing places move up into larger size
categories. If "success" is equated with growth, a

There have been two previous comparisons of growing
and declining villages (10, 17). and several dealing with
larger centers (9, 24, b6).

Haminger (16) and Anderson (1) have reviews of the
literature covering this topic. Other articles are included in
the list of references.

A more complete analysis has been reported (16).

growing village will succeed by becoming a small
city.

Findings

The Village Compared With Other Population
Segments

In this section the population and housing char-
acteristics of sample villages are contrasted with
those for other population segments, including the
total,United States, and the nonmetropolitan total,
urban, and rural categories. The first characteristic
considered, age of residents, is significant in several
ways. First, many statuses of people in a commun-
ity are in part determined by age, such as child,
adult, employed person, retired person, or voting
citizen, and the age structure sets limits on the
number and proportion of individuals who may
qualify for these statuses. An important example is
the proportion of the population that can be em-
ployed, which influences the economic well-being of
a community. Second, age structure is determined
by fertility, mortality, and migration, so that by
examining this structure, one may sometimes infer
the effect of these demographic processes. Third,
many other population and housing characteristics
are influenced by age structure. Age differentials,
then, need to be.kept in mind in considering other
differentials in characteristics.

Population characteristics

Figure 1 gives the percentage distribution by age
of the sample villages considered together, along
with the total United States and the total non-
metropolitan population for 1960. In this compari-
son, villages have a deficiency of children in the
first two age groups, a deficiency in the working
years between 20 and 50, and a marked surplus in
people over 60. The nonmetropolitan population,
which includes villages as a minor part of its total,
has the highest proportion of young people, fewer
in the working years, and a slightly higher propor-
tion of older people in comparison with the United
States as a whole.

Age structure of the villages and of nonmetro-
politan urban and rural segments are given in
figure 2. Again the villages are lowest in the pro-
portion of children and people in working years up
to 50, and have the highest proportion of older
people. The rural nonmetropolitan category has the
highest proportion of young people, and the urban
nonmetropolitan category has the highest propor-
tion of adults under 50 in this comparison. Also the
urban category has a slightly higher proportion of
older people than the rural category. The village
segment here is not more similar either to the urban
or to the rural segment in overall age structure. It
is closer to urban in proportion of children and old
people, but closer to rural in proportion of younger
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From 2.Percentage distribution by age of sample villages, and United States nonmetro-
politan rural and urban categories.

adults. See also the summary age distributions
given in table 2.

The relationship between age structure and eco-
nomic activity is often recognized in a crude way
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through the computation of dependency ratios. The
number in younger or older dependent age groups
(0 to 14, or 65 years and over) is divided by the
intermediate age range (15 to 64) and multiplied



by 100. Table 2 shows, for example, that in the
sample villages there were 53 young people and 27
older people per 100 persons in the working years.
This is a crude index, since many older persons
work beyond 65; more and more young people are
continuing their educations well beyond age 15;
and the proportion of others, particularly women,
in the labor force during the so-called working
years is variable from place to place and time to
time.

The youth dependency ratio for the sample vil-
lages, given in table 2, is only slightly larger than
the national total and the urban nonmetropolitan
categories, but lower than the total and rural non-
metropolitan categories. With the lowest proportion
of people in the younger years, villages would have
had the lowest youth dependency ratio of all except
for a corresponding deficit in the working years. As
expected, the aged dependency ratio for villages is
more than 11/2 times as large as that of any other
segment.

Thus the village stands out as being at the ex-
treme of the population groupings examined, par-
ticularly in surplus of older people and deficiency
of adults. This fact has been noted for many years
on the basis of earlier data. Smith listed one of the
functions of the village as being "America's Old
Folks' Home" (28), and many other writers have
noted a tendency for farmers to move to an agricul-
tural service center retirement (22, 23).

Unfortunately, it was not possible with the data
at hand to determine the extent to which the high
proportion of older people is due to migration into
the community at this age, and to what extent it is
due to migration of younger people out of the com-
munity. Both processes must be operating, and the
more important outmigration of young adults is,
the more likely the present age structure will show
a marked population decline in the future, as people
of advanced age die and are not replaced (22, 33).

A high degree of old-age dependency has im-
portant implications for small communities. This is
exemplified by the problems of providing needed
services for the population (particularly older
people), with a relatively small number of active
adults to furnish support through taxes and to pro-
vide leadership. In this situation it may be difficult
to make the changes and adjustments necessary
and tc provide opportunities to attract and retain
young people.

The balance between the sexes is the next popu-
lation characteristic considered. This is measured
by the sex ratio, or number of males per 100 females.
The deficiency of men in the sample villages is
closely similar to that for urban nonmetropolitan
places, and the sex ratio is considerably below those
for the other segments. Unfortunately, inaccuracies
in age reporting make the analysis of sex ratios by
age groupings of dubious value. Given the lower
mortality rates enjoyed by women of all ages, and

TABLE 2.-Population characteristics for the sample villages and selected U.S. population segments

Characteristics
Sample
villages

U.S. nonmetropolitan
U.S.
totalTotal Urban Rural

Age:
Under 15 percent 30 32 31 33 31
15 to 64 do. 55 58 59 57 60
65 and up do. 15 10 10 10 9

Total do 100 100 100 100 100
Dependency ratios:

Youth 53 56 51 58 52
Aged' 27 17 17 17 15

Total 80 73 68 75 67
Sex:

Males per 100 females
Race:

White percent
Nonwhite do.

93.6

93.1
6.9

99.4

89.0
11.0

93.3

90.3
9.7

103.5

88.2
11.8

97.1

88.6
11.4

Negro do. 6.3 (9 (9 (3) 10.5
Other do.. .6 (3) (9 (9 .9

Fertility:
Child-woman ratio' 499 513 419 537 488

Household composition:
Population per household 3.07 3.39 3.17 3.55 3.29
Households with husband and wife present ....percent 71 77 72 80 74
Other relatives per household 1.32 1.59 1.40 1.72 1.49

Children under 18 of head 1.00 (9 (3) (3) 1.12
Other relatives of head .32 (9 (3) (3) .37

Nonrelatives per household .04 .04 .05 .03 .05

' Children under 15 per 100 persons 15 to 64 years old.
' Persons 65 and over per 100 persons 15 to 64 years old.
' Data not available.
' Children under 5 per 1,000 women 15 to-49 years old.
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the general tendency for women to outnumber men
during advancing years, the lower sex ratio for the
villages should be due in part to the high proportion
of older people there. In nonmetropolitan cities, on
the other hand, a lower proportion in the age range
for children, when males usually predominate, and
a possible surplus of young women, may have the
same effect on the total sex ratio.

Villages have a lower proportion of nonwhites
than the other population segments compared in
table 2 (7 percent of the total). As is true for the
nation as a whole, about 90 percent of the village
nonwhites are Negroes.

The availability of age distributions by sex
makes it possible to compute child-woman (fertil-
ity) ratios, to get a crude indication of fertility
differentials.8 Table 2 shows that the village fer-
tility ratio is between that of the urban and rural
categories. It is above the national total but below
the total nonmetropolitan category. The fact that
the child-woman ratio is not the lowest of the set,
even though figures 1 and 2 show the proportion
under 15 to be lowest, indicates that the young age
deficit is not due to a lower fertility rate but to the
deficit of women of child-bearing years.

Differences in household composition between
villages and other segments in table 2 appear to be
related to variation in age structure. Thus the popu-
lation per household, percent of husband-wife
households, and relatives per' household are lowest
for the village segment. With a higher proportion
of older people and a deficit in both the working
and th4 younger years, there are evidently more
persons living alone or with spouse only in the
sample villages.

Housing characteristics

Selected variables based upon data from the
Census of Housing were computed for the sample
villages and other population segments and are
given in table 3.9 The sample villages are between

' Among the shortcomings of this measure is the possible
underenumeration of children under 5. and iasensitivity to
differences in the age distribution of women within the
childbearing span. To get at the latter problem, substitute
rates were computed using an indirect age-adjustment pro-
cedure. In the tables presented here the only important
effect of this adjustment was on fertility ratios comparing
villages in or out of counties with median income under

13.000. Most of the differences shown in the ratios for these
two sets of villages (tables 8 and 10) appear to be due to
differences in age distribution of women within the child-
bearing span. For an account. of the adjustment procedure.
see Barclay (V.

°The published stunmary report of the Census of Housing
(32) presents data separately by urban and rural and by
metropolitan-nonmetropolitan residence. In order to obtain
these measures for the nonmetropolitan urban and rural
segments it was necessary first to get data for the metro-
politan rural segment by adding across all SMSA's. These
totals were then subtracted from those for the total rural
to get the nonmetropolitan rural segment. Then they were
subtracted from total SMSA to get urban SMQA figures.
which were in turn subtracted from the urban segment to
get the urban nonmetropolitan totals.
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nomnetropolitan urban and rural in percent of
houses occupied, and also in the percent of houses
vacant but not for sale or rent. Nonmetropolitan
urban areas have a higher percent of housing units
occupied than rural areas, and a lower percent
vacant but not for rent or sale. Villages are high in
the percent of occupied units occupied by the
owner, being very dose to the rural nonmetropolitan
total. The urban nonmetropolitan segment is 7 per-
centage points lower in this measure. The propor-
tion of housing units occupied by nonwhites is
lowest for villages, consistent with the low per-
centage of the population that is nonwhite, as
previously noted.

The number of persons occupying a housing unit
tends to be smaller for the villages. The percent of
housing units occupied by one person is highest and
the percent occupied by five or more persons is
lowest out of the segments compared. This parallels
the smaller number of persons per household re-
ported in the population census. Small household
size does not correspond to a preponderance of
small-sized houses, however. The data on size of
housing units in dible 3 show villages to have the
highest proportion of houses with seven or more
rooms of the population segments- considered.

The room-parson ratio is a commonly used
measure of crowding in the analysis of housing
statistics. The percentages given here are of oc-
cupied dwelling units with more than one person
for each room of the house. This measure of crowd-
ing is highest in rural areas but the village figure
is lowest, about the same as that for the urban non-
metropolitan segment. In the-case of the villages a
low 'room-person ratio may reflect a situation
where many older person are living in housing units
built to accommodate growing children now gone
(26, p. 105) .

Housing quality was measured using- information
on condition of house as reported by enumerators,
and information on plumbing facilities. In the 1960
Census of Housing, housing units were classified by
observation as "sound," "deteriorating," or "dilapi-
dated." Details on plumbing included hot water,
private toilet and bath, and houses listed as "all
plumbing" had these conveniences. The measures
of quality used are (1) percent of houses sound,
and with all plumbing," (2) percent of houses
dilapidated; and (3) percent of these houses sound
and deteriorating which have all plumbing. The
first takes both condition and plumbing into ac-
count; the second, condition only; and the third,
plumbing only. For all three indices, the sample
villages fall below the nonmetropolitan urban and
above the nonmetropolitan rural segments, and in

"'This measure gives results which are closely identical
to the percent of "standard" housing (i.e., sound or deterio-
rating but with all plumbing), an index used in much hous-
ing research. See discussion of the "standard" housing
measure in Dewhurst and associates (6, pp. 218-224). Dun-
can and Hauser (7, pp. 68-78) have considered reliability
problems in classifying houses as to condition.



TABLE 3.Housing measures for the village sample and selected U.S. population segments

Housing measure
Sample

U.S. nonmetropolitan U.S.
totalvillages Total Urban Rural

Tenure and occupancy:
Percent housing units

Occupied 89 87 93 83 91

Vacant, for rent or sale 3 4 4 3 3

Other vacant.. 8 9 3 14 6

Total...... 100 100 100 100 100

Percent occupied units
Occupied by owner. 71 67 63 70 62

Occupied by nonwhites ........... . 6 9 8 9 10

Occupied by one person.... ....... 18 12 15 10 13

Occupied by 5 or more. 19 25 21 27 23

With 1.01+ persons per room 10 14 11 16 12

Size and quality:
Percent housing units

With 1 or 2 rooms 7 7 7 7 8

With 7 or more rooms 20 la 15 19 15

Sound, with all plumbing 62 61 74 53 74

Dilapidated . 7 8 5 9 5

Pert.ent of all nondilapidated units having
-11 plumbing 78 75 89 66 86

fact are almost the same as the nonmetropolitan
segment as a =whole.

Discussion

In contrasting the sample villages with ocher
population segments, this analysis has shown them
to-be considerably different in terms of some char-
acteristics and intermediate between urban and
rural on others. The most outstanding trait of the
-village is-a relative excess of older people, along
with a deficiency of adults and children. According-
to the Census of Population, villages have smaller
households, with fewer relatives and children. This
finding was paralleled in the housing data by a
smaller number of persons per housing unit in vil-
lages, but houses there had more rooms and less
evidence of crowded conditions than those of other
segments. These findings on fami.y and home seem
consistent with the higher proportion of older
people in the village, and might be altered if age
could be c ,ntrolled. Another variable in which the
sample villages are the extreme category is race,
with the lowest proportion of nonwhites, and of
housing units occupied by nonwhites.

For most of the remaining variables, on the other
hand, the villages fall between the urban and rural
nonmetropolitan segments. These include the sex
ratio (virtually identical to the urban) the child-
woman ratio, percent of housing units occupied,
and the measures of housing quality. Duncan and
Reiss, in their analysis of 1950 data, found some
uniqtte village properties such as an older popu-
lation, but emphasized their conclusion that villages
were intermediate on many characteristics between
urban and rural. They went beyond this, however,
and using a size-of-place analysis concluded that
villages were more like small cities than like the
rural open country (9, p. 110). Except for the fer-

tility ratio, village values for the variables falling
between the two residence categories in the present
study are not notably nearer the urban one. One
variable, in -fact, percent occupied by owner, is
almost identical to the rural segment. If small
urban places instead, of the total urban segment
were distinguished and compared, however, and' the
rural segment could be separated from the village
population, more evidence might be obtained to
support this latter conclusion of Duncan and Reiss.

Groups of Villages Compared

Differences by 7 igTonal location

The second section of this analysis is concerned
with the differentiation of population and housing
characteristics within the total village category.
Obviously, the study of. villages would not proceed
far under the assumption that they are all alike;
the aggregate figures presented in the last section
must conceal wide variations. As I stated in the
introduction, three basic dimensions of differenti-
ation were considered in this research. The first of
these is regional location. There are many useful
ways to divide the United States into regional
groupings. In order to simplify the exposition, a
trichotomy was employed here, with sample villages
distinguished according to their location in the
States of the North (census Northeast and North
Central regions combined), the census South region,
and the census West region."

These groupings are readily understood by the
reader, and comparing three areas is less compli-

" The West region includes Montana. Wyoming, Colo-
rado. New Mexico, and States farther west; the North in-
cludes New Jersey. Pennsylvania. Ohio, Indiana. Illinois,
Missouri, Kansas, and States to the north; and the South
includes all States south and east of these two regions.
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cated than dealing with a larger number, but each
region encompasses a great deal of variation in
geographic, social, and economic factors. Future
work should include a comparison of villages classi-
fied according to a greater number of more holm-
geneotis regional groupings. -

The age distribution of sample villages in the
three regions is given in figure 3. The North and the
South regions are similar, with a somewhat greater
concentration of older people in the North and of
people 40 to 55 years old in the South. Villages in
the West, in contrast, have a considerably higher
proportion of young people and a lower proportion
of older people. The percentages in the West in the
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65-and-over categories, however, are slightly above
that shown in figure 1 for the nonmetropolitan seg-
ment as a whole.

These differences among regions are also demon-
strated by the condensed age distributions and de-
pendency ratios in table 4. This table also shows
that the sex ratio is highest in the West, where
there is almost an equal number of males and
females. The North and the South are both several
points below this. Many regional comparisons have
shown the West to have higher sex ratios than other
regions, and this has sometimes been attributed to
the "pioneer" character of the region.
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FIGURE 3.Percentage distribution by age of sample villages in the North. South, and West.

Almost all the nonwhites in villages are Negroes
living in the South, where approximately 20 per-
cent of the village population is nonwhite. Though
there is a high and increasing concentration of
Negroes in the urban North, evidently very few
live in nonmetrcpolitan villages there, with only
about 1 percent of the population reported as non-
white. Similarly, only 2 percent of the population
in western villages is nonwhite. In villages of the
South, 19 out of 20 nonwhites are Negroes, and in
the North 9 out of 10 are Negroes. On the other
hand, in villages of the West, less than 2 out of 10
nonwhites are Negroes.

As would be expected from the age distributions,
the West has the highest fertility ratio, and the
South has the lowest. Similarly, the West with its
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younger age structure has a larger population per
household, more husband-wife households, and more
children per household. The North, with an older
age structure, has a lower population ner house-
hold, but the South has the lowest percentage of
husband-wife households, the highest ratio of other
relatives per household, and the lowest ratio of
children. An analysis in the next section will show
the position of the South here is due to its non-
white population.

The West has the lowest percentage of housing
units occupied (table 5). Of those occupied it has
the highest percentage with five or more persons,
and of all units it has the highest percentage with
one or two rooms, and the lowest percentage with
seven or more rooms. Thus the room-person ratio



TABLE 4.-Population characteristics for the sample villages classified by region of the United States

Sample villages

Characteristic U.S. North South West

Age:
Under 15. percent 30 29 29 33
15 to 64 do 55 55 57 56
65 and up. do 15 16 14 11

Total , do. 100 100 100 100
Dependency ratios:

Youth' 53 54 51 59
Aged 2 27 29 25 19

Total 80 83 76 78

Sex:
Aides per 100 females 93.6 94.0 91.2 99.2

Race:
White . percent 93.1 98.9 82.0 97.8
Nonwhite. do. 6.9 1.1 18.0 2.2

Negro do. 6.3 .9 17.2 .3
Other... do. .6 .2 .8 1.9

Fertility:
Child-woman ratio 3. 499 513 464 540

Household composition:
Population per household 3.07 3.01 3.10 3.23
Households with husband and wife present. percent 71 71 69 74
Other relatives per household 1.32 1.26 1.37 1.45

Children under 18 of head 1.00 .99 .95 1.19
Other relatives of head .32 .27 .42 .26

Nonrelatives per household .04 --: .04 .04 .04

' Children under 15 per 100 persons 15 to 64 years old.
Persons 65 and over per 100 persons 15 to 64 years old.

' Children under 5 per 1.000 women 15 to 49 year old.

is highest in the West for the sample villages, and
previous research has shown this to be true of the
general population (35, pp. 7-10) . This measure of
crowding is lowest in villages of the North, where
fully 25,percent of the housing units have seven or
more rooms.

The West and North regions are about the same
on two measures of housing quality but the West

is 10 percentage points above the North in the per-
cent of houses with all plumbing. In all measures
of quality the South ranks lowest. It ako has the
lowest percentage occupied by owners and the high-
est percentage occupied by nonwhites. The next
section, which treats whites and nonwhites sepa-
rately for the South, will help to elaborate some of
these regional differences.

TABLE 5.-Housing characteristics for the sample villages classified by region of the United States

Sample villages

Characteristic U.S. North South West

Tenure and occupancy:
Percent housing units-

Occupied 89 90 90 83
Vacant, for rent or sale 3 3 3 6
Other vacant 8 7 7 11

Total 100 100 100 100
Percent occupied units-

Occupied by owner 71 75 65 68
Occupied by nonwhites 6 1 15 0.3
Occupied by one person 18 18 17 17
Occupied by 5 or more 19 19 19 23
With 1.01+ persons per room 10 8 13 14

Size and quality:
Percent housing units -

With 1 or 2 rooms 7 5 8 13
With 7 or more rooms 20 25 14 12
Sound, with all plumbing... ... ....... 62 65 54 67
Dilapidated 7 5 10 7

Percent of all nondilapidated units having all plumbing 78 79 73 89

59



CHARACTERISTICS BY RACE FOR THE SOUTH. -
Whites and nonwhites generally differ in their
population characteristics, and I attempted to de-
termine the extent of these differences for villages.
Fortunately, the PH-1 tables give data separately
by race. Since most nonwhites are concentrated in
the South, such a comparison is most appropriately
made within the southern region. In addition to re-
vealing the level of white-nonwhite differences, this
analysis will show to what extent differences be-
tween the South and other regions, as described in
the preceding section, are due to the concentration
of nonwhites in the South.

Figure 4 gives the age distributions of the white
and nonwhite village populations along with the
white and nonwhite nonmetropolitan total seg-
ments. Both nonwhite population segments are dis-
tinguished from tie white segments by having a
much higher proportion of young people and a lower
proportion of persons of working years. The village
nonwhite percent is generally below the nonmetro-
politan nonwhite until age 55 Land is above there-
after. Similarly, the village white category is below
the nonmetropolitan white until age 45, and above
at more advanced ages. For the- 65-and-over age
groups the village white has the highest concentra-
tion, followed by the village nonwhite, the non-
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metropolitan white, and the nonmetropolitan non-
white in that order.

Tables 6 and 7 show the population and housing
characteristics for the South white and nonwhite
segments as well as available corresponding values
for the total nonmetropolitan South. The summary
age data and dependency ratios are consistent with
those of figure 4. The sex ratio is lower for non-
whites thanwhites when the two village categories
or the two total categories are compared. For each
race considered separately, however, the village
segment has the lower sex ratio. Nonwhite segments
show higher fertility ratios than white segments,
but although the white village segment is below the
white nonmetropolitan, the nonwhite village seg-
ment is slightly above the nonwhite nonmetro-
politan

Given the age and fertility differences, it is not
-surprising that nonwhites have higher numbers of

persons per household and relatives per household.
However, nonwhites also have a lower proportion
of husband-wife families, which with the higher
proportion of children suggests a greater prevalence
of broken homes. Nonwhite differences in family
organization also are indicated by the higher pro-
portion of other_relatives (besides wife and children
of head) and nonrelatives in nonwhite as compared

THE SOUTH
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Ftuuas 4. Percentage distribution by age of white and nonwhite segments of sample villages
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TABLE 6.Population characteristics by race for sample villages and the nonmetropolitan population of the
South

Characteristic

South,
sample villages

South,
nonmetropolitan

White Nonwhite White Nonwhite

Age.
Under 15 percent 27 39 31 41
15 to 64 do.. 58 49 60 51
65 and up

Total
do.
do.

15
100

12
100

9
100

8
100

Dependency ratios:
Youth 46 80 52 80
Aged' 25 23 16 15

Total 71 103 68 95
Sex:

Males per 100 females 91.7 89.1 99.2 94.7

Fertility:
Child-woman ratio' 414 713 459 700

Household composition:
Population per household 2.99 3.69 3.39 4.27
Households with husband and wife present percent 72 52 79 63
Other relatives per household 1.23 2.08 1.57 2.56

Children under 18 of head .88 1.28 (')
Other relatives of head

Nonrelatives per household
.35
.03

.80
.09

(4)

.03
(')

.08

'Children under 15 per 100 persons 15 to 64 years old.
Persons 65 and over per 100 persons 15 to 64 years old.

'Children under 5 per 1.000 women 15 to 49 years old.
' Data not available.

TABLE 7.Housing characteristics by race for sample villages and the nonmetropolitan population of the
South

South,
sample villages

South,
nonmetropolitan

Characteristic White Nonwhite White Nonwhite

Tenure .a.nd occupancy:
Percent occupied units

Occupied by owner 68 49 70 44
Occupied by Ofie person 16 21 (I) (I)

Occupied by 5 or more 17 31 (I) (I)

With 1.01+ persons per room 10 30 15 37

Size and quality:'
Percent housing units

With 1 or 2 rooms 7 15 (I) (I)

With 7 or more rooms 15 4 (I) (I)

Sound, with all plumbing 61 11 58 14
Dilapidated 7 30 (I) (I)

Percent of all nondilapidated units having all plumbing 78 21 (I) (I)

1Data not available.
White figures in this section include all unoccupied units.

with white village households. For each race con-
sidered separately, the village segment has a lower
number of persons per household, percent of hus-
band-wife households, and number of relatives per
household, thali the corresponding nonmetropolitan
segment.

The housing characteristics in table 7 show a
number of large differences between bite and
nonwhite categories. Nonwhites are uvnsiderably
less likely to own their homes, although there is
little difference between villages and nonmetro-

politan totals in the level of home ownership for
either race separately. Nonwhites are somewhat
more likely to live alone and considerably more
likely to live in housing units with five or more
persons than are whites in southern villages. Also,
they are more likely to have smaller housing units
in terms of the number of rooms. The extent of
crowding is thus greater for nonwhites, although
comparable person-room ratios show that for each
race taken separately, the level of crowding is
higher in the nonmetropolitan areas taken as a
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whole than in villages of the South. In all three
measures of housing quality, whites rank consider-
ably above nonwhites. The one such measure with
comparable data, however; indicates that there is
little difference between the village and the total
nonmetropolitan segment for each race.

This comparison has shown whites and nonwhites
to be considerably different_ on many population
characteristics, with nonwhites having a younger
population, higher fertility ratio, fewer males,
fewer husband-wife families, more crowding, and
lower quality housing. Where separate white and
nonwhite comparisons in characteristics could be
made, however, differences between village and
total nonmetropolitap segments generally were in
the same direction for both racial groups.

The village data in tables 6 and 7 may be com-
pared with that of tables 4 and 5 to see to what ex-
tent the position of the South in regional compari-
sons is influenced by its racial composition. In
table 4 the South ranks lowest of the three regions
in youth dependency and fertility ratio. Corre-
sponding values for- the white segment of the region
(table 6) are also low, but the nonwhite segment
ranks considerably higher than the villages in the
North or the West. On the-other hand, the South
also ranks lowest_ in sex ratio; but although the
white ratio is about the same as the total village
figure, the nonwhite ratio is even lower than for the
South as a whole.

Regional differences in household composition
are modified considerably by making the white-
nonwhite distinction in the South. In terms of popu-
lation per. household, the South ranked between the
girth and the West in table 4. The data in table 6
show, however, that the nonwhite South is above
the ikrest in this measure, while the white Soul . is
the smile as the North. Similarly, the intermediate
proportion of relatives per household for the South-
is an average between the nonwhites (with a higher
proportion than either the North or the West) and
the whites (with a lower proportion). The low per-
cent of husband-wife households in the South is due
to the nonwhite segment which has a very low per-
centage. The white percentage is almost identical
with that for the North and the West.

Whites in the South have slightly fewer housing
units occupied by one person or by five or more
persons than do village residents of the North and
the West, while nonwhites are higher than the
North and the West on both percentages. The per-
cent of households with more than one person per
room is much higher for the nonwhite South than
for the North and the West, and the white South
is intermediate between the other two regions on
this measure. The results for housing quality follow
the same pattern. The South ranked below the other
regions on all three measures because the nonwhite
population segment is substantially below the
North and the West, whereas the white segment is
very close to them.
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Differences by nearness to a metropolitan center

Another dimension of location is in terms of near-
ness to a large metropolitan center. Villages found
in those counties at least partly within 50 miles of
the central city of an SMSA are here contrasted
with other villages. Table 8 shows only slight differ-
ences in population characteristics between these
two groups. Fertility is somewhat lower near metro-
politan centers, consistent with a number of earlier
studies concerned with urban influences on rural
areas. There is also a slightly larger number of per-
sons per household near metropolitan centers be-
cause villages there have a higher proportion of
children under 18 and other relatives bf the head.

TABLE S.Population characteristics of sample vil-
lages classified by nearness to a metropolitan
center

Characteristic Near c Far'

Age:
Under 15 percent 30 30
15 to 64 do 56 55
65 and up

Total
do..
do..

14
100

15
100

Dependency ratios:
Youth 3 54 55
Aged' 25 27

Total 79 82
Sex:

Males per 100 females 93.0 94.5
Race:

White percent .92.6 93.8
Nonwhite do.. 7.4 6.2

Negro do.. 7.1 5.2
Other do.. .3 1.0

Fertility:- ,

Child-woman ratio' 496 504
Household composition:

Population per household 3.10 3.02
Households with husband and

wife present percent 71 70
Other relatives per household:

Children under 18 of head... 1.01 .98
Other relatives .34 .30

Nonrelatives per household .04 .04

' Place located in a county part of which is within 50
miles of an SMSA central city.,

Place located in a county not within 50 miles of an
SMSA central city.

Children under 15 per 100 persons 15 to 64 years old.
' Persons 65 and over per 100 persons 15 to 64 years old.
' Children under 5 per 1.000 women 15 to 49 years old.

The housing data (table 9) also show only slight
differences by location. There are more houses oc-
cupied and fewer vacant but not for rent or sale in
villages near central cities. Also, "near" villages
have slightly fewer houses occupied by one person
and slightly larger houses than "far" villages, but
there is essentially no difference in crowding,
ownership, or housing quality.



TABLE 9.- Housing characteristics of sample vil-
loges classified by nearness to a metropolitan
center

Characteristic Near Far 2

Tenure and occupancy:
Percent housing units-

Occupied 91 87
Vacant, for rent or sale 3 :3

Other vacant. 6 10
Total 100 100

Percent occupied units-
Occupied by owner. . 71 71
Occupied by nonwhites 6 5
OccupiedOccupied by one person. . 17 19
Occupied by 5 or more 19 19
With 1.01+persons per room . 10 11

Size and Quality:
Percent housing units-

With 1 or 2 rooms 6 9
With 7 or more rooms 21 17
Sound, with all plumbing .... 62 61
Dilapidated 7 7

Percent of all nondilapidated
units having all plumbing 79 77

' Place located in a county part of which is within
miles of an SMSA central city.

Place located in a county not within 50 miles of
SMSA central city.

50

an

This location variable is also considered for
!ages within regions and by race in the South. Table
10 shows that in the South, there is a slightly larger

proportion of older people in villages away from
trtitropolitan centers than in villages near such
centers. The opposite relationship was reported by
Stoeckel and Beegle for the rural farm population
(29). Except for the white South segment, the find-
ing of higher fertility away from large centers
(table 8) is sustained in this table. Similarly, the
smaller number of persons per household (specifi-
cally children under 18 and other relatives of head)
away from metropolitr a centers is found for all
segments except the West.

The housing data in table 11 reveal generally
small differences in location which are not always
consistent between regions. For example, the percent
of houses occupied by owner is higher away from,
metropolitan centers except in the North where tlie,
reverse is true. Percent of houses with 1.01 or more
persons per room is higher away from metropolitan
centers in the North and West, btit lower away
from metropolitan centers for each race' category
in the South. Measures showing persons per housing
unit and rooms per-house are consistent, however,
with "far"- villages being- lower than "near" =vil-
lages. Another consistent finding concerns the per-
cent of houses- not dilapidated which have all
plumbing. This measure of quality is higher for
villages near metropolitan centers regardless of race
or residence. Previous studies have shown housing
quality to decline with increasing distance from
metropolitan centers -(4).

TABLE 10.-Population characteristics of sample villages classified by nearness to a metropolitan center
and by regiop and race for the South

I

North South West

Characteristic Near' Far'
White Nonwhite

Near' Far'Near' Far' Near' Far 2

Age:
Under 15 percent 29 29 27 26 40 39 33 34
15 to 64' do.. 55 54 59 57. 50 47 56 56
65 and up . do .. 16 17 14 17 10 14 11 10

Total do.. 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Dependency ratios:

Youth' 54 54 47 45 80 82 58 60
Aged 4 28 31 24 29 21 29 20 18

Total 82 85 71 74 101 111 78 78
Sex:

Males per 100 females 93.8 94.2 91.5 91.9 90.1 87.1 96.9 100.6
Fertility:

Child-woman ratio' 511 517 422 396 711 718 522 551
Household composition:

Population per household 3.05 2.96 3.04 2.90 3.76 3.54 3.21 3.24
Households with husband and wife

present r ..Tcent 72 70 73 70 53 50 73 74
Other relatives per household:,

Children under 18 of head 1.01 .96 .92 .82 1.31 1.20 1.18 1.20
Other relatives of head .28 .26 .36 .34 .83 .73 .25 .26

Nonrelatives per household .04 .04 .03 .04 .09 .11 .05 .04

Place located in a county part of which is within 50 miles of an SMSA central city.
Place located in a county not within 50 miles of an SMSA central city.
Children under 15 per 100 persons 15 to 64 years old.

' Persons 65 and over per 100 persons 15 to 64 years old.
Children under 5 per 1.000 women 15 to 49 years old.
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TABLE 11.Housing characteristics of sample villages classified by nearness to a metropolitan center and
by region and race for the South

North South West

Characteristic Near'
White Nonwhite

Near' Far 2Far 2 Near I Far 2 Near' Far 2

Tenure and occupancy:.
Percent housing units

Occt.pied . . ......... . 92 88 (3) (3) (3) (3) 82 84
Vacant, for rent or sale 3 3 (3) (3) (3) (3) 9 4
Other vacant 5 9 (3) (3) (3) (3) 9 12

Total 100 100 (3) (3) (3) (3) 100 1130
Percent occupied units

Occupied by owner 76 73 67 71 48 52 66 69
Occupied by one person 14 19 16 18 20 23 17 17
Occupied by five or more 19 18 17 16 33 27 22 23
With 1.01 4- persons per room 7 9 10 9 31 29 13 15

Size and quality:4
Percent housing units

With 1 or 2 rooms 3 7 7 7 14 19 11 14
With 7 or more rooms. 27 21 15 15 5 3 13 11
Sound, with all plumbing 68 62 61 61 11 10 65 67

_ Dilapidated 4 5 -7 7 34 21 9 6
Percent of all nondilapidated units having all

plumbing . 8 . 76 79 77 24. 16 - 92 87

' Place located in a county part of which is within 50 miles of an SMSA central city.
Place,located in a county not within 50 miles of an SMSA central city.

'Data not available.
' White figures in this section include all unoccupied- units.

Differences by county income

In contrasting-villages by area of location it is
important to move beyond broad distinctions to
more localized settings. Although many local area
distinctions- could be made, a basic dimension is
socioeconomic status. In this study the local area
is the county, and socioeconomic status was indexed
by median filthily income. Thus, sample villages
were classified according to whether the county in
which they are located has a family median income
above or below $3,000 in -1960. Note that this is a
low cutting point a for the dichotomy, since the
median family income for the U.S. as a whole is
$5,657. In fact, three-fourths. of the population in
the sample villages live in places Ideated in counties
with median incomes above this figure. This dis-
tinction was made to see if presence in a very low
income situation makes a difference in the -char-
acteristics studied here. Th, $3,000 point is some-
times used to distinguish poverty families or pov-
city areas of the country.

The combined age distribution of villages located
in low income counties is contrasted with villages
located in other counties in figure 5. Those in low
income counties have a lower proportion under 10,
a higher proportion 10 to 20, a lower proportion
20 to 44, and a higher proportion for age groups
45 to 49 and over. Differences between places in low
income counties and others are not very great, how-
ever. In fact, the condensed age distributions in
table 12 are identical for the two types of villages.

The sex ratio for places in low income Counties is
lower than for those in other counties, as is the fer-
tility ratio. The latter difference, however, seems
to be due to a relative deficiency o; women in the
high fertility portion of the child-bearing span (20
to 35) in low income counties."

Twenty percent of the_ population in villages of
low income counties is nonwhite, in contrast to less
than 5 percent for other villages. This is- consistent
with the well-known association of race with pov-
erty. The lower percent of households with both
husband and wife present, and the higher propor-
tion of other relatives of head per household in
villages of the low income counties as compared
with other villages is consistent with a -high non-
white population. Despite the higher fertility ratio
generally reported for nonwhites, however, fertility
is not higher, nor is the population per household
or the proportion of children per household, for
villagesin low income counties.

The housing data in table 13 show villages in low
income counties have a lower proportion of housing
units occupied by owner. There is no difference be-
tween the two types of villages in the number of
persons in housing units, but houses in villages in
low income counties are less likely to have seven or
more rooms and the person-room ratio is slightly
higher there. In all measures of housing quality,
villages in low income counties are below villages
in other locations.

"See footnote 8.
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FIGURE 5.Percentage distribution by age of sample villages classified by whether or not they
are iodated in a county with median family income under $3,000.

TABLE 12.,-Population characteristics of sample
villages classified by median family income of
county, 1960

Sample villages
in county with
median income

.Characteristi Under
$3,000

$3,000
up

Age:
Under 15 percent 29 30
15 to 64' do . 56 56
65 and up do.. 15 15

Total do.. 100 100
Dependency ratios:

Youth' 52 54
Aged 2 28 26

Total 80 80
Sex:

Males per 100 females 89.8 94.6
Race:

White percent 80- 96.1
Nonwhite do.. 20 3.9

Negro do.. 20 3.2
Other do. 0 .7

Fertility:
Child-woman ratio 2 476 506

Household composition:
Population per household 3.05 3.07
Households with husband and

wife present percent 67 72
Other relatives per household:

Children under 18 of head... .92 101
Other relatives of head .41 .30

Nonrelatives per household .04 .04

' Child -en under 15 per 100 persons 15 to 64 years dd.
Per ons 65 and over per 100 persons 15 to 64 years old.
Children under 5 per 1,000 women 15 to 49 years old.

TABLE 13.-Housing characteristics of sample .vil-
lages classified by median family income of
county, 1960

In county with
median income

Characteristic
Undir
$3,000 _

$3,000
up

Tenure and occupancy:.
Percent housing units

Occupied 91 89
Vacant, for rent or sale 3 3
Other vacant 6 8

Total 100 100
Percent occupied units

Occupied by owner .. 65 72
Occupied by nonwhites 16 3
Occupied by one person 18 18
Oct..spied by 5 or more 18 19
With 1.01 + persons per room 13 10

Size and quality:
Percent housing units

With 1 or 2 rooms 8 7
With 7 or more rooms 14 21
Sound, with all plumbing. . 52 64
Dilapidated 10 6

Percent of all nondilapidated
units having all plumbing 66 81

These results indicate the need for a more de-
tailed comparison taking race into account.
Regional difference may also have an effect, for
although 80 percent of the population in low in-
come villages is in the South and the other 20 per-
cent in the North, only 22 percent of the population
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in other villages is in the South, 63 percent in the
North, and 15 percent in the West. Tables 14 and
15 give population and housing data separately for
the North and the South by race, with villages
classified as before by county median income.

The general age differences found in figure 5 are
reproduced for the North and the nonwhite South,

with a deficiency of children and surplus of older
people in villages of low income counties. There is
no difference by county location, however, for the
white South.

A similar pattern is observed for fertility and
most household composition variables, with the
difference found in table 12 repeated for the North

TABLE 14.Population characteristics of sample villages classified by 1960 median family income of the
county and region, and by race for the South

North South

Characteristic
Under
$3,000

$3,000
tip

White Nonwhite

Under
$3,000

. $3,00()
tip

Under
$3,000

$3,000
up

Age:
Under 15 percent 26 29 27 27 :39 40
15 to64 do.. 55 55 58 58 48 51
65 and up do. 19 16 15 15 13 9

Total do. 100 100 100 100 100 100
Dependency. ratios:

Youth ' 47 54 46 46 82 78
Aged 2 35 29 .4; 25 26 19

Total 82 83 72 71 108 97
Sex:

Males per 100 females
Fertility:

Child-woman ratio'
Household composition:

92.1

444

94.1

518

90.6

414

92.5

414

84.8

709

96.7

719

Population per household 2.80 3.0.3 2.98 2.99 3.59 3.88
Households with husband and wife present ...percent. 67 -71 71 72 50 56
Other relatives per household:

Children under 18 of head .82 1.00 . .88 .89 1.22 1.38
Other relatives of head .26 .28 .36 .35 .78 .&3

Nonrelatives per household .05 .04 Am .03 .09 .11

I Children tinder 15 per 100 persons 15 to 64 years old.
2 Pirsons 65 and over per 100 persons 15 to 64 years old.
'Children under 5 per 1.000 women 15 to 49 'years old.

TABLE 15.Housing characteristics of sample villages classified by 1960 median family income of the
county and region, and by race for the South

Nort h South

White Nonwhite

Under $3,000 Under $3 000 Under $3,00
Characteristic $3,000 up $3,000 $3,000

Tenure and occupancy:
Percent housing units

Occupied 89 90
Vacant, for rent or sale :t :t (') (') (') (1)
Other vacant 8 7 (') (') (I) (I)

Total 1(X) 1tX)
Percent occupied units

Occupied by owner. 71 75 68 68 46 54
Occupied by one person 21 18 16 16 21 20
Occupied by 5 or more 15 19 16 17 30 33
With 1.01+ persons per room 8 8 10 10 30 31

Size and quality :3
Percent housing units

With 1 or 2 rooms 7 5 7 6 10 16
With 7 or more rooms 17 26 15 15 3 7
Sound, with all plumbing 58 66 59 63 9 14
I)ilapidated 7 5 8 6 29 31

Percent of all nomlilapidated units
having all plumbing 67 80 75 82 17 29

' Data not available.
= White figures in this section include all unoccupied units.
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and the nonwhite South, but with no difference by
county location observed for the white South. Other
relatives of head per household is higher in low
income counties according to table 12, and table 14
indicates this is duc to the higher proportion of
nonwhites there. Differences by type of county are
small, and for two of the three segments this ratio
is lower for low income counties. The ratios are
twice as high for the nonwhite as for the white seg-
ments, however, regardless of county location.

The housing data in table 15 show a slightly
lower level of home ownership in villages of low
income counties for the North and the nonwhite
South; a higher proportion of housing occupied by
five or more, and a lower proportion of housing
units with seven or more rooms. Again, there is no
difference for the white South by county location.
The higher room-person ratio found in table 13 for
villages in low income counties appears to be due
to the higher proportion of nonwhites there. In
table 15 there is no evidence of greater crowding by
county location for any of the three segments. The
housing quality measures show that villages in low
income counties rank below other villages regard-
less of race or region. The only comparison that is
an exception is the percent of dilapidated liousing
for the white South.

My analysis has shown that for only two vari-
ablesother relatives per household and therodni-
person ratio----was the difference determined by
village location due to the higher proportion of non-
whites in villages of low income counties. For the
sex ratio and housing quality, the differences by

12

type of county were sustained regardless of race or
region. For other population and housing character-
istics, however, the overall differences were found
for the North (virtually all white) and for the non-
white South, but not for the white South.

Differences by growth or decline

Characteristics of villages were first compared
for different national regions by nearness to large
cities and then on the basis of an attribute of the
local area. The final set of contrasts considered in
this research was made in terms of an important
attribute of the village itselfits recent growth or
decline experience. I again divided the sample vil-
lages into two groups. The first includes the 273
places reporting more population in 1960 than in
1950, plus the 28 places first appearing in the 1960
census. The second group consists of those 269
places that declined in population over the 1950-60
decade.

In figure 6 the age _distributions of growing and
declining villages are contrasted. Declining villages
have a lower proportion at each age group under 40
and a higher proportion at each age group over 45.
There is a particularly strong deficit in theAwenties
and also in the age group under 5 for declining
places as compared with growing ones, and the
largest surplui is in the "age groups 65 and over.
There is a close resemblance between this figure
and the preceding one, with declining places similar
to those located in low income counties. Differences
by growth and decline are greater, however, than

Growing Villaged:
Declining Villages:

1

....

0
0 5 G 10 1 IS It 20 24 25-211 30.34 35 St 0- 5-45 50-S 55 St 110-4/4 GS It 70-7
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FIGURE 6.Percentage Ilimtnbution by age of growing and declining sample villages.
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those by county income, and these are evident also
in table 16. The youth dependency ratio is some-
what higher for growing villages and the aged de-
pendency ratio is higher for declining places, ac-
cording to this table.

TABLE 16.Population characteristics of sample
villages classified by growth or decline, 1959-60

Characteristic Declining Growing

Age:
Under 15 percent 27 31
15 to 64 do. 55 56
65 and up do. 18 13

Total do.. 100 100
Dependency ratios:

Youth 49 56
Aged 32 24

Total 81 80
Sex:

Males per 100 females 92.4 94.3
Race:

White percent 94.8 92.1
Nonwhite.... ......... .. do . 5.2 7.9

Negro do 4.5 7.4
Other do.. .7 .5

Fertility:
Child-woman ratio'

Household composition:
452 525

Population per household 2.91 3.17
Households with husband and

wife present percent 68 72
Other relatives per household:

Children under 18 of head... .87 1.07
Other relative* of head.. .. : .32 .32

Nonrelatives per household .03 .05

Children under 15 per 100 persons 15 to 64 years old.
Persons 65 and over per 100 persons 15 to 6,4 years old.
Children under 5 per 1,000 women 15to 49 years old

The sex ratio and the fertility ratio are higher
for-growing places, as is the percentage of the popu-
lation nonwhite. Growing places have a larger
population per household, percent of husband-wife
households, and proportion of children under 18 per
household.

The housing data of table 17 show growing places
to have a slightly higher rate of occupancy and
corresponding lower proportion of houses vacant
but not on the market. Declining villages have a
higher percent of housing units with one person and
a lower percent of housing units with five persons
than is true of growing places. Measures of hotising
quality all favor the group of growing villages,
despite the fact that growing villages have a higher
proportion of nonwhites already shown to live in
lower quality housing. There is little difference be-
tween growing and declining places in the other
housing measures.

Most of these findings are duplicated in tables 18
and 19 for the North, the South by race, and the
West. An exception is the sex ratio for the non-
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TABLE 17.- -Housing characteristics of sample vil-
lages classified by growth or decline, 1950-60

Characteristic Declining Growing

Tenure and occupancy:
Percent housing units

Occupied 88 91
Vacant, for rent or sale. .. 3 3
Other vacant 9 6

Total 100 100
Percent occupied units

Occupied by owner 72 70
Occupied by nonwhites.. 4
Occupied by one person.. 20 16
Occupied by 5 or more... . 17 21
With 1.01+ persons per room 9 11

Size and quality:
Percent housing units

With 1 or 2 rooms 6 7
With 7 or more rooms 19 20
Sound, with all plumbing . . 56 66
Dilapidated ...... . . 8 6

Percent of all nondilapidated
units having all plumbing 75 -81

white South and the West, the former showing-no
difference for declining places and the latter a
slightly higher ratio. Also, for the nonwhite South,
the percent of husband and wife households if; higher
and the percent of houses occupied by one person is
1 percent lower in declining than in growing places,
in contrast to the other pc- 'ation segments and the
sample villages as a who There is essentially -no
difference between grown .nd declining places in
the number of rooms it using units-for all sample
villages combined. For North separately, how-
ever, there are more room, in housing units of grow-
ing villages, but for the other three segments the
reverse is true. Other data on age structure, fertility
ratio, household composition, and housing utilization
and quality are consistent for the font- segments,
showing the same differences between growing and
declining villages as was found for all sample vil-
lages considered together. Data on housing vacan-
cies could not be analyzed separately by race. For
the South as a whole, as well as the North .and the
West, declining places have a lower proportion oc-
cupied and a higher proportion of other vacant units.

The magnitude of differences between growing
and declining places is often small for the nonwhite
South, and several exceptions in relationships were
found for this segment when compared

is
other re-

gional groupings. One possible reason s that total
population growth and decline may correspond
closely to white population change but not to that of
nonwhiteg. Villages growing in total population may
be losing. nonwhites and vice versa. Unfortunately,
the 1950 population by race was not available for
these villages, so nonwhite or white population
change could not be determined.

Previous studies comparing growing and declining
places have considered different types of places, dif-
ferent time periods, and different sets of character-
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TABLE 18.-Population characteristics of sample villages classified by growth or decline 1950-60, by region,
and by race for the South

Age:

Sex:
Males per 100 females

Fertility:
Child-woman ratio'

Household composition:

North South West

White Nonwhite

Characteristic
Declin-

ing
Grow-

ing
Declin-

ing
Grow-

ing
Declin-

ing
Grow-

ing
Declin-

ing
Grow-

ing

Under 15 percent 27 31 24 29 38 40 31 34

15 to 64 do.. 54 55 58 58 50 49 55 57

65 and up do. 19 14 18 13 12 I1 14 9

Total do.. 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Dependency ratios:
Youth ' 50 56 42 49 76 82 57 61

Aged' 34 26 31 22 25 23 24 16

Total 84 82 73 71 101 105 81 77

92.9. 94.6 89.2 93.3 89.1 89.2 100.0 98.7

471 537 369 442 664 730 513 553

Population per household. 2.87 3.12 2.84 3.11 3.67 3.70 3.09 3.30

Households with husband and wife
present

Other relatives per household:
Children under 18 of head
Other relatives of head

Nonrelatives per household

percent 68 73 69 74 55 51 71 75

.87 1.07 .77 .98 1.21 1.30 1.07 1.26

.28 .27 .35 .35 .82 .79 .28 .24
.04 .05 .03 .04 .09 .10 .03 .05

Children under 15 per 100 persons 15 to 64 years old.
Persons 65 and. over per 100 persons 15 to 64 years old.

'Children under 5 per 1,000 women 15 to 49 years old.

TABLE 19.-Houzing characteristics of sample villages classified by growth or decline 1950-60, by region,
and by race for the South

North South West

Characteristic
Declin-

ing
Grow-

ing

White Nonwhite

Declin-
ing

Grow-
ing

Declin-
ing

Grow-
ing

Declin-
ing

Grow-
ing

Tenure and occupancy:
Percent housing units-

Occupied 88 92 (9 (9 (') (') 79 87

Vacant, for rent or sale 3 3 (I) (9 (I) (I) 6 5

Other vacant 9 5 (I) (I) (9 (I) 15 8

Total 100 100 (I) (9 (9 (I) 100 100

Percent occupied units-
Occupied by owner 75 75 69 68 54 48 70 67

Occupied by one person 21 16 19 15 20 21 19 16

Occupied by five or more 17 20 15 19 30 32 21 24

With 1.01+ persons per room 7 8 8 11 27 32 12 16

Size and quality':
Percent housing units-

With 1 or 2 rooms 5 5 5 8 II 18 II 14

With 7 or more rooms 22 27 15 15 5 4 13 11

Sound, with all plumbing 59 70 56 65 9 11 54 75

Dilapidated 6 4 8 6 32 29 11 5

Percent of all nondilapidated units having
all plumbing 74 83 76 80 20 22 85 91

'Data not available.
2 White figures in this section include all unoccupied units.

istics. Some of their findings are consistent with this
study. For example, Jenkins (17) and Field (10)
showed the same general age differences for villages,
as did Wu (36) and Duncan and Reiss (9) for larger
cities. Jenkins, Wu, and Duncan and Reiss also

found that growing places had higher sex ratios and
fertility ratios. This suggests a similarity in the dy-
namics of population growth, with growing centers
attracting or retaining more young adults with chil-
dren.
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Summary and Conclusion

Villages in the United States continue to be an im-
portant part of the nation's population structure,
but are facing significant changes and adjustments
in the face of current social and economic trends.
The demographic study of the village has been rela-
tively neglected, in part because.-eif the lack of
available data. For this analysii' I obtained 1960
population and housing census data for a sample of
incorporated centers under 2,500 in the United States
outside of Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas.
Available characteristics of all these villages to-
gether have been compared with other population
Segments, and I compared groups of villages that
were distinguished on the basis of regional location,
income of county in which located, and growth or
decline-for the-preceding decade. In addition, sepa-
rate tabulations were carried out by race for the
South.

The major findings of this study are summarized
in table 20. In the first vertical section the rank of
the sample village population relative to the urban
and rural nonmetropolitan =segments is indicated.
The sample villages rank above_ urban and rural in
concentration of people over'65, percent owner-oc-
cupied, and rooms -per house.'3 They rank below the
other two segments in population per household, per-
cent of households with husband and wife present,
persons per housing unit, and room-person ratio.
These-are variables that appear to be related to'the
concentration of older people. Villages rank between
rural and urban in sex ratio, fertility, ratio, and
housing quality.

In the second section villages are compared ac-
cording to region of location, with whites and non-
whites considered separately in the South: This
ranking shows that the North and the South white
segments are always adjacent in rank, and inci-
dentally more like the total sample village popula-
tion than the other two segments. The,West-and the
South nonwhite segments are sometimes adjacent in
rank, such as having a lower-concentration of old
people, than the other villages, a higher fertility
ratio, higher population per household, higher per-
cent owner- occupied, -greater number of persons
per housing unit, smaller number of rooms per
house, and higher rooM-person ratio. They are at
opposite extremes, however, in sex ratio, percent
with husband and wife present, and housing qual-
ity, with the West high and the nonwhite South
low in the ranking.

The third section compares villages according to
location with respect to metropolitan centers. The
first column is for all villages and the other columns
are for appropriate race and regional groupings.

" Persons per housing unit and rooms per house were
compared using percent occupied by one person and by five
or more, and percent units with one or two wri. and with
seven or more. In the few cases where these comparisons
were ambiguous. I used appropriate medians.
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Differences are small and sometimes not consistent
by region. Villages away from metropolitan centers
generally have higher fertility but smaller house-
holds and houses, and lower housing quality.

The fourth section shows the results of the com-
parison of villages classified by median income of
their county. Villages in low income cel.tities have
a slight concentration of older people according to
figure 5, but not enough to show up in a condenied
age distribution. In addition they are rower, in sex
ratio, crude fertility ratio, percent with husband
and wife present, percent owner occupied, rooms
per house, and housing quality than are village-Sin
other counties. Also villages in low income counties
have a higher room-person ratio, but thiS seems -to
he due to a higher proportion of nonwhites in these
villages, since there is no difference within separate
race and regional groupings as indicated by the
other columns of this section: For all other variables
in this section, the North and the nonwhite-South
have the, same results by county income as
lages combined. The South white segment, however,
showi no differences between .groups of- villages
classified by county income except for sex ratio and
housing quality.

The last section of table 20 gives the results of
differences when villages are grouped by growth or
decline between 1950 and 1960. Declining- villages
have a concentration of older people, lower values
for sex ratio, fertility ratio, population per house-
hold, percent of households with husband and wife
present, person.. per housing unit, room-perSon
ratio, and housing quality, along with a higher per-
cent of housing occupied by owner.. Differences for
regional- groupings generally follow the same pat7,
tern, although the South nonwhite segment shows
smaller differences and a few'exceptions in the com-
parison of these characteristics for growing and de-
clining places. -

The general consistency of the findings sum-
marized in table 20 is striking. In the last two sec-
tions regional groupings generally show the same
results as the total sample villages. Ftirther, the
similarity betWeen the two sections is such that de-
clining villages are like villages in loW income
counties. That is, in general a variable that is lower
for villages in low income counties than for villages
in other locations is also lower for declining vil-
lages than for growing villages. The only excep-
tions to this across most of the race and regional
groupings are percent owner-occupied, rooms per
house, and the room-person ratio 14

" A cross - classification was carried out for the South white
and the South nonwhite segments to see if the findings for
county location were sustained separately for growing and
declining places. or the findin for growth and decline sus-
tamed for villages separated co y location. Although
the association of the characters ics by county location is
sometimes different for growing than for declining pinees,
and the association by growth and decline is sometimes
different for the two county locations, one fact& does not
explhin the findings obtained with the other.



d

T
A

B
L

E
 2

0.
Su

m
m

ar
y 

of
 s

tu
dy

 f
in

di
ng

s

C
ha

ra
ct

er
is

tic

V
ill

ag
es

co
m

pa
re

d
w

ith
 o

th
er

V
ill

ag
es

se
gm

en
ts

by
 r

eg
io

n

(H
ig

h 
to

 L
ow

)
(H

ig
h 

to
 L

ow
)

V
ill

ag
es

 b
y 

co
un

ty
V

ill
ag

es
 b

y 
gr

ow
th

V
ill

ag
es

 b
y 

lo
ca

tio
n.

in
co

m
e.

 L
ow

 in
co

m
e

an
d 

de
cl

in
e.

 D
ec

lin
in

g
Fa

r 
se

gm
en

t i
s:

se
gm

en
t. 

is
:

se
gm

en
t i

s:

T
 N

 S
w

 S
n 

W
T

 N
 S

w
 S

n
T

 N
 S

w
 S

n
W

C
on

ce
nt

ra
tio

n 
of

 o
ld

er
 p

eo
pl

e.
..

V
U

R
N

 S
w

 S
n

IV
0 

0 
H

 H
 0

0 
H

 0
 H

H
 H

 H
H

H

Se
x 

ra
tio

.
R

V
U

W
 N

 S
w

Sn
H

 0
 0

L
H

L
L

L
L

L
L

L
0

0
Fe

rt
ili

ty
 r

at
io

Po
pu

la
tio

n 
pe

r 
ho

us
eh

ol
d

R R
V U

U
Sn

 W
 N

V
Sn

 W
 N

Sw Sw
H

 H
 L

H
 H

L
 2

 L
0

L
 3

L
L

L
L

L
L

L
0

C
L

0
L

L
L

L
L L

L L

H
us

ba
nd

w
if

e 
pr

es
en

t
O

w
ne

r 
oc

cu
pi

ed
R V

U R
V

V
C

.
Sw

 N
Sn

'
U

Sw
 W

 I
 S

n
0

L
L

L
0

1
L

0
L

L
L

 L
O

L
H

 H
 H

L
L

0
L

H
 0

 0
H H

L H

Pe
rs

on
s 

pe
r 

ho
us

in
g 

un
it

R
U

V
:

W
 S

w
N

L
L

L
L

0
0

L
0

L
L

L
L

L
L

R
oo

m
s,

pe
r 

ho
us

e
V

R
It

i
N

 S
w

 W
Sn

L
L

O
L

L
L

L
O

L
0 

II
II

IH
R

oo
m

-p
e 

in
 r

at
io

R
U

'
Sn

 W
 S

w
N

O
 H

 O
L

H
H

 0
 0

 0
L

O
L

L
L

H
ou

si
ng

 , 
ua

lit
y

U
V

,
W

 N
 S

w
Sn

L
L

L
4

L
L

L
L

L
L

L
L

L

V
:

T
ill

ag
e.

W
:

W
es

t.
2 

So
ut

h 
W

hi
te

 a
nd

 W
es

t a
re

 id
en

tic
al

.
U

:
U

rb
an

.
H

:
H

ig
h.

'S
ta

nd
ar

di
ze

d 
ra

te
 d

if
fe

re
nc

es
 a

re
 0

.
R

:
R

ur
al

.
L

:
L

ow
.

'S
ta

nd
ar

di
ze

d 
ra

te
 d

if
fe

re
nc

es
 a

re
 H

.
N

:
N

or
th

.
Sw

:
So

ut
h 

W
hi

te
.

0:
D

if
fe

re
nc

e 
of

 1
pe

rc
en

t o
r 

le
ss

.
`T

he
 th

re
e 

m
ea

su
re

s 
of

 h
ou

si
ng

 q
ua

lit
y 

ar
e 

no
t c

on
si

st
en

tly
H

 o
r 

L
.

Sn
:

So
ut

h 
N

on
w

hi
te

.
T

:
T

ot
al

 s
am

pl
e 

vi
lla

ge
s.

--
*



One can generalize an additional step. In the
first section villages are compared with urban and
rural nonmetropolitan segments. Variables with
villages ranking lower than the urban segment are
usually variables for which villages from low in-
come counties rank lower than those from other
counties, and declining villages rank lower than
growing villages. (The notable exceptions are sex
ratio and fertility ratio.) T: is indicates that vil-
lages correspond to urban places in the way that
declining villages do to growing villages, or as vil-
lages from low income counties correspond to vil-
lages Meat sewhere. Thus, it may be said that
a declinir age or a village from a low income
county is any other village in comparison with
large" 1-ces, only more so. The fact that villages
as a le are growing more slowly than larger
place y help to explain why the characteristics
of villages differ from larger places in the same way
the characteristics of declining villages differ from
growing villages. Perhaps villages also are more
likely to be found in low income counties than are
larger places.

A general conclusion of this research is that sys-
tematic differences exist between villages and other
population entities, and between different types of
villages. Although these differences are in many
cases rather small, the consistency of most relation-
ships summarized in table 20 gives weight to the
results even though it was not possible to carry out
tests- of 'statistical significance. Generally, white-
nonwhite differences are larger than others, reveal-
ing that race is more important than type of com-
munity M association with these population and
housing characteristics.

An unexpected distinction was found between
the white and nonwhite categories in the South.
The South nonwhite category shows differences in
characteristics between the two types of county
locations similar to th-ose found in the North and
for alrvillages. The South white category, on the
other hand, shows only two differences by type of
county. It is only possible to speculate as to the
reason. The nature of the variable used may have
an influence. Under conditions of segregation, there
may be little correlation between white and non-
white economic levels. Perhaps total county median
income is highly associated with nonwhite but not
with white median income. If these counties were
classified by median white income, and appropriate
villages identified, differences for the white popu-
lation might be found.

There may be a difference in residence patterns
for whites and nonwhites in low income and other
counties. Low income counties in the South in
many instances have a high nonwhite population,
and are in areas where tenant farming was formerly
important. Negro agricultural laborers and dis-
placed tenants may be concentrated in villages of
low income counties, and this may cause a differ-
ence for nonwhites between types of counties (5).
Whites, on the other hand, may carry out similar
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activities, and may have similar economic and
population change experience regardless of type of
county. More concrete' inf&ifitttion==ls heeded to
explain this interesting result.

The nature of this exploratory study precluded
the introduction of other variables to characterize
different types of villages. An important basic dis-
tinction among villages is economic function. Vil-
lages are not all agricultural trade centers; many
are residential suburbs, and others are manufactur-
ing or recrew ..nal centers. Research has shown
notable differences among different functional types
of villages (34) and larger places (9) . Unfor-
tunately, no data are available to make possible the
classification of the sample villages by function.

Of all the village traits revealed by this analysis,
perhaps the most significant in terms of policy or
social action is age structure. Villages have a de-
ficiency of both children and people of working
years, along with a marked surplus of older people.
Possible relations between this variable and several
other population and housing characteristics have
been noted. Planners and policymakers should
recognize the added problems brought about by
having a large older population but relatively few
people in the economically active years for main-
taining a tax base for the provision of needed serv-
ices, providing a reservoir of leadership for com-
munity improvement programs, and developing the
potential to make necessary adjustments to a
changing environment in villages of rural America.

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8

(9)

(10)
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Appendix

TABLE 21.-Number of villages, population, and
occupied housing units for sample village segments

Number
of

Sample segment villages
Popula-

t ion

Occupied
flowing

units

South:
White:,

Near. 123 73,049 23,782
Far 60 33,702 11,565
Growing 98 64,539 20,683
Declining. ... 85 42,212 14,664
Low income

county 86 47,21- 15,628
Other county.... 97 59,534 19,673

Nonwhite:
Near. ..... 123 16,544 4,321
Far 60 6,946 1,952

... 98 17,494 4,649
Declining.. ... 85 5,996 1,624
Low income

county ..... A 86 14,515 3,869
---Onifirairft3r--7`.71 "----, 97 8,975 2,287

North:,
Near 183 129,881 41,882
Fat 146 81,402 27,365
Growing 172 131,466 41,669
Declining 157 79,817 27,578
Low income

county 23 14,564 5,178
Other county 306 197,522 64,248

West:
Near 21 17,065 5,192
Far. 37 28,012 8,612
Growing 31 29,056 8,652
Declining 27 16,021 5,152

Total. 570 386,601 124,671

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
This research contributes to a larger project, "Population

Changes in Small Towns," which has be:n supported in part
by the Division of Social Sciences of the National Science
17oundation. the Research Committee of the Graduate
School from special funds voted by the State Legislature,
and the National Agricultural Extension Center for Ad-
vanced Study. James E. Butler, Lee J. Haggerty, Darryl
Murri, and Lorraine Sponholz assisted in the analysis. The
figures were prepared by Gwen Schultz. Marie S. McCabe
provided editorial assistance, and Cora Sehlinkert typed
the final manuscript. Their help is gratefully acknowledged.

73



Chapter 5

Rural Community Institutions and Voverty, With Special
Reference to Health and Education

THOMAS R. FORD, professor of sociology, and GEORGE A. HILLERY, JR
associate professor of sociology, University of Kentucky

Introduction

Throughout most of our history the relationships
between local institutions and poverty could be
stated in two simple propositions: Poor communities
produce and perpetuate inadequate social institu-
tions. Inadequate institutions produce and perpetu-
ate poor communities. In contemporary society the
relationships are no longer so' simple, although the
traditional relationships still are to be found. Both
our communities and our institutions are changing
rapidly. Local institutions are less likely to depend
upon local resources for support, although they still
do to a great extent. Personal poverty stemming
from institutional inadequacies is less likely to re-
main in the local community.'

Because of widespread migration, -wealthy com-
munities are often the reluctant recipients of per-
sonal poverty from poor communities. Were this not
the case, there would probably not be the widespread
interest today in ..ninating both personal and
community poverty

The Changing Rural Community

Rural society in the United States has long lived
in a remarkable variety of communitiesvillages,
open country neighborhoods, plantations, mill towns,
coal camps, and numerous others (10, 26). Generali-
zations about the original nature of our rural com-
munities and changes occurring at the present time
are therefore necessarily oversimplified The tra-
ditional concept of the rural community as a small
group of farm families living in a limited locale and
sharing a set of social institutions has never been
easy to apply in the United States. It was particu-
larly difficult in those areas of the country where
the dispersed farmstead was the typical form of land
settlement. One of the earliest rural sociological

' It is useful to distinguish between "personal poverty"
and "community poverty." The former is a characteristic
of individuals and families; the latter is characteristic of
local societies. See Dunlop (g) In this paper we are pri-
marily concerned with community poverty. recognizing that
it generates personal poverty that is transferable 'o other
mum:notifies. (Italic numbers in parentheses indicate refei-
mice% !isn'd at the end of this paper.)
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studies was conducted as an attempt to "locate"
the rural community (13), and some sociologists
questioned whether true rural communities existed
at all.

The reasons for qUestioning the existence of a true
community in areas where dispersed farm settle-
ments: prevailedwhich was the case in Most of the
countryhave important consequences for present-
day community organization and action. Because of
their geographic dispersion, farmers in 'he same
political unitcounty or townshipoften did not
share a set of common institutions. Institutional
service areas varied and overlapped so that even
families in fairly close proximity might not share
more than one or two institutional services. Such a
pattern frustrated the development of strong com-
munity attachments except in restricted localities,
nr rural neighborhoods, which generally had insuf-
fit:lent population to maintain a full complement
of services? -

Contrary to popular ste, eotypes, patterns c' civic
cooperation in rural areas were often quite weak,
and so were the public services dependent upon such
cooperation. The family was supposed to provide as
many services as possible to its members, and the
extent to which it was able to do so was a measure of
prestige. Local government was expected to provide
only those services which capable individual fami-
lies or groups of neighbors could not provide for
themselves. A distrust of concentrated power in gov-
ernment was a basic tenet of American agrarian
philoSophy. The consequences of this prevailing
view of public institutions was especially hard on the
poor, who were usually categorized into groups of
"deserving" and "undeserving." Widows, orphans,
find the aged, sick, and disab'ed without kin to care
for them were viewed as legitimate recipients of
public charity, but even they didn't receive much.
Chronic family poverty was usually considered "the
consequence of imprudence, laziness, and a lack of
thrift and foresight" (27)traits which were not to
be encouraged through public assistance.

'Johnstone (10) has pointed out that with the early
development of commercial agriculture. shared commercial
and commodity interests quickly replaced shared locality as
the basis of social relations for many farmel..



Apart from government itself, schools were the
most widely accepted public service institutions by
the middle of the 19th century, although some op-
position to tax-supported schools was almost uni-
versal. The inclusion of seconda-y schools in the
public school system during the latter quarter of the
19th century produced new battles ;n thousands of
rural communities whose citizens saw little need for
education beyond the common school level. Local
public health services in rural areas were virtually
nonexistent, although many communities had health
boards and health officers. The extension of county
public health service to rural areas did not occur
until 1911 (23). Most rural hospitals are 20th cen-
tury phenomena (211. Public welfare services at
die beginning of the present century have been
characterized by Gitlin as being in a state of "more
or less chaos" (15). The chief welfare institution
supported by public funds was the poorhouse or poor
farm. Even these were lacking in about half the
counties. Not.until the great depression of the 1930's,
however, was the complete inadequacy of local
public welfare conceded.

Technological changes in agriculture and trans-
portation brought about radical changes in the rural
community and population which have been de-
scribed in various studies (4, 12). With the mecha-
nization of farming operations, the rural population
directly engaged in farm production shrank rapidly
until farming was no longer the major source of em-
ployment. Practically all rural counties lost popula-
tion through migration. As the migration streams
swelled, even relatively high rates of. reproduction
were-insufficient to replace the losses in many rural
areas. The already low population density in open
country areas lowered even further, although move-
ments of both people and services into small towns,
especially county seats, tended to increase their size
and importance.

Improved roads tied the open country to the
town, resulting in the strengthening of town-country
communities but the weakening of rural neighbor-
hoods. The ties that had bound the latter together
mutual assistance, shared problems, and common
interestswere replaced by bonds of interdepend-
ence and contractual relationships. These ties of in-
terdependence extended well beyond individuals to
incorporate entire institutional systems and com-
munities. The middle-class rural dweller, imbued
with the values of American agrarian philosophy,
deplored the passing of individual independence,
family self-sufficiency, ana community autonomy.
For those members of the rural society- wino lacked
independence, self-sufficiency, or a voice in local
community decisions, the loss probably appeared
less tragic.

Changing Social Institutions

Since a community is largely defined by sets
of shared social institutions, it is to he expected that
the forces hinging about a change in one will also
change the other. As earlier indicated, both our in-

stitutions and our communities are still in the proc-
ess of rapid change, so it is difficult to view with any
great perspective those changes which have oc-
curred. In the case of rural institutions the problem
is made somewhat easier by Vieir tendency to follow
established trends in urban areas.

Essentially, a social institution is a cultural de-
vice for meeting group needs, usually through
employing some form of social structure. Many of
the changes that have occurred in our rural insti-
tutions reflect changes in the group definition of
social need. The "common school" education, for
example, was the defined educational need of 19th
century rural America, a need which was more or
less met by the end of the century. The need for a
higher level of education was first perceived in the
urban centers where technological and social com-
plexities required more advanced skills. Rural
communities, assessing the educational requirements-
of their own social and economic systems, were
much slower to distinguish the new need. Even after
the need was recognized they were unable to meet
it, or needs in other institutional areas, because of
inadequate resources and capabilities.

The development of commercial agriculture and
nonfarm occupations brought to rural society many
of the same requirements for the operation of an
industrial-conunercial economy to be found in the
cities, with which the rural areas became increas-
ingly linked. Following the model of the urban areas,
rural communities sought to meet these need
through institutional specialization. Except in the
most isolated areas the rural family began to restrict
its functions and to turn them over to other agencies,
both public and private. In no few instances the
function was fumbled in the exchange.

Largely within the past decade another major
change has been taking place in rural service insti-
tutions, the consequences ofwhich may prove even
more momentous than functional ipecialization:
Traditionally, service institutions have responded
to local demand and support rather than to any ob-
jective assessment of needs. This is not to say that
needs were not defined and means devised to meet
then', for that, of course, is what led to the establish-
ment of the institutional departments of education;
and either directly or indirectly to national agencies
through supportive grants. As grantors, such agen-
cies had and used their power to bring changes in
the local v.:hools. Local teachers might belong to a
State educational association affiliated with the Na-
tional E( ucation Association and- through those
organizat.ons exert pressure to secure legislation
affecting the local community's schools. Through
such systems of vertical linkage, the power of de-
cision- making affecting local institutions was
increasingly shared with extra-local agencies.
Despite the Contentions of the champions of local
autonomy to the contrary, this shift in the locus of
power was far from being completely detrimental
in its consequences, but it did present gr3ater diffi-
culties of achieving an integration of different insti-
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tutional services at the local level. As will be
discussed later, the problem of "horizontal integra-
tion" remains one of the more serious organizational
problems faced by community institutions.

Specialization brought with it formal organiza-
tion and an increasing professionalization of institu-
tional personnel. Local institutional organizations
gradually became linked to others outside the local
community through "vertical structures." In the
public sector, for example, local school systems
were tied to State systems in the first place. But
needs were largely defined by contemporary and
local conditions, and the operations to meet them
were geared to the willingness and ability of the
local community to provide support.

Institutional specialization, the professionaliza-
tion of administrative personnel, andabove all
the availability of extra-local financial support have
all contributed to the reorientation of rural com-
munity institutional systems. Now the institutional
service needs of the community are more and more
expected to be defined through application of some
standard of excellence or at least a national norm.
Meeting the needs then becomes an objective for
which some program of action fig devised, always
with the hope that funds will he made available for
it. Usually it is thought desirable to have compre-
hensive community planning in which the whole
perspective of service need's is analyzed with the
view of providing integrated programs of action to
meet them.

This concept of local planning is still all' 11 to
many rural communities. In most respects it is
anathematic to agrarian philosophy, partly be-
cause it concedes additional powers and functions to
government, but primarily because planning carries
the implication of the loss of freedom. Nevertheless,
at -leak,- in- principle; the idea of institutional' and
community planning-has been accepted to a remark-
able degree. Implementation of the planning func-
tion, however, requires a degree of technica! knowl-
edge and skill often lacking in rural areas.
Consequently, the promise that planning and out-
side support hold as a means of developing adequate
rural institutions is still a long way from realization
in most parts of the country.

Developing Adequate Community
Institutions

Despite the trend toward the development of uni-
form standards of institutional adequacy, it is very
clear that such standards do not exist at the present
time. Indeed, it may be neither possible nor dcsira-

. ble to apply completely uniform standards. For ulti-
mately the adequacy of an institutional system must
be judged by how well it meets the needs of the
community It serves, and it must serve not one but
many communities. The question of who shall make
the determination of which need are to be served,
in what way, and how well, is the basis of many
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conflicts between local communities and extra-local
agencies, both public and private. Even where agree-
ment exists with respect to both ends and means,
standards of adequacy are still widely varied. In
;958, for example. a regional sample of rural resi-
dents in the Southern Appalachian Mountains was
asked to evaluate the quality of their local schools.
By prevailing national norms, most of the schools
would have been rated seriously deficient. Yet more
than 60 percent of the respondents rated their com-
munity schools as "good" or "excellent." 3

The tradition of local autonomy is still so deeply
ingrained in Appalachian rural communitiesand
perhaps most rural communities throughout the na-
tionthat their residents are usually unwilling to
accept the idea that local standards arc no longer
the best gages of institutional adequacy. Rural citi-
zens are fully aware that most of their youth will
migrate to the cities, but this is not sufficient reason
in their minds to gear their institutional programs
to the needs of urban living. The emotional argu-
ment for localism has been reinforced by the prag-
matic reasoning of investment economics. Rural
communities, often hard pressed to support institu-
tions which are barely adequate even by local
standards, have been understandably reluctant to
invest greater local resources whose benefits are
largely realized elsewhere. The increasing : port
of local institutions by intergovernmental Aunds,
justified in large measure by the "spillover benefits"
argument, has reduced, -although far, from elimi-
nated, the economic argument for local determin:
ism. Perhaps more important in reducing differences
between local and national standards of institutional
adequacy have been the urbanization of rural
society and the spread of mass communication.

The adoption of higher standards, however, will
not in itself eliminate the deficiencies of rural
tutions. There are at least three other requisites for
the development of effective institutions that must
be met: (1) sufficient financial resources; (2) capa-
ble personnel ; (3) effective organization. Rural
communities are faced with severe problems in meet-
ing each of these, and in general the poorer the
community, the more serious the problems.

Financial Support of Institutions

Rural communities have rarely supported their
public institutions generously. In some cases This
has been because of reluctance to do so. More often
is has been because of a simple lack of resources.4
Not all local institutions are public, however; but
privately supported services in which costs are borne
largely by the consumer are obviously dependent
upon the income levels of the consuming public. To

data from the Southern Appalachian Sur-
vey. Department of Sociology. University of Kentucky.

' A 1962 report of the Advisory Commission on Inter-
governmntal Relations (i. showed relatively little relation-
ship between fiscal capacity and tax effort. Expenditure
levels, however. are more closely related to capacity thaa
to effort mahured relative io capacity.



the extent that family income is an indicator of the
ability of a community to support institutions, the
data in table 1 offer convincing evidence that rural
counties operate at a decided disadvantage. Median
family income in 1959 was less than $4,000 in over
half of the most rural counties, and less than $3,000
in more than a third. In contrast, median family
income was less than $3,000 in only 1 of 359 metro-
politan counties and exceeded $6,000 in 167.

There is substantial evidence to support the com-
monplace observation that the low income popula-
tion is less likely to use those institutional services
for ivhich the costs are largely borne by the
consumer. Medical and dental services offer a case
in point. During the period 1963-64, families with
incomes over $7,000 had 14 percent more physician
visits per person than families with incomes under
$2,000, according to the National Health Survey
(30). Yet it is a reasonable assumption that the
general health needs of the low income families
were greater than those of the high income families.
During the same period, the low income families
averaged only 0.8 dental visits per person compared
with 2.3 visits for high income families, a difference
of 187 percent (29),

Private support
Many local service institutions depend upon

private philanthropy rather than consumer expendi-
tures for financial support. This is especially true of
private welfare organizations and religious institu-
tions. AlthoUgh vious' studies indicate that low
income families cc ',-ibute higher proportions of
their earnings to charitable causes than do high in-
come families, the actual amounis contributed per
family are substantially less (31). Rural communi-
ties operate at a -dual disadvantage in seeking to
secure local philanthropic support for their institu-
tions. First, as already noted, family income is
substantially-lower. Second, they are far less likely
than urban communities to have well organized
campaigns to solicit funds. Few rural communities

have Community Chests Or United Funds. The in-
ference that rural institutions are poorly financed
through local philanthropic contributions is sup-
ported by the data on gifts and contributions to
organizations by low income rural nonfarm families
shown in table 2. Total contributions per family
averaged less than $50 for families with incomes
under $3,000;with the greatest share going to
churches and religious organizations. Regional fig-
ures for the South are shown because it contains a
high proportion of the nation's poor rural counties.
In general, contributions in the South were lower
than for the nation. even with income controlled.
Only 3 percent of the southern families with in- -
comes under $1,000 reported contributions to com-
munity welfare organizations other than the church,
probably indicative of the lack of such organizations
in most parts of the rural South.

Much of the support for private welfare organi-
zations m.:,rating in rural counties comes from
outside the local community, but the extent of
extra-local support is difficult to determine without
a detailed study of individual agencies. In fact little

r-7information at all is available on a national basis
concerning the operations of private welfare institu-
tions. One study conducted in the southern Appa-
lachian region revealed that the number of
missionary and philanthropic enterprises had in-
-reased-by 150 percent between 1931 and 1959, even
though most of the earlier mission schools had been
taken over by the public school systems (8). Al-
though detailed financial data were unavailable, it
is a safe assumption the most of the support for
such enterprises originated outside the region.

Institutional services dependent upon extra-local
private support can at best be considered only sup-
plementary to those provided by public institu-
tions. In rural areas, privately supported agencies
typically operate with small staffs, limited funds,
and widely scattered field offices. The selection
of field -locations is often determined by fortuitous
circumstances. Because agency personnel are usually

TABLE 1.Median family income in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties by percentage of rural
population, 1960

Median family income

Metro -
politan
counties

Nonmetropolitan counties with rural population of-

30
percent 30.1 -

and 40
under percent

411.1-

peree50nt

50.1-
60

percent

60.1- 70.1- 80.1- 90.1-
70 80 1)0 100

percent percent percent percent

Under $2,000....... 3 14 13

$2,000-$2,999. 1 4 2 11) 44 74 77 47 293

$3,00 33,999 5 5 30 58 78 100 103 48 316

$4,000-$4,999... . 61 37 45 86 112 129 79 47 226

$5,000-$5,999 ...... 125 44 56 97 88 71 40 16 71

$6,000 and over.... . 167 23 23 14 10 7 1 5 15

Total 359 143 156 265 332 384 314 176 1,005

Source: Unpublished data of National Advimmy Commission on Rural Poverty from US. Census of Population, 1960.
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TABLE 2.--A rerage value of gifts and contributions to organizations, by families of tor) or more persons with
incomes under $3,000, total U. S. and rural nonfarm South, 1901

Total Community chests,
Residence and family organizations Red Cross, etc.

income level

Churches and
religious organi-

zations

Educational,
politiced, and

other
Average
amount

Percent Average
reporting . amount

Pervert
reporting

Average
amount

Percent
reporting

Average
amount

Percent
reporting

U.S. total:
Average, all levels' $148.17 91 $21.81 74 $113.80 77 $12.56 20
Under $1,000 30.64 59 2.48 :31 26.68 50 1.47
$1,000-$1,999 30.97 09 2.13 33 28.25 61 .58 I;
$2,00042,999 49.47 79 4.18 51 43.37 67 1.93 9

South, rural nonfarm:,
Average, all levels'.. $120.82 81 $10.16 51 $107.97 74 $ 2.69 12
Under $1,000 4.08 :34 .03 3 :3.72 31 .34 4
$I ,000-$1 ,999 26.86 66 .73 21 25.84 61 .411 5
$2,000-52,999 44.17 _ 75 2.51 :32 40.99 68 .67 6

Source: US. Dept. of Labor. Survey of Consumer Ex-
Cometmer Expenditures and Income, Detail of

Expoulitures and Income, Total United Slates, Urban and
Rural 11(10 -al. Supplement 3, Pt. A to BIS Report 237-93.

"outsiders," are not subject to usual community
controls, and often pose a threat to the power or
prestige of local institutional personnel, they not
infrequently find themselves engaged in unantici-
pated and disruptive conflicts.'' The coordination
of private agency serviceF, with those of public agen:
cies la the same community is rarely achieved; this
reduces their potential effectiveness.

Local public support

Most basic institutions' services in local com-
munities arc supported in varying degrees by public
funds, the rationale being that their services benefit
the entire community and not simply the users.°
Religious services provide a major exception because
of the traditional separation of church and state.
However, religious organizations have increasingly
received support from public funds for functions
such as health and education whose benefits arc
considered to extend beyond the particular
denomination.

Despite growing support from intergovernmental
sources. about 70 percent of all local governmental
revenues still originate in the local Community (7).
More than three-fourths of the local revenues are
derived from local taxes, the remainder coining from
user charges and miscefoneous sources (20). Prop-
erty taxes provided about 88 percent of all local

Physicians introduced into rural eastern Kentucky
through employment by the United Mine Workers Memo-
rial Hospitals. for example. were initially barred from local
medical society membership in ci eral counties in which
the hospitals were located. evident: of the resentment at
their "intrusion" despite the severe shortage of physicians
in the region.

This is not to say. of course, that all agencies providing
a basic service art publicly funded but rather that some
public funds are used to help provide basic services.
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May 1966. and Detail of Expenditures and Income, Rural
Nonfarm Areas in the Southern Region. 19111. Supplement
2 to BLS Report 237-86, Mardi 1965.

' Includes income levels above 53.000.

tax revenues in 1963. Rural counties and townships
derive an even higher propcittion of their taxes from
property, and for school districts property taxes
provided 98 percent of the local revenues in 1963.

We have already noted that public agency ei-
penditures arc largely _dependent upon fiscal
capacity. It is obvious, therefore, that disparities
in local resources, which provide 70 percent of the
support for local government services, are .going to
be reflected in gross inequities in institutional sup-
port from one local community to another. This is
readily apparent in table 3, which shows per capita
local government revenues and selected expenditures
from a sample of lOw income rural count' s 7 emu-
pred with other counties of comparable population.
The low income Counties actually were slightly more
dependent upon local sources for their revenues than
were other counties in their population size-groups.
The -proportion of local support--about 62 to 63
percent -was less than the national average of about
70 percent, however. per capita revenues from local'
sources for the low income counties averaged from
35 to 40 percent of the national average, and about
half those of counties in comparable size-groups.
Intergovernmental revenues reduced the disparities
between low income and other counties of compara-
ble size on a percentage basis but not in terms of
absolute amounts. In the 10,000 to 25,000 population
size-group, per capita general revenues were $47 less
in low income counties when only local revenues
.were considered, but $52 less when all sources were
included.

The 101 low income rural counOcs represent a 20-per-
cent systematic sample of the bottom quintile of counties
arrayed by median family income in 1959. Fo'' the listing
of counties by quintile rank, see (17).



TABLE 3.-Per capita revenue and selected expenditures of local government in 101 low income rural coun-
ties, by population size-group. compared with U. S. averages. 1962

Population size-group

Under 10010 10,000-25,000 25,000- 49,9W.)

Ilevenue, source,
expenditures. ftaiction

Average
all U.S.
count ies

Low
income

sample (39)
All

comities

Low
income

sample (44)
All

counties

Low
income

sample (18)
All

counties

(eneral revenue $213.82 $129.32 $100.21 $111.78 5163.64 $121.48 $163.56
From local I.ources... 148.90 61.21 118.53 50.64 97.35 58.32 99.04

General expenditures.. . 222.10 123.03 187.58 120.08 165.43 135.89 168.33
Education 100.07 78.09 99.65 73.75 89.61 72.68 89.59
Public welfare ... 14.36 4.89 10.27 2.36 8.62 3.47 8.10
Health and hospitals 12.15 2.14 9.44 5.43 8.87 10.39 10.04

Source: Dept. of Corimerce. Bureau of the Census. Censux Governmenbc 1964 Vol. IV.

General revenues on a per capita basis for the
three size-groups of low income counties ranged
from $85 to $102 less than the average for all U.S.
counties. This would be a less serious problem if
Institutional service could be provided at a lower
per capita cost in rural counties, assuming compara-
ble quality. Under ',resent conditions, the reverse is
more nearly true. Counties with less than 5,000 pop-
illation, -which are-rural counties for most part,
have higher per capita operating costs than do all
larger population size classes (25). The combination
of a dispersed population and relatively small
numbers raises costs while preventing economies of
scale. The transportation costs stemming from popu-
lation dispersion, if absorbed by the agency, mean
less money available for other services. In the most
extensive survey conducted of rural schools finances,
transportation costs were found to absorb almost
10 percent of current expenditures compared with
less than 1 percent in large city school systems (14).
If the transportation costs are passed on to the con-
sumer (as in the case of most medical service), the
result is usually to reduce the utilization of services
by those who .rsually most need them.

It is sometrnies argued that rural areas do net
need certain types of services (e.g., sewerage) re-
quired-of urban places so that comparisons of local
government expenditures are not valid. If one con-
siders 'only total expenditures. the argument has
some merit. As the data in table 3 show, however,
per capita expenot.ures are greater in urban places
for the specific functions of education, public wel-
fare, and health and hospitals, for which the needs
are at least as great in rural as in urban communi-
ties. Per capita expenditures. tend to rise in all
binctional categories with rise of median -family
income in a community (23), and as table 1 has
already shown, median family income rises with the
proportion of the population classified as .Irban.

Intergovernmental aid

The most feasible and widely used method for
financing local public institutions is intergovern-

mental aid. The proportion of local government ex-
penditure:5 from State and Federal sources has
increased from less than 6 percent in 1902 to 27
pereent in 1964 (7). In fiscal year -1964, local
government units received more than $13 billion
in State aid, while the States in turn received $9

'billion in Federal aid (7). The largest proportiou
of State- intergovernmental expenditures goes for
education-about 59 percent in 1963 (20). Inter-
governmental funds amounted to only- 37 percent of
local government expenditures for education but Fe
percent of the expenditures for welfare. Welfare
funds are usually not allocated on a matching basis,
which- undoubtedly accounts in part for the rela-
tively low proportion of local tax funds being
expended on welfare functions. More than half of
the pirblic welfare expenditures by sate and local
governments in 1963, in fact, came from Federal
sources compared with less than percent of the
expenditures for education (201.

While Federal aid lessens the inequities in public
expenditures between States, and Federal-State aid
reduces disparities between local units, tremendous
variation in per capita expenditures continues. In
1963 State-local .per capita expenditures, exclusive
of Federal grants, ranged from $493.54 in Alaska
down to $173.34 in South Carolina (20). Since costs
arc exceptionally high in Alaska, the second high
State, California, with per capita expenditures of
$417.93, may offer better comparison. Expenditures
without Federal grants were nearly 21/, times
greater per capita in California than in South Caro-
lina. Including Federal grants, per capita expendi-
tures in California ($464.98) were still more than
twice those in South Carolina ($210.44).

It should be obvious that Federal aid has been
little more successful thus- far in correcting State
financial deficiencies than State aid has been -in
remedying local defic envies. This is not to say that
Federal aid has not been highly_beneficial certain
instances. The Hill-Burton hospital construction
program initiated in 1946 is one of the better ex-
amples. The legislative provisions of the Hill-Burton
Act specifically favored rural communities. T'Irough
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lime 1965 more than 74.000 general hospital beds
were made available in comiwinities of less than
10.000 population, and about 87,000 beds in com-
munities of 10,000 to 50,000 population (28). Al-
though isolated rural counties still had only half as
many general hospital beds per 1,000 population as
did metropolitan areas (24), the more critical short-
ages had been met. Unfortunately, the construction
of rural hospitals provides no assurance that they
will be adequately maintained or staffed, and there
is some evidence that local funds raised as Hill-
Burton matching costs have been at the expense of
other equally vital programs!'

Since most of the current programs to combat
poverty are predicated on the equalizing effects of
intergovernmental aid, especially Federal aid, the
extent to which such -equalization actually occurs
will merit close attention. In the only major study to
(late of funds expended through the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity (1), the findings of the staff of
the Advisory Con ission on Intergovernmental
Relations-were hardly encouraging. Comparing the
nation's wealthiest 100 counties with the poorest
100 (all of the poorest were rural ), the Commission
concluded: "Many- of the _,poorest 100 counties,
measured by per capita income, have not beet,
reached by programs of the Act. Ia contrast, most
of the richest counties, on the same per,capita basis,
are participating fully in the program. Rural areas
in particular seem to lag behind urban areas."

Specializing on the causes of the rural lag, the
authors of the report observed: "In view of- the
reliance the grant-in-aid program places on State
and local applicants, it is significant that local gov-
ernment in rural areas is relatively weaker than in
urban areas and presumably less able to apply for
and administer Federal programs."

Resource support for rural institutions

Lackof financial resources is undoubtedly the
greatest single cause of institutional inadequacies in
rural communities. Effective application of private -

funds can assist in meeting financial needs, but by
far the greatest reliance must be placed on public
funds. Most rural counties have very limited tax
bases from which they must currently derive about
five-eighths of their general government expendi-
tures. Their greatest source of local_ tax monies is
real property, which is often of low aggregate value
to begin with, underassesSed, and taxed at a low
rate.

No doubt additional local revesioes could be
raised through full assessments and more efficient
administration of existing tax laws. Sales and in-
come - taxes, which have beet; adopted in many
metropolitan counties, are of dubious value in low

"One may note in able 3. for example. the high per rapitr
rosts for health and hospitals by low income counties of
2.5.000 to 50.000 population. but the low per capita colds for
public welfare in compvison with other counties of the
same size.
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income rural counties. But even if all tax Incas() es
that have any possibility of local acceptance are
used, there is little likelihood that most low income
rural counties have the resource capacity to support
a set of local institutions at an adequate level by
prevailing national standards. If adequate institu-
tions are to be developed, increasing support must
obviously come from extra-local sources.

The development of effective and equitable pro-
grams of intergovernmental aid is a tremendously
complex task abcut which much is still to be learned.
In most functional areas the administration of such
programs leaves much to be ()mired. As has already
been noted, placing heavy responsibility upon local
communities to plan and administer federally
funded antipoverty programs puts rural communi-
ties at a distinct disadvantage and unquestionably
reduces the effectiveness-of the fund, Jxpended. "We
are midstride in a revolution in the structure of
Federal-State-local relations," Bonnen has observed
(M. His is no overstatement. Largely on thc out-
coine of the revolution will depend how soon and
how completely rural poverty is eliminated.

Staffing Local Institutions -

Second to financial resources, the greatest de-
ficiency of most rural institutions is a shortage of
well-trained r.,...sonnel. "State and local govern-
ments now function in an age of unrivaled adminis-
trative complexity," Senator Edmund S. Muskie
recently stated: "Never before has the need for pro-
fessional competence and efficiency been so critical
at these levels of government" (22).

Until well into the present century rural service
institutions were largely part-time enterprises ad-
ministered either by laymen or by professionals who
were expected to gain most of their income in other
ways. This practice was consistent with both the
democratic tenets of agrarian philosophy and the
limited financial support available to most rusal
communities. Specialization and pmfessionalization
of institutional systems were urban ,phenomena
made possible only thro-ugh large population con-
centrations. Their extension into -rural communities
was partly emulative behavior by more progressive
communities seeking to raise standards of perfcrm-
ance.-More often professionalization and specializa-
tion were forced upon the rural _community by
legislative requirements, accreditation requirements
of professional organizations, or functional require-
ments imposed by funding agencies.

The handicaps carried by rural communities in
the competitiOn for nationally scarce- professional
personnel have been almost imposaible to overcome.
Instead of large concentrations of population which
permit specialization, rural areaa have relatively
small and dispersed popidations which it -many in-
stances have been shrinking as a consequence of
migration. The better educated young people,_ who
are best qualified to assume professionel roles, have
made up a disproportionate share of those who have
migrated. Rural schools are less likely to uepare



their students to become professionals. Youth who
are inclined toward professional careers are more
likely than not to be trained in urban centers and
taught methods that are often inapplicable in rural
areas which lack supportive facilities and person -
nel. The lack of institutional support and the eul-
qural amenities in most low income rural communi-
ities is a major deterrent to attracting professionals.9

Only one employed male rural resident in five was
engaged in a professional or technical occupation in
1960 compared with two of five in urban places. A
comparison of professionals in selected occupations
per 100,000 population in rural and urban areas is
provided in table 4. The higher ratio of public school
teachers to total population is misleading in that
rural areas contain higher proportions of children.
The datum also conceals the ineffective utilization
of rural teachers because of the great number of
very small schools.'"

TABLE 4.-Number of workers in selected occupa-
tions per 100,000 population, urban and rural,
United States, 1960 1

Number per
100,000 residents

Occupation Urban areas Rural areas

Physitians and surgeons 161.2 52.4
Dentists 60.0 21.9
Pharmacists 63.9 Z3.3
Nurses, peofessionsl 387.3 194.7
Teachers, elementary 568.0 548.5

Public 460.7 493.2
Private 107.3 55.3

Teachers (nof elsewhere
classified) 96.3 58.0

Librarians 56.4 27.1
Clergymen . -108.3 120.3

Souice: Bird (5, table !I).

If one. may generalize to other professions from
the distribution of health personnel, the general
shortage of professional personnel hieli charac-
terizes rural areas is even more acute in low income
counties (table 0). These low income counties are
much less likely to be within commuting distance

In a recent study of 45 physiciatls who :eft rural arac-
tices in eastern Kentucky (11). 40 pet zent listed unfavorable
living conditions as a major reason for leaving while only
7 percent listed professional diferatisfactions. Their decisions
to migrate were undoubtedly influenced by their wives. 83

percent of whom were dissatisfied with the schools in the
area, 78 percent with the cultural Opportunities, 69 percent
with recreational facilities, and 59 percent with the shopping
facilities. Although eastern Kentucky may offer an extreme
me, the basic problems in the att-action and retention of
professionals which it faces are general to most low income
rural areas.

"Devite the_ trementIOns progress made in school con-
solidation, which reduced the number of school districts
from 127,531 in 1931-32 to 40,520 in 1959-60, over half of
the districts in 1959 -60 -stained fewer than 150 students
(IS).

metropolitan areas, where professionals are most
heavily concentrated. Relatively large time and
travel costs, therefore, must be added to the usual
professional fees for services when residents of these
counties are forced to go outside the local com-
munity to secure services. The personnel shortage
thus places a heavier financial burden on the very
communities that are least able to bet.. them.

TABLE 5.- Health personnel per 100,000 population,
by county group, U. S. tall, and sample of 101
low income rural counties, 1962

Personnel per
I(X),000 population

Comity type
Medical
doctois

I /cut ists Nurse,.
(active)

All counties. 142.9 54.1 :300.0
Oreater metropolitan.. 195.4 71.0 327.5
Lesser metropolitan 145.3 52.0 339.6
Adjacent to metropolitan 85.6 38.7 254.2

Low income sample 63.2 18.4 144.4
Isolated semirural 94.2 40.6 242.8

Low income semple 57.4 23.5 92.7
Isolated rural 53.0 27.4 125.9

Low income sample 41.1 12.2 84.4

Source:, Pennell and Baker (20. Low income counties
comprise a 20-percent sample of the bottom quintile of
counties classified by median family income.

The injurious consequences for rural communities
from the shortage of professionals is not limited to
the greater inconvenience arid, higher costs of ob-
taining professional services. Increasingly it is the
professional who must link local institutional sys-
tems to various specialized outside agencies,-
especially those which provide programs and sup-
porting funds for local services. It is the. profes-
siona, functionary who is most likely to be aware
of new programs and.their funding requirements. In
technical areas, he may be the only one sufficiently
familiar with the language of . i act or directive
from an outside agency to com,m,liend its meaning
or appreciate its ,implications. Urban communities
are at an obvious advantage in working with State
and Federal programs and agencies because of their
greater number of professionals. And because they
work in and arc often products of an urban environ-
ment, government program designers are likely to
assume the availability of community specialists to
carry them out. Criticizing the "urban bias" of
community action programs of the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity, Gilmour (16) recently charged:

Prepackaged programs-are designed with Urban resources
and realities in mind; program guidelines and CAP Memos
are often neither meaningful nor appropriate for rural com-
munity action agencies; imsonnel requirements (e.13- as
with Head Start projects) are impossible to honor, due to
the seareity of professional personnel in rural areas, and the
program application forms and analysts' reviev: require-
ments appear premised on sizeable and specialized CAP
staffs. when the typical rural CAP may have one. or at
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most. two pofessional staffers who must triple and quad-
ruple "in brass."

The multiplicity of flinctions that must be per-
formed by paid staff members in rural connnunities
is also characteristic of unpaid citizen volunteers.
With the greater emphasis on program planning to
be found in nearly all institutional systems, higher
levels of both general and specialized knowledge are
required. The average resident of a lbw income
rural community is neither highly educated nor
accustomed to working with abstractions. Although
some "representatives of the poor" may make signal
contributions to planning, more usually their par-
ticipation in planning operations represents pro
forma compliance with Federal guidelines. If pro-
grams are to be deVeloped in the local community,
the major burden falls 'wavily on the relatively
small number of well educated (often professionals
already overtaxed in their own fields). 1Vith the
growing multiplicity of programs, their limited time
and energies arc quickly dissipated. The need- to
utilize more effectively the limited available supply
of professionals is generally recognized, but it is not
likely to be met until greater coordination of insti-
tutional programs is achieved.

Effective Organization of Local Institutions

Many of the more troublesome problems of local
institutions can be directly attributed to their
organization. These problems include some of the
financial and staffing difficulties that have been
preViously discussed. In considering the organiza-
tional structure of local institutional systems, a
number of aspects must be examined. One is the
internal organization of the local system. A second
involves the "vertical" relationship of the local
system to extra-local agencies at a higher adminis-
trative level. And a third concerns the "horizontal"
relations of different institutional systems within a
given community.

Internal organization

It is impossible here to discuss the various prob-
len,s of 'internal organization faced. by local insti-
tutions. The major one, however, is the small size of
most local organizational units located in rural
conunttities." These are not only inadequate to
render good-service in,many instances but also tend
to be more expensive on a unit service- cost basis.
The most practical soluti ,n to this problem is one
that is already being followed in many areasi.e.,

" The large proportion of -small school 'units leas already
been noted. In 1960 there were about 15,000 school districts
with fewer than 50 students, whose operating costs tier stu-
dent in average daily attendance were exceeded only in
systems with 25,000 or more students (1$). More than a
third of 865 county -owned general hospitals in 1964-11N41
fewer than 50 beds. Their occupancy rates were lower than
thotte of larger hospitals and, with the exception of hospitals
with 900 to 499 beds. their expenses per patient day were
higher dein those of-the huger hospitals (3).
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the functional consolidatici of smaller local units
into larger districts or regional units.

Federal and State agencies, understandably, have
promoted functional consolidation more actively
than have local institutions. Some of the grant.
policies of both Federal at State governments, how-
ever, have tended to preserve inefficient local units.
Incentive grants based on savings achieved through
consolidation would probably be high-yield invest-
ments in most institutional areas. The policy of
organizing all State services to local areas on a
regional basis is gaining rapid acceptance and should
probably be accelerated. Regional specialists in a
great variety of institutional areas could be made
available to local communities through the Coopera-
tive Extension Service of land-grant colleges oper-
ating in every State. Although some progress has
been made in this direction, the full potential of
State technical service to rural communities-is far
from realization.

Vertical organization

The linking of local institutional systems to extra-
local agencies, as previously noted, has generally
meant a loss of control by the local community over
certain decisions affecting it. It is difficult to evalu-
ate this shift objectively because of the strong
sentiments _.surrounding the concept of local
autonomy. One might well question whether -local
communities have lost power in any absolute sense,
since they often had no alternatives on some of the
issues currently disputed. Like the question of States
rights, the matter of local autonomy is not likely to
be cleanly solved by some absolute decision but
rather will continue to plague public administrators
for years to come.

Viewed administratively, the major problems of
moving decisions to extra-local agents involve the
ability of such agents to assess local situations and
the ability of local communities to coordinate insti-
tutional activities over which they have little con-
trol. The centralization of -decisionrmakitig author-
ity at levels far removed from the local
must inevitably result in some serious inemlities.
Because administrators tend to look at "a ierage"
situations when faced with a great- number-of indi-
vidual units and because the "average community"
is no longer rural, it is very often the rural com-
munity that comes out the loser. In recent legisla-
tion involving Federal grants -in -aid, greater pOwer
has been allocated to the States. Regional or district
units within States might be strengthened by the
States transferring to them some of the authority
granted by Federal legislation.

Sonic special word must be said about the difficult
position of the local adtbinistrator, who is fre-
quently caught in a crossfire of conflicting demands
and expectations from community groups and higher
echelons of the vertical system. The pressures upon
him are especially great in the rural community
where official-and personal roles are less likely to be
sharply differentiated. A decision to support or not



support a community position contrary to that of an
outside agency (especially the Federal Government)
is not simply an administrative action in many
small communities. It is an act of personal loyalty
or disloyalty to one's neighborsa fact which ad-
ministrators reared in the impersonal en ,ironment
of large cities often fail to appreciate fully.

Horizontal integration

One of the few advantages which rural communi-
ties have enjoyed over larger urban communities
has been their ability to achieve some_ coordination
of the many different local institutional services. To
a considerable degree this coordination has been
achieved through informal channels. The relatively
small number of institutional functionaries makes
possibleindeed, necessarytheir getting together
frequently with each other and with influential citi-
zens. They are more likely to participate in the same
service clubs or social activities, which provide op-
portunities to discuss developments in various
institutional areas. The same citizens may sit on the
boards' or coimnittees of half a dozen or more com-
munity associations.

The power vested in a relatively small- number of
persons in most rural communities has been of great
concern in the various antipoverty programs, for the
decision-makers rarely represent the poorer ele-
ments of the society. The frequent -assumption that
rural. community power is necessarily monolithic
or pyramidal is not supported by empirical evi-
dence (32) . Neither can it be validly assumed that

-.all local decision-makers are opposed to the legiti-
mate-interests of the poor or fail to be aware of their
problems. However, it- is no doubt true' that the
interests of the poor are not represented among
rural decision-makers to the extent of other
interests.

The policy of funding private nonprofit organiza=
tions to administer antipoverty programs and re-
quiring "maximum feasible participation" of the
poor has undoubtedly had beneficial effect's in many
communities. It has provided a means of bypassing

.

institutional systems that were inactive, caught in
the ruts of traditionalism, or exploitative of the
poor. It has also developed interest in community
programs on the part of the poor through their .
involvement and; in so doing, has provided a hope
for many that their lot could- be improved.

These substantial advantages of special program
Agencies must be weighed against some serious dis-
advantages, however. The establishment of such
agencies adds new units to an already cluttered
system of institutional structures, creating greater
complexity and- making more difficult the task of
comprehensive planning and coordinating of insti-
tutional services. Existing services are sometimes
duplicated, and competition for scarce profesY' al
personnel is increased. Often there is n(
gain in service personnel to the comin. it
simply .a shifting of individuals from on, - .on
to another. Programs of such special ages,,. arc

usually considered "temporary" by the local com-
munity, and u hile involved citizens may perform
the ritual of developing long-range plans, there is
an understandable lack of confidence that they will
be carried out. Because they lack fiscal authorit, ,

most nonprofit private agencies are placed in a
vulnerable position by any requirements for match-
ing funds. These various disadvantages seem seri-
ous enough in their import to warrant a full review
of the effectiveness of the nonprofit private agency
in providing services supported by public funds.

Whatever its advantages for service coordination,
the local unit is generally too small to finance and
staff efficient programs, as we have already noted.
The comprehensive service district or region pro-
posed, and in some cases developed, as a means of
achieving greater efficiency also has some apprecia-
ble advantages for coordinating institutional sere-
ices. President Johnson's Executive Memoranduin
directing Federal agencies to coordinate their plan-
ning and development district boundaries with those
of State agencies is a major step toward achieVing
prograin integration and clearing the cluttered map
of diverse and overlapping units that defy coordi-
nation at any level.

Summary and Conclusions

The basic assumption under- which we have oper-
ated in this paper is that rural community poverty
is both a cause and an effect of inadequate local
social, institutions. Three sets of factors have been
explored in their relationship to institutional inade-
quacies in loW income rural areas: (1) financial re-

-sources; (2) institutional personnel; and -(3)
institutional organization.

Most rural communities do not possess adequate
financial resources to support effective social insti-
tutions whether they depend upon tax or private
maintenance. Realistically, there. is little likelihood
that the great majority of low income communities
will- develop sufficient local' support in the near
future. To date, extra-local firancing from Federal
and State as well as private sources has not been
sufficient to overcome existing deficiencies. It is
apparent that, outside funds must be substantially
increased if effective local institutions are to be
developed. In many local areas current fiscal ca-
pacity is not being fully utilized,' even within the
limits of existing legislative provision. State govern-
ments should be encouraged to provide incentives
and technical assistance to increase local tax efforts,
but minimal programs of institutional services
should be provided regardless of local fiscal-support,
Both Federal and State agencies granting funds to
local communities should encourage scale economies
through the development of larger institutional serv-
ice units to the fullest extent feasible, recognizing
the limitations imposed by sparse and dispersed
populations in some large land areas of the nation.

Shortages of professional personnel in rural com-
munities stem only in part from the lack of financial
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resources. In many instances professionals also lack
the organizational support, facilities, and profes-
sional contacts which they consider necessary for
the satisfactory performance of their professional
roles. The absence of cultural amenities and good
schools in low income rural communities is also a
deterrent to recruiting highly educated profes-
sionals. In the face of an existing shortage-of and
growing demand for most categories of professionals,
there is little prospect that most rural communities
will overcome these handicaps. The best hope for the
attraction and efficient utilization of professional
personnel would appear to be in the establishment of
comprehensive institutional service centers in which
professionals could be concentrated to provide serv-
ices to local communities within a defined district.

Institutional specialikation and the shift of de-
cision-making authority out of the local community-
have made much more difficult the task of coordi-
nating institutional services to produce optimal
community benefits. The problem of service integta-
tion has been further complicated by the existence
Of a multitude of overlapping service districts: Here,
too, the establishment of coincident service areas
with comnprehensiveservice centers would appear to
offer a feasible solution to one of the major problems
plaguing small communities. ,Progress which has
already been made in several States in establishing
coincident service areas indicates that the difficulties
imposed by existing political -subdivisions are not
:insurmountable, The development of congruent
service areas should be accelerated with full State
and Federal support, and, where possible, service
districts should be provided with legislative and_
fiscal authority.

The current practice of some Federal agencies,
notably the Office of Economic Opportunity, of en-
couraging' small, independent, and often uneco-
nomical programs should be reviewed in the light-of
long-range objectives. There is no intrinsic reason
why some of the more praiseworthy features of such
programs, including the participation of-the poor in
self-help' activities, cannot -be incorporated within
a more comprehensive and better coordinated frame-
work of social action. The achievements of niany
present programs should not be discounted. In the
long run,however, both poor communities and poor
people are likely to benefit most from the develop-
ment of well-organized and adequately staffed insti-
tutional systems with carefully planned, long-range
programs of service.
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Chapter 6

Infrastructure in Rural Areas
WILBUR R. MAKI, professor of economies, Iowa State Uhiversity-

prosperity.Introduction

The infrastructure of an area refers to the basic
public investment in streets, -highwayS, and rail-
roads; water and energy supplies and distribution
systems; education and. !musing; and expenditures
on the social and cultural environment (32; 102).1
These investments-in social overhead make-Possible
the _provision of basic- services to the -commodity-
producing sectors=agricidture, forestry, ining,
and manufacturing;- they also make- possible_ the
provision of needed social services and of invest-
ment in the huinan agent.= The health, education,
Welfare, and public adininistration activities of an
area are viewed as part of the infrastructure for
the facilities themselves Would not be_built without
the certainty of these activities taking place in the
area.3

-Rural areas fall into at least two major cate-
goriesthose that are growing and those- that are
not (when measured by net positive or negative

-change in population from one period to the next).
The growing rural area is characterized by an in-
creasing number and variety of linkages with the
larger economy of which it is a part (-104). Agricul-
ture, for example, though declining in its total
labor force, is expanding total output and, par-
ticularly, output per worker. Similarly, the agri-
culturally related industries-and services, though
declining in their labor force, are expanding in the
total volume of goods and services produced. The
labor force_ released from agriculture and agricul-
turally related -activities may find employment in
the service-industries of the area that, too, are ex-
panding because of the growing productivity and
affluence of the area's basic industries. The growing

' Italic numbers in parentheses indicate references listed
at the end of this paper.

'Some writers emphasize even more strongly the inipor-
lance of the infrastructure in economic development: for
example, Pawera (141, p. 3) calls1--it "the sine quo non of
economic development and growth."

'This concept of the infrastrliaCy is essentially the same
as Martin's (111, p. 81) concept of community capital, which
lie defines as the "facilities and oTanizations used to pro-
duce public services for communities. including streets and
roads, sanitary and water systems, parks and recreational
facilities. libraries. police and fire protection. education,
hospital and health services, museums and other facilities
for producing aesthetic services, recreation. mid so on."
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of the area is Manifested, therefore, by a
proliferation of local services.

Growing rural areas are transitional- areas inas,
much as,:typically, economic growth ineans gradu-
ation of the area's principal population centers_ into
a metropolitan- status i.e., a total _population ex-
ceeding 50,000. Frequently a growing .rural- area
has a principal service center approaching the
50,000 mark, While several of the lesser service
centers also are increasing in-total population and
influence.

The declining rural area is characterized by a
rapid outfingration of farm people and a corr.&
sponding decline in local service centers. Typically,
the declining rural area also has experienced -the
loss of a former resource-base. such as,mining_-and
lumbering, or the minerals -and forests that sup,
ported- the rural -work force in an earlier period--of-
its history.. Presently; the area suffers from above-
average Otitmigration and below- average income
leVels.

A rural area with only rudimentary forms of
public services -is marked, also,- by low income
levels. Attributing the poverty to a lack of develop,
went of the infrastructure, however, puts the cart
before the horse as long as the resource -base and
the geographic location_bf the area are unfavorable
for rational industry locati-m. Lack of rural ee?-
nomic growth and development is fundamentally
function of loW resource productivity, which in
turn is influenced by a variety of considerations,
including the community and social capital that is
a Prerequisite for acquiring the individual skills
and social attitudes that make possible high rates of
resource productivity (43, 92, 114, 136, 156, 163).

High rates of increase in agricultural resource
productivity have increased farm production per
worker and made redundant a substantial portion
of the farm labor force. Lack of appropriate WI
opportunities or, alternatively, lack Of appropriate
skills on the part of the farm labor force to fit the
job specifications of an urban society has forced
many farmers to remain underemployed. Thus, the
cost of unemployment and underemployment in
rural areas, which is the other side of the story of
economic progrcs, has been borne by rural people,
not only in terms of the potential loss of income
from better paying nonfarming jobs, but also in the
actual cost of sustaining both the young and the
aged in these rural areas (140, 164).



Too frequently the present-day farmer finds low
income farming still the best alternative in his life-
time. At the same time, the education of his children
for an urban society falls largely upon his own and
his community's-resources, as does the maintenance
of local welfare services, many of which lie provider
in a mant.er customary of traditional society. In-
vestinent in the rural infrastructure is, therefore, a

_concern that extends beyond the boundaries of rural
communities and-that eneeimpasses the social needs
of several generations of farm-born peoplethose
now in _,farming, those in school. and those now
retired.

As long as a large number of rural ,people are
unable to find satisfactory off -farm employment
opportunities, and as long as the young must be
educated and the aged and others must be provided
with minimal levels of social services and comfort,
public investments will be made in roads, schools,
hospitals, airports, water, gas and electric systems,
and- cultural and recreational facilities. However,
an important question arises with- reference to the
location of these public investments, and the eco-
nomic-criteria for delineating their service areas_ (to
take cognizance of possible economies of scale with-
out adding unreasonably to the burdens of the in
dividual family because of a lack of proximity to
the service). Indeed, the geographic- location of the
public investment and public -services will -have a
decisive influence on rural settlement patterns for
decades to come.

If additional social overhead -investments were
confined_to growth centers of less than 50,000 popu-
lation-, then many families would tend to move
closer to these local areas, bringing along with them
a host of other activities that cater to-their _private
needs and that depend upon these families for their
labor services. On the other hand, if the additiOnal
social overhead were distributed uniformly among
all service centers in the area on the basis of-popu-
lation, it is likely that many of these trade centers
would experience a temporary slowdown in their
rate of decline. Yet, the social overhead still may
be inadequate to attract new business activities and
to retain the young people who cannot find employ-
ment opportunities locally.

It can be argued, therefore; that the focalization
of public investments and many public services in
the principal growth center of a rural area, which is
within convenient commuting distance from all
households in the surrounding area, can contribute
more to rural area development than the dispersion
of all public investments and services on a head-
count basis. An adequate and not overburdensome
infrastructure is, therefore, a necessary but not a
sufficient condition for rural- economic growth and
development.

To show the role of the rural infrastructure in
economic growth and development, selected grow-
ing and declining rural areas are identified and the
relationships between the infrastructure and the
economic base in these areas are estimated and

evaluated with reference to their implications for
rural industrialization, employment, and income
distribution. Subsequently, go..7ralizations about
the relationship of rural infrastructures to rural
employment and income patterns are made with
particular reference to alternative approaches to
public investment in rural areas.,

In summary, this study emphasizes the poSsibil-
ities of expanding the real consumption _choices of
rural people and; also, increasing the number of
families and individuals who participate actively in
the production of national wealth' _Accordingly,
this study is concerned with public investment
alternatives in rural areas and the necessary -re-
lation of these investments to rural economic
growth and de=velopment.

Rural Industrialization

The occurrence of profitable 'investment oppor-
tunities for the development of commodity-produc-
ing- export industries has been, historically, it pre-,
condition for more widespread regional economic
growth and.development (132, 133, 143). When the
investment opportunities represented mineral de --
posits or vast expanses of forest, large-scaleindus-
trial operations were set up for materials _Process-
ing, either at -the site or at more-distant manufac-
turing centers (9, 19, 148). Thus, the explOitation
of natural, resources was accompanied by construc-
tion activity at the plant site, and on the transpor-
tation routes connecting the primary producing area
to processing centers and_markets.

Agricultural development required a host of trade
and service activities in the commercialization of
the production process, which also became oriented
to export markets. Essential differences occurred
between mining and forestry on the one hand, and
agriculture on the other, for example, in the ex-
ploitation of the resource base, namely, the degree
of vertical integration and the degree of institu-
tional permanency. The/Organizational fragmenta-
tion of the productive prOcesses meant, inoreover,
a dependence upon individual enterprise in provid-
ing the primary producers with essential goods and
services.

New job and investment opportunities emerged
as the resource base expanded, which attracted
merchants, bankers, doctors, and other profeSsional
people to cater to the needs of a rapidly growing
population. Meanwhile, the investment in social
overhead included the construction not only of

' Kauai (9s, p. in commenting on sod: I policy in
Finland. observes iiiht "no society striving for economic
growth can afford to let the aged. the disabled, and those
outside the productive processes in general, on the one hand.
and the individuals of smallest means participating in the
productive process. on the otherto let all these people
alone, .o that they would not even try to improve their
level of living." Kuusi contends that the place and func-
tion of social policy is "to mobilize the whole population
for the promotion of economic growth."
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basic community facilities, such as transportation,
communications, water, light and power, but also
hospitals, schools, civic auditoriums, and parks
(41). Indeed, each stage in the economic evolution
of an area was marked by an expansion of public
services and of public investments in community
and human capital (99).

Regional Growth Stages

In the staging of economic growth, typically one
starting point is the development of a frontier
region, or a mature region that is experiencing a-
new cycle of economic growth. The takeoff to indus-
trializatioP, or to self-renewal where industrializa-
tion= -has occurred already, is characterized by net
capital imports that support the private investment
in industrial plant and equipment and the -public
investment in social overhead (150). In the frontier
region, a regional center emerges as a focal area for
channeling the flows of _materials, men, and money
froth the deve!oped regions -to the peripheral areas
of 'the frontier region (64, 111, 122, 193).

The second Stage of economic groWthis marked by
proliferation of the economic base and infrastruc-
ture-rand by a rapid expansion of the service sector.
Growth centers emerge in the peripheral areas of _

the .frontier region to become eventually -the focal
points. for a syStem of -local service centers that,
together, make up the urban structure of the new
economic areas (100, 178). The second stage in-
volves, therefore, a subregionalization of rural and
urban activities. In addition, the stage of prolifer-
ation is characterized by a net export surplus on
current accounts, which, however, is erased by the
income payments on earlier borrowings. Thus, net
capital imports persist as a -characteristic of both
the -first and second stages of regional economic
growth.

The third stage is one of stabilization. The
peripheral areas reach their peak levels -of popu-
lation and employment and, because of resource
depletion, these areas face prospects of continuing
population outmigration, along with the attendant
costs of supporting excess capacity in social Service
structures (66, 83). The net export surplus increases
but the income payments on earlier borrowings no
longer exceed the net surplus on current accounts.
Thus, the stabilization stage is marked by net capi-
tal -exports, which signals the exhaustion of local
investment opportunities. Substantial population
redistribution also occurs within the region and the
rural areas within the region. However, only the
smaller local service centers may experience a de-
cline in total population and employment.

The fourth stage of regional growth is one of de-
population and economic decline. The stage of de-
cline is marked by consolidation of urban centers,
with perhaps sonic of the submetropolitan growth
centers reverting to a local service center status and
with the conversion of some rural areas into wilder-
ness areas or other sparsely populated zones of
human activity. Net export surpluses on current
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accounts gradually decline, but net import sur-
pluses on capital accounts, in the form of income
payments on earlier lending, increase (88. 150):
Thus, property income payments, along with trans-
fer payments increase in relative importance. With-
out the property income payments to residents of
the region, economic decline would occur even more
rapidly.

The accumulative effects of population- outmigra-
tion impose extra burdens on a substantial segment
of the population that lives on fixed incomes. Gen-
etally, self-imposed scarcity characterizes. the atti-
tudes of main street merchants and property
owners in the depopulation stage (195).

Geographic Linkages .

Historic data covering several multicounty areas
in the North Central States were assembled as part
of this study to show the pattern of economic de
velopment in both growing and declining rural
areas. Each of -the areas includes a service center
of more than 2,500 population and, -in the case of
the _growing rural areas and one of -the declining
areas, of more than 25;000 population. The selected
economic areas, to which reference is made later in
this report, belong to-several economic regions that
focus on metropolitan centers of more than 250,000-
population. The,inetropolitan centers, more so than
the submetropolitan centers, are the nodal points of
an emerging interstate and interregional highway
network.

The interstate highway network provides a crude
basis for delineating ofie-regionar systemthe one
focusing on the large metropolitan centers. Assum-
ing that everSoStandard Metropolitan Statistical
Area of more than.250,000 population is an eligible
candidate for the title of Regional City, then at
least 10 major metropolitan centers cast their in=
fluence upon one or more of the multicounty areas
(48). For the selected economic areas, the Twin
Cities, Orniha, Des Moines, and Chicago are their
regional centers; they are readily accessible by car
or plane. from each of the growth. centers.

A second level of urban services is focused in the
metropolitan growth centers of less than 250,000
population; these centers are the growth poles of
multicounty metropolitan economic areas.5 The
metropolitan growth centers, of which there are
seven in Iowa, for example, offer a range of choices
in job, educational, and consumption opportunities
that compare favorably with those in the larger
regional centers. Because of the. lack of correspond-
ence between private and social costs, the smaller

The "growth pole" concept is discittsed by Boudeville.
(30, 31. 3?). among others, xml'it'has been extensively ap-
plied in regional planning in France. Italy, and Holland M.
In the United States, the Economic Development Act of
1965 incorporates the growth pole concept in its reference
to the "economic development centera city of less than
250.000 population. and typically more than 20,000, that
would serve as a growth center for an "economic develop-
ment district."



growth centers may grow less rapidly than the
larger regional centers, although as a result the
total social costs of urban growth may be greater
than they would have been with less population
concentration in the largest cities.6

A third level of urban services focuses on the sub-
metropolitan growth centersthe growth poles of
multicounty rural economic areas. Referring to the
Iowa geography again, nine sulanetropolitan growth
centers have been identified;- typically these centers
provide the widest range of consumption choices
of an urban place in the economic area, but still
they are not fully competitive-with the metropoli-
tan growth centers, which arc of higher order in
the service hierarchy. in North Dakota, .however,
the sparsity of population dictates lower levels of
population in the principal service centers and, at
the same time, greater distance between these
centers,

Finally,-- a fourth level in the service center
hierarchy can be identified, namely, the local sere-
ice centers, typically towns of 5,000 population, but
ran_ ging froth 2,500 to as much as 25,000 population
-in areas with larger second- or third-level growth
centers (25-28). Albia, Humboldt, and Dickinson
in Iowa, for example, represent the fourth level of
service centers. The local service centers provide
an additional feasible settlement alternative for
businesses and households within a functional eco-
nomic area?

Economic Linkages

The production linkages between the primary
producing activitiesagriculture, forestry,and min-
ing, and manufacturingare illustrated by two
types of studies covering the growing and the de-
clining -areas cited earlier, namely, studies of an
area's economic base and studies of'an area's inter-

Private decisions. when based on currently favorable
cost-benefit mn..iderations, have accumuliltive effects on the
degree and extent of urban congestion and environmental
!pollution that eventually become part of the individual
decision matrix; however. these costs are transferred to
future generations or. alternatively, they arc borne by the
entire community rather than proportionately by the eco-
nomic units contributing to these costs. The "internalizing'
of external effects of urban location decisions is one con-
sideration underlying anempts to establish optimum-size.
unified, general-purpose rural and metropolitan service
districts.

The "functional economic area." which is a phrase coined
by Fox (5S, 50) to describe the approximately 50,-mile com-
muting zone centered on a principal ,urban center or what
Philbrick (144) calls a "fourth order" central place, is essen-
tially an economic development and planning area that can
serve also as a multicounty, multipurpose service district;
it corresponds with Friedmann and Miller's concept of the
"urban realm" (03). The local service center is viewed.
therefore, as the lowest-order central place in the functional
economic hierarchy (13, 14, 15, 40). Smaller trade centers
presumbaly would continue to decline and be replaced by a
much smaller number of local service centers. Consequently.
the local service centers would continue to grow until a
more optimal organization of thrill ssvviee systems is
achieved.

industry transactions. While the tirst studies em-
phasize the commodity-producing activities, the
second covers the entire range of economic phe-
nomena. Because of the importance of community-
producing activities in rural areas. both approaches
to the understanding of rural economies are ex-
amined for the insights they offer regarding the role
of public investments and services in regional ea:-
nomic growth and- development.

Economic base

The main idea in the dichotomy between an
exogenously determined and an endogenously deter-
mined activity is the direction of causation. Thus,
for the economic base: events outside the area ae-
count for its growth and development while for'the
residentiary activities the success of the economic
base in producing for and competing in profitable
markets outside -the area are-of primary importance
(5).*Emphasis is upon external factorstechnOlogy
and deniand,- and the adjustment of local activities
to these factors- via the export-producing sector
(186).:, The adjustments- are made by resource
owners on the basis of their perceived investment`
opportunities in export-producing and related in-
dustries.

The. underlying economic base rationale supports
the 'Iowa studies focusing on three of. Iowa's fimc-
tional economic areasTENCO, a 10-county Arca
in southern Iowa; NIAD, a 9-county area in north--
central Iowa;} and Miderest, an 8-county area in
southwestern Iowa (53, 54, 145). Ih each of these
studies,. the emphasis is upon the commodity-pro-
.dicing or export-producing ceetors of the area econ-
omy. Growth and development of the economic
base in these areas is alleged to bring along with
it growth and development in the area economy as
a whole (53, 54). For example, the- nine-county-
North Iowa Area Development area ,(NIAD) is
projected to show a substantial decline in export-
producing employment, which accounts for the
lagging rate of growth in total employment (table
1). An increase in export-producing einibment
clearly would result in a substantial increase in
total employment for the NIAD area.

The Iowa economic base studies are not intended
to show the infrastructure requirements of each of
the rural areas that would make feasible an expan-
sion of commodity-producing or export-producing
activities. These studies do show, however, that
even by maintaining existing levels of employment
in the commodity - producing or export-producing
industries, the total number of jobs in the infra-
structure and service industries would increase sub-
stantially. For example, in the NIAD study, the
total employment supported per worker in the
commodity-producing sector was 2.06 in 1950, but
by 1975 this-ratio is projected to reach 2.48. The
20-percent increase in non-commodity-producing
employment per commodity-producing worker
compares with a 23-percent increase in the ratio of

89



TAW,: 1.-Estiated and projected export-producing and residentiary employment, by industry, 1:1 D,
Iowa, 1950-751

1 Data .M thousands]

1950 1960 1 9 7 5

Sector and industry Export = Domestic Total Export = Domestic Total Export 2 Domestic Total
Commodity producing:

Agriculture_ 19.7 0.6 20.:3 15.4 0.5 15.9 10.2 0.3_ 10.5
Manufacturing__ 6.0 1.3 7.3 6.6 1.5 . 8.1 8.8 2.2 10.8

Subtotal 25.7 1.9 27.1; - '2'2.0 2.0 24.0 .19.0 1.3 21:3
Basic services:

Construction 1.7 1.7 :1.4 1.11 1.1; 3.2 1.4 1.4 2.8
Tnmsportation, com-

munications, utilities
Subtotal

2.3
4.11

130 . ,,.:36
7.0

2.1
:3.7

.1.1
2.7

3.2
41.4

2.11

:3,4
1.2
2.1;

3.2
6.11

Secondary services:
Trade 1..1 9.7 11.0. 1.4 9.9 11.3 1.4 9.9 113
Financial, instwance,

real estate 1) 1.2 1.2 0 0.9 1.6 0 1.8 1.8
Business and repair ... 0.1 1.4 1.5 11.1 1.0 1.1 0.1 0.9 1.0
Entertainment and

recreation 0 -- 0A 11.4 0 (1;1 0.3 1) 11.4 0.4_
Personal 0.4 2.4 0.4 2.3 2.7 0.5 2.8 3.3
Professional and

related 11.5 3.8 4.3 0.8 5.5 6.3 0.8 5.6 6.4
Public administration Il 1.4 1.4 0 1.5 1.5 1.7 1.7

Subtotal 2.3 19.9 221 2.7 22.1 24.8 2.8 23.1- 2.5.9
Total 32.0 24.8 56.8 28.3 26.8 55.2 25.1 28.0- 53.2

Eldridge, Eber (53).
= Export-producing employment is that portion of an industry's total employment assumed to be engaged in the -pro-

duction of goods and services for sale outside the area.
-

residentiary to export-producing employment.
However, deficiencies in basic and secondary serv-
ices, insofar as these deficiencies may affect area
industrial growth and economic development, are
nowhere noted specifically With reference to their
magnitude and the feasibility of acorrection through
specific public jirograms and policies.°

Another consideration that is slighted in a sharply
focused examination of an area's economic base is
the spatial position of a focal point and its economic
area in relation to the larger economic legidn of
which they are a part. The growth and development
of commodity-producing expoit industriek in the
area may induce growth of infrastructure and other
service activities, or the residentiary grow th may
occur primarily because of the advantageous loca-
tion of the focal point- with reference to a large
potential population that may seek residence in the
area.°

Tang, in his studies of industrial-urban development in
the Southern Piedmont MIL considered deficient public
services a major roadblock to industrialization. in Mhos--
surplus areas. He therefore proposed (a) rapid amortization
of private investment as an aid to industry and 00 tnIPPle-
mental,. Federal grants-in-aid as aid to local governments
in the labor-surplus areas.

'The first position with reference to the export-producing
sector is taken by North (131) when he asserts that the dis-
position of income earned from the export industries plays
a decisive role in regional )growth. Development of a suc-
cessful agricultural export industry, for example, induces
urbanization, as demonstrated by the agricultural develop-
ment in the irrigated areas of the West. A strong export
base, rather than urbanization, is the key to regional eco-
nomic growth. Location factors are important. however, in
the development of a region's urban structure as well as its
export base.
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Because of a "filling-in" process, new focal_areas
develop to serve core regions that preViously. were
peripheral to the major centers of economie-_groWth.
For example, the dispersion of industrial plants
from the Chicago area to more _distant lieriphdral
urban places has resulted in a surge of4tidustrial
growth in eastern Iowa. K concept of concentric
zones of -economic growth, based, on spatial link-
ages, thus becomes applicable in tile analysis of the
future prospectS for industrialization and acceler-
ated population growth in rural areas (143, 157).

Interindustry transactions

The standard input-output table yields much of
the same information obtained from an economic
base study. Using employment rather than gross
outpUt, an interindustry transactions table was pre-
pared for a seven-county area (i.e., seven of eight
counties making up the Midcrest area) in southern

_Iowa (table 2). This area is- declining sin pdpulation
more rapidly than the MAD area and it also has a
smaller total economic base, in terms of the export-
producing sectors, as compared with the correspond-
ing sectors of the _NIAD area. The interindustry
transactions table provides a basis for estimating
the manpower needs for the projected futureindus-
try in the area when the industry employment data
are converted into corresponding projections of oc-
cupational profiles by industry and the area as a
whole. Information on future manpower require-
ments and job opportunities_ are not available for
most rural areas, which results in substantial gaps
in developing area training and education programs
that are geared to the future labor markets for the
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area's labor force. Thus, the interindustry trans-
actions table, when converted into corresponding
estimates and projections of emppyment by occu-
pation, can provide, for exampl , critical informa-
tion for area manpower programs."

A second interindustry transactions table---one
covering a seven-county area focusing on Dickinson,
N. Dak.-has been prepared for the calendar year
1960 (153). Thirty economic sectors Were-identi-
fied; these are regrouped now to correspond ap-
proximately to the classification preSented earlier
(table 3).

According -to the ,findings of the Dickinson eco-
nomic -area Study,- based on-the marginal multiplier
estimates, all Million increase in the &Wand for
each of the basic services slwwn in table 3 is asso-
ciated with_an increase-in the total Sales of-goods
and services- in the Dickinson economic area of $1
million to= $3.07 million, depcmding:upon the par-
ticular industry 'that is eXperiencingi the increase
in_deinand: Of course, growth in Market demand in
one sector its the infrastructure LS not an inde-
pendent phenomenon but party of an overall- area
increase in the demand for goodS and services pro-

. duced by all the indvstries that- arellinked together
by their interindustry sales and purehases. A $1
millioniincrease in the final- demand for transporta-
tion, for exaMple, would be associated, but not
necessarily on a cause - and - effect basis,- with a, sub=
stantial increase in the demand for-commiMication
services as well as public-utilities, housing, -streets
and roads, schooli, and other public facilities.

An- interindustry transitions table was prepared
for Iowa as a basis for long-run resource and metro-
politan planning in the State (10). Accordinr to the
Iowa studies, in 1960 total State and local govern-
mental expenditures on highways, education, wel-
fare, and related- public services was $886 million
while total population and:employment was 2,758,-
000 and 1,019,000, respectively. Total commodity-
producing employment was 412,700-slightly over
40 percent of total civilian ,employment. If total
employment- were to increase to 1,117,000 by 1975,
and total output of the commodity-producing sector
were to increase from 843 billion to $7 billion in
constant 1960 dollars, total current and capital -out-
lays fo, the specified public functions would in-
crease from 81.2 billion to $1.8- billion, in constant
1960 dollars (table 41. Thus, each $1 billion in-

"The critical role of the labor market in transforming
agricultural enterprise in low income rural areas into more
productive economic units has been cited by Nicholls (127-
131), Ruttan (152). Schultz (158- 101), Sister (171). and
Tang (181, 182, 185). A distance-factor affects the quality
and availability, of information on job -opportunities,how-
ever, as pointed out by, Smith (174). Indeed, Meier (110)
considers the production. distribution, and use of informa-
tion as a key function of a city and particularly, a city's
central business district. Quite possibly, the role of informa-
tion in economic development-both its production and
consumption-is the most seriously neglected facet of the
otherwise excellent studies conducted in light of the brilliant
insight into area economic development offered by Schultz
(167) nearly two decades ago.
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TABLE 3.-Grosi :receipts multipliers based on re-
gression and trade coefficients, Dickinson area,
N. Dak., 19601

Industry
Marginal

multiplier'
Average

multiplier 3

Commodity producing:
Agriculture, crops . :L02 3.56
Agriculture, livestock 3.27 4.16
Concrete, sand, gravel, etc 2.53 2.98

11:Ciric services:
Construction 1.4:3 2.46
Transportation 1 MI 3.02
Communications 3.07 :4.38
Utilities 1.28 _ -2.30

Secondary services:
Elevators 3.1r2 4.24
Livestock marketing 1.00 3.63
Food anikkindred_productis,
ltegtaiirants And bars:.

1.95
,_ 2.Z1

2.92
2.96

General merchandise . . 1.45 1.80
Furniture and appliances. 1.44 1.89
Drugs Audi-medicine 1-.00 2.31
Petroleum 1.33 1.72

, Cantand trucks 1.36 = 1;63-
Nlachinerf 1.Z3 1.69

-Lumber and-hardware . - 1.65 '2.07
hindrance 2.24 :3.51
-1,001 And-financial 2.85 3.72
Local_housing

_
2.68 3.(13

Ant* and machinery repair 1.53 2.32
Personal services 2.73 3.28
Recreational facilities 2.48 2.90
Service and charity .... 2.99 3.66
Medical services = :3.04 3.34
Medical facilities 3.04 3.58
Churches 2.69 3.17
Government 1.00 1.00
Households 2.37 3.13

' Sands; Larry Dean. Analysis of effects of income changes
un interxectoral and intercommunity economic structure.
Unpubl. Masters Thesis, Library. N. Dak. State Univ..
Fargo. 1966, p. 39.

2 Based on. regression analysis of change in purchases of
an industry associated with reported changes- in great re-
ceipts.

lived on total area interindustry purchases and sales.

0, TABLE 4.-Estimated and projected per-capita cur-
rent and capital outlays, in constant 1960 dollars,
by sector and function, Iowa, 1960 and 1975'

Section and function
Current outlays

1960 1975
Capital outlays
1960 1975

Government.:
Education.... ...... $109 $187 $14 - $25
Highways 84 102 54 63
Welfare 25 30 3 3
Other 128 174 21 28

Total $346 $4113 $92 $119

Itidustry:
Commodity-

producing $2,806 $4,170 $131 $176
Noncommodity-

producing 1,911 3,829 119 150

Total $4,717 $7,999 $250 $326

Household $1,675 62,152 5320 $42E

' Based on data presented in Barnard (10).



crease in the gross output of the commodity-produc-
ing sector, -according to this study, would be ac-
companied-by a -$160 million increase in, State and
local expenditures.

,FOtalization of Basic Services
The focalization of basic services in the major

urban centers was mentioned earlier in the coin-

parison of rural infrastructure. For example, 31
percent of the 1960 employment in basic service
industries in the Ottumwa economic area (TENCO)
reside in Ottumwa and the remainder of Wapello
County (table 5). Because of commuting, however,
the employment percentage underestimates the con-
centration of basic service jolis in the focal area.
Secondary service industries, similarly, are con-

TABLE 5.-Percentage distribution of employment-in selected "economic areas in Iowa. by industry, 1960

Ottumwa area Ft. Dodge area Waterloo area

Indusicy
Focal

county -Total -
Focal

county `Total
Focal

= 'county Total

Commodity, producing:
Agriculture, forestry, fisheries ...... 8.2. 25.4 14.1- 20.8 5.4 23.0

0.2 = 0.8 _ 0.2 0.2 0.2
Mantifactilring 31.7 -18.3 25.8 16.2 :36.6

Total 40.1 44.5 40.2 43.2 42.2 45.4

Basic services:
5.0 5.3 4.6 5.0 4.9 5.0Contract:construction

Transpertation,'communications,
utilities 9.0 6.8 - 6.4

. -
6.2

=

6.5 6.0

Total 14.0 12,1 11.0 11.2 11.4 11.0

Secondify-services:
Trade 20.1 19.1 21.2 20.8 19S 19.1

Financial, insurance, real estate 3.1 2.4 3.4 2.8 3.2 2.8
Business and repair 7.4 7.2 7.6 7.1 7.4 6.8
Professional 12.3 11.6 13.6 11.6 13.3 12.2

Public- administration 3.0 3.1 3.0- 3.3 2.7 2.7

Total 45.9 43.4 48.8 45.6 46.4 4:3.6

All industry 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Cedar Rapids area Mason City area Creston area

Industry
Focal

county Total
Focal

county Total
Focal

county Total

Commodity producing:
Agriculture, forestry, fisheries 5.8 16.4 12.6 30.8 2.5.9 39.0

Mining 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.2 (3) 0.3

Manufacturing 37.7 24.5 19.4 13.7 7.0 5.5

Total 43.6 41.1 32.3 44.7 32.9 44.8

Basic services:
Contract construction. 5.2 5.0 6.5 5.6 6.4 4.9

Transportation, communications,
utilities 6.1 5.1 7.5 5.4 10.5 5.6

Total 11.3 10.1 14.0 11.0- 16.9 10.5

Secondary services:
Trade 19.4 18.6 24.7 20.2 23.2 18.8

Financial, insurance, real estate 4.4 3.2 3.7 2.8 3.0 2.2

Business and repair 7.7 7.4 9.2 7.6 8.1 6.9

Professional 11.3 17.1' 13.3 11.2 11.3 13.1

Public administration 2.3 2.5 2.8 2.5 4.6 3.7

Total 45.1 48.8 53.7 44.3 50.2 44.7

All industry 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

'Based on US. Census of Population data.
'Leos than 0.5 percent.
'Includes University of Iowa personnel which are part of- the area's export base and comparable to the commodity-

producing industries in other areas.
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centrated in the local counties of the functional
economic areas. Much of the remaining area infra-
structure that is located outside the major urban
center is concentrated in a few intermediate urban
Places that function as subsidiary service centers.

Industry location decisions

Investment in social overhead is a prerequisite to
industrial development in an area, but continued
industrial development results in both social and

_private costs that inhibit further industrialization
and contribute, instead, -to the dispersion of new
industrial -plants to peripheral areas. Thus, gen-
erally, -industry has moved from the central -busi-

ness district to the suburb and from the suburb to
outlying centers (29, 65, 207).

The waves of industrialization emanating from
major metropolitan centers eventually coalesce
along their respective peripheries (196i 197). If
another urban center exists in the area of coales-
cence, the services and-amenities offered by this
urban center may-attract-Some of -the industry= and
commerce' seeking the peripheral location within
one of the metropolitan areas. Subsequent prolifer-
ation of -Service 'actiVities, expansion of infrastruc-
ture, and provision -of additional _amenities make
the new urban center an increasingly attractive
place in which to -live. Growth of new -job-Aippor
tunities in the urban center for residents in the
surrounding areas contributes to higher per capita
earnings for those who can take advantage of the
consequences of the local industrial and business
growth (3, 31, 55, 60, 180, 199).

Two important processes are at work in making
the peripheral urban center a local-area for indus-
trialization and commercial development, namely,
the dispersion of industry from major metropolitan
centers experiencing the problems of urban conges-
tion and the high cost of access to urban amenities,
and the coalescence of the dispersive movement
from several major metropolitan centers in the
vicinity of an existing urban centera center that
can respond to the emerging needs of the peripheral
plants and labor force through additional -public
investments- in social overhead and amenities.
Many of the new industrial plants and business
establishments are branch plants or offices and,
therefore, have access to pools of skilled labor, man-
agerial -talent, and -risk capital in one or more of
the major metropolitan centers. At the same time,
the existing urban center serves as a competing and
more convenient source of labor, including tech-
nicians and supervisory personnel, and of financing.

Industrial development in the growth center
eventually may result in rapidly increasing private
as well as social costs that_encourage both industry
and workers to seek peripheral areas, but within
commuting distance of the principal urban center.
Thus, smaller urban places in the surrounding area
must face the same sorts of public investment
choices that were faced earlier by the leaders of the
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larger urban center. For some of the smaller
peripheral plaCes the Choice may be not to expand
the local infrastructure tilt to curb the additional
costs of investing in new schools and other public
facilities, especially when these higher public ex-
penditures would be associated with higher private
expenditures. Indeed, local wage and salary ;evels
may rise, but the incomes of many of the ideal
residents would be fixed, which would impose the
threat of a -"developmental squeeze" upon an in-
fluential part of the-local community. The local
power structure may work, therefore, to exclude
new industry and business from their community
because of the threats imposed upon established
living patterns (87; 195)

Some of the peripheral rural trade centers may
not be dominated by a scarcity economics but, in-
:stead, the rural leaders may he "expansion - minded, -
perhaps because' of- successful farming experience
and increasing agricultural assets. Power structures
-in these rukal`communities may favor-iiiduitrialiia-
tion as a means-of reducing-individual lax=loads and.
also, providing job opportunities for young people
within commuting distance of their-present homes.
In such =rural communities public investments may
be Made willingly."

Agglomeration economies

Increasing specialization is made possible as the
urban center grows and becomes the- focal point for
several smaller trade centers and the population
residing in these trade centers and in the open eoun-

Ary. The organization and structure of- the service
industries depends, however, on the size and owner-
ship of the producing units. Large-scale organiza-
tions, with headquarters in distant metropolitan
centers, typically provide their branch plants with
a variety of professional and business services that
would be acquired locally by small-scale enterprise.
Thus, urban area_ a characterized by a large number
of small, locally owned businesses tend to be char-
acterized, also, by a relatively large number of
service establishments. The contribution of the so-
cial overhead in providing a climate for profitable
private investment opportunities, therefore, depends
upon the scale and.type of economic organization.
particularly in the basic industries.

The agglomeration economies that have been
cited thus far pertain to dissimilar economic units
that are complementary, however, in their economic
function. A certain minimum size of economic base
and population support is needed to provide suffi--

" Established rural families, as pointed out by Olson
OW, hold "capital value" in community status; hence, an
additional factor that could contribute to a community
development attitude among successful businessmen is the
realization that a positive, developmental approach to com-
munity problems must involve not only higher tax and wage
rates, but also an area-wide orientation that envisions a
broader role for the rural growth center than simply being
another local service center catering to a .mall open-country
population.



cient clientele for a competitive. local service
activity (76, 187, 188, 189). Agglomeration eomple-
mentaries exist, also, among similar economic units
for example, among clothing stores. Stores will
tend to bunch together simply because larger num-
bers of shoppers will: be attracted to each store in
search of exactly the kind of product that best suits
the tastes and budgets of the shoppers. Because the
shopping center is large enough to support several
economic units offering a similar product or service,
it is possible to offer a wider range of choices than
would be available at a single shop located in a
smaller trade center.

Finally, agglomeration economies are involved in
the -favorable location advantages of large urban
centers that attract a wide range of human skills
and eompetenees and financial resources (16). Many
rural areas are incapable of supporting a sufficiently
large population base that would=- attract highly
specialized service and professional businesses on
the one hand, and _on the other, -technically-edit=
cated and motivated workers. A -busineSs enterprise
seeking a location in a rural area first must assure
itself- that each job opening has several applicants
and-that each new investment opportunity =has- sev,
oral sources of financialsupport; Little -is knoWn
about the threshold levels for business-enterprise,
although some studies show that an optimal city
size may be- attained with no more than 200,000
pOpulation. A Submetropolitan growth center that
serves as the single center-for the Specialized -re-
quirements of an economic area of 200,000 popula-
tion could be viewed, therefore, as -1( v=-density city
with its-"suburbs" extending 50 miles or more from
its central business district."

Public Service Systems

Because accumulative processes, such as popula-
tion outmigration, are disequilibrating,-public pro-
grams of rural industrialization have been proposed
as an alternative to area depopulation and the con-
sequent erosion of rural institutions (85, 175). Ac-
companying the programs of rural industrialization
are the public investments in social overhead,-and
the related public service systems, that would induce
additional private capital formation to meet the
emerging demands for locally produced goods and
services. Where a potential exists for developing an
expanding -private sector, the public investment
would have multiplier effects upon the area economy
because of the future location decisions of both
households and businesses.

"The spatially extensive service functions of cities above
10,000 population in dominantly rural-agricultural areas is
contrasted with the spatially-intensive service functions of
corresponding urban places in dominantly urban-indtistrial
areas in a study of the industrial structure of American
cities by Alexanderson (2).

Production-Income Linkages

A combination of favorable household and busi-
ness location decisions results in a growth process
that feeds upon itself and that provides an increas-
ing ange of choices, not only in jobs -for young
people, ,hutalso in opportunities for education,
recreation, cultural enrichment, and material ad-
vancement. The changing occupational mix, and the
related investment- in the human agent, arc the
Primary influences contributing to -higher earnings
per: `63rker and a !treader distribution of area in-
come (44, 136, 162, 165, 166, 167).

Investment in the human agent is not confined
solely to schooling (12, 82, 2011. It includes, also,
the public expenditures in health and welfare serv-
ices and in employment counseling services. All of
these expenditures can be justified, however, by
their contribution to economic growth that is mani-
fested in improved lei.els of productivity and -higher
earnings among those benefited_by the-public _cit..
penditureS (125, 202) . Indeed, arguments support-
ing _aid- to-dependent children, vocational rehabili-
tation prOgrants,. vocational- training and job
retraining, public health, and Medicare, physical
therapy and :mental health centers, accident pre-
vention, and other programs are based on -their
benefits to young people and others in- the produc-
tive age groups by improving the capabilities of
present and-future members of-the labor force in
taking advantage of opportunities for job advance-
ment -and remunerative employment (98).

-Occupational-profiles

The occupational- profile linki the economic base
of an area to its pi:hem of income distribution. The
occupational profiles in dominantly rural areas are
influenced by their peripheral-relation to the major
national population aggloMerations. Typically, the
proportion of clerical workers and operatives in
Iowa export industries, for example, is above na-
tional averages while the 'proportion of technical
and professional personnel- and sales workers is
below national averages. However, the accurate
estimation and assessment of occupational require-
ments of industries that offer job opportunities for
rural people depend on more detailed information
than available 'from existing census data sources
17, 8).

For small firms a major limiting factor is an in-
sufficiently large pool of skilled labor to allow for
gradual adjustments of a plant's labor force to
changing product and -job specifications. A metro-
politan area labor force typically offers many more
options to a prospective small employer than the
smaller and less diverse labor force in a rural area.
However, a large business with a national head-
qitarters in a major metropolitan center has the
capability of quickly training a. local labor force
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for the many routine jobs in its specialized branch
plants."

Expansion of public services implies a widening
range of occupational choices for an area's labor
force, but the range of choices will vary depending
upon the size of service centers. For low-order cen-
ters, new job opportunities are few and mostly for
male workers. For high-order centers, job oppor-
tunities are-more numerous, particularly for women,
and the educational attainment of the loeal labor
force is greater.,Although a higher rate of employ-
ment -of women tends to lower the average earnings
-per worker, higher educational levels generally are
-associated with higher earnings. worker. Because
the employment of. women reduces dependency
ratios, family income levels increase for the focal
center and for the area as a whole.

Income distribution

Area income levels vary primarily because of
variations iii the-occupational composition of area
employment." 0i-tee-median income levels for spe-
cific occupations are adjusted for the degree of
Underemployment and excess labor supply, the re-
maining source of interarea variability in income
can be attributed primarily to an area's demo-
graphic and occupational mix (38,57,71,75,86,117,
118, 119, 121, 147, 190. Thus, median family in-
come levels are higher in the growth center-than the
local service centers largely because of a higher pro--
portion of professional, managerial, and related oc-
cupations with high earnings per worker.

In declining areas a circle of economic and cul-
tural poverty becomes established_ because of low
incomes and limited opportunities (24, 35L These
areas lack an adequate market to support a variety
of service industries, which, in turn, reinforces the
economic and cultural poverty of the area. Often-
times the expansion of the local economic base is
viewed as less desirable than improvement of ac-
cess to essential social services. As long as the new
entrants into the labor force acquire the: attitudes
and skills to compete successfully with their metro-
politan-counterparts, and as long as job opportuni-
ties are available elsewhere, then the provision of
essential social services rather than promotion of
local industrialization exists as a potentially more
desirable policy choice.

"Reports of new plant locations in trade journals and
publications reveal a strong preference among national
companies for locating branch plants in cities of 25,000 to
50.000 population, particularly in areas offering favorable
living conditions. Local manpower requirements for those
plants are handled adequately through in-plant training
programs.

" Amording to a recent studv by Laurie D. Cummings
reported in the Monthly Labor keview (Vol. , No. 7, July
1965). the employed "poor." i.e., heads of families with less
than $3,000 income in 1963, are dominantly operatives and
kindred workers, service workers. laborers, and farmers.
Rural areas generally have a disproportionate share of
these low income occupations (80).
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Rural migration

Through the migration process, surplus labor
areas achieve higher per worker earnings and thus
a redistribution of total income (18, 91, 135, 173,
198). If total output is unaffected by the outinigra,
tion, only one major variable in the production -
income equation is changed significantly, namely,
total population (which results in a higher income-
population ratio). Seldom, however, is change ton-
fined- only to one area variable as a result of-
Migration:Both direct-and indirect production and
consumption effects arc triggered by population
outmigration.

From a local service area viewpoint, population
outmigration increases per capita costs of local pub-
lic-services, but it also may increase per capita reve=
nues of local governmental units whet; the rural
migrants fall below the average levels of income
and tax assessments (108). Typically, migrants; -like
poor families, depend upon ;,5-bs that require belote-
average skills- and offer below-average earnings
prospects 434, 72, dO, 93, 109, 114, 151; 172,174)_,

From a combined growth center and economic
area viewpoint, rural-to-urban migration results -in
demands for additional local-area urban services.
(At the same time, excess supplies of similar serv-
ices occur in the originating local service areas.)
An increase in short-run public service require
ments presumably is associated with compensating
effects on the area's tax-generating capabilities;-be-
cause of the transfer of resources from &labor-sur-
plus to a labor-deficit area. If tW compensating
public revenue effects are not achieved becauSe -of
the persistence of chronic unemployment conditions
(i.e., lack of job opportunities or, conversely,lick of
needed skills and training), then a net additional
burden results from the interarea population shifts
(11, 42).

An intervene' ; educational and training phase
in the migratit I. process would facilitate an up-
grading of the :-ea's occupational structure. Corre-
sponding adjustments in the heel or mix of local
industry would be necessary as an inducement for
area-supported educational and training institu-
tions to engage- in the manpower development
process. Alternatively, a system of grants-in-aid-to
the growth center and the economic area would
offer a means of compensating arca property owners
and taxpayers for the additional public costs in-.
curred in the education and training of -those who
must seek jobs outside the area. The upgrading
process again would result in a short-run rise in
the unit costs of area-wide public services.

Income profiles, because of their relation to oc-
cupational profiles, will change as a result of
changes in an area's occupational composition.
-Though occupational profiles may be fixed, shifts
in local distribution of industry result in correspond-
ing shifts in the overall distribution of occupations.
Indirect income effects associated with the migra-
tion process may be negligible because of lack of



change in either production or consumption func-
tions in the area. If capital intensification occurred,
the reduction in surplus labor could lead to im-
provements in area resource productivity as a result-
of a transformation of production techniques. The
highei%earnings associated with greater output per
worker would result eventually in Shifts in con-
sumption patterns and in local trade and service
employment.

Area development options

Area industrial development is influenced by an
area's manpower options and market prospects.
When a prospective employer, especially a small
businessman, has only one qualified- candidate for
a jib-vacancy, he may hesitate locating in the area.

-Similarly, the lack of well-established and progres-
sive financial institutions is a potential deterrent
to -area industrialization. Local savings= may be in-
stifficient to support ,a substantial volume of small
business and _residential loans. Because of low area
income :levels, moreover, family resources may be
ifiadeqbate to provide high school graduates with
additional opportunities for advanced training or
higher education.

_Inereases in per capita levels resulting from in-
creases in_the proportion of high-income families are
not- necessarily conducive to future industrializa-
tion. -Lack of sufficient consumption choices locally
_May encourage the high-income families to trade
elsothere -and, perhaps, to participate extensively
in-the-wider range of activities at the nearest metro-
pnlitan_center. The low income-families would Tire-
sent-essentially the same low level of market and
manpoWer prospects as before. Thus, the industrial
development choices offered by a declining rural
area AO a wide range of businesses would be con-
strained -by the structural deficiencies in he eco-
nomic environment for maintaining an adequate
local infrastructure and service sector.

ConsumptionIncon.e Linkages

Of- basic -importance to both community and in-
dustrial development are linkages between personal
income levels and consumption patterns. Wide-
spread shifts in income distribution affect local

= household demands and, subsequently, public man-
agement decisions. For example, interstate high-
ways could be located primarily in terms of emerg-
ing consumer choices in outdoor ,recreation. The
consumer orientation would be dominant, particu-
larly if all households were to obtain sufficient in-
come supplements to eliminate the so-called poverty
gapAhe difference between actual income and
prescribed minimal income levelsand if migration
or retraining subsidies were available to facilitate
a worker's adjustment to a changing job situation
(137,138,184).

Consumption opt lona

Because of the importance of the proximity cri-
terion i.e., client preference for obtaining fre-
quently needed services from the nearest service
center or service establishment) in consumption
choices and in accounting for the concentration of
particular public services, the local service centers
might be viewed as "building blocks" in a system
of rural service centers and service areas. The local
service centers would represent the focal poifit for
producing, purchasing, and distributing t'
services responding primarily to r 'ref-
erence criterion.; the local Servic ie, ,night
include primary and secondary education, farm-to-
market roads, local welfare offices, and local health
centers (4, 21, 40, 94-97, 194). High-order public
services, such as area vocational training and man-
power development activities, specialized medical
services, employment counseling, and related pro-
fessional services, are associated with a high scale
or quality preference; they are more economically
obtained at the larger growth centers (169, 185).

The two sets of public services are differentiated
technically by their income-elasticity coefficients.
A low income-elasticity coefficient is associated with
a_ high proximity preference, while a high income-
elasticity coefficient is associated with a-high scale
preference (in a sense, "quality" rather than "quan-
tity" of service). The proposed public service sys-
tenis might= be organized on a functional basis, but
the use of common boundaries in the minagement
-of these public services would facilitate and ,even
encourage interunit comparisons and transfers.
Eventually, therefore, prospective residents of the
service areas.could acquire sufficient information to
compare the benefits and costs of living in any one
of the areas. Thus, each local service center in an
economic area would represent a settlement alterna-
tive; these alternatives could be compared, not only
within a rural area jut between a rural area and a
metropolitan arca.

In terms of household income levels, the local
service center offers those services- sought particu-
larly by low income families, of which a large pro-
portion reside in the local service centers and
surrounding areas. Finally, both the local service
center and the growth center have ties with one or
more regional centers that cater to the needs of
large multiarea regions (v9). Thus, four levels of
service centers can he identified, with each level
being characterized by the range of goods and serv-
ices available at these centers, as well as by the
related clientele and population support (20, 33,
47).

Service districts

Public services in rural areas are concentrated
typically in a small fraction of the population cen-
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tens.'' Between 1952 and 1962, for example, sub-
stantial school consolidation in the NIAD area
reduced the number of local government units from
420 to 110. School districts declined from 337 to 36
;n the NIAD area during the specified period.

Rural -aeca characteristically depend upon prop-
erty tux : nci major source of revenue. From
53 to 66 I t the local and government reve-
nues for the MAD and Miderest areas, for example,
were local taxes (204, 205L In the future, however,
intergovernmental transfers, which exceeded a quar-
ter of a billion dollars in Iowa in 1960, are expected
to rise substantially as a rests of property tax re-
lief and State and Federal grants-in-aid to local
school districts.

Expenditures of local and county governments in
1961 are summarized, by function, to illustrate the
overwhelming importance of health, education, wel=
fare, and highway services in the structure of local
and State governinent (table 61. Generally the per
capita expenditures for State and local government
are higher in rural areas than in metropolitan areas
(table 7). Added to these public expenditures are
the Federal allocations for higher education, wel-

" For example, in Iowa the 16 focal counties (i.e.. counties
in which area growth renters were !milted) accounted for
-45 percent of the total Iowa population in 1960. The focal
counties with growth centers of more than 50,000 popula-
tion accounted for 33 percent of the total 1960 population.
Iowa population projections for 2020. which are based on
essentially the-Series II national population projections for
1980 and related Iowa series (41;), show the focal counties
accounting for 60 percent of the total projected population.
while the metropolitan counties- account for 42 percent- of
the total projected population.

fare, highways, and related areas. Altogether, State,
county, and local government expenditures in 1961
totaled $337 per capita in Iowa as compared with
$428 in the NIAD area and $463 in the Midcrest
area. tinder conditions of rapidly rising income
levels, State and local expenditures per person are
likely to increase in both growing and declining
areas.

With the rationalization of public management
systems in rural -areas, the intermediate level of
public services -those localized in the growth cen-
ters-would experience substantial expansion be-
cause of the realization of scale economies in their
production and distribution. Functional specializa-
tion would occur, also, in the production of public
services, with some services, such as water and
sewerage, along with parks and recreation, for ex-
ample, being provided by the community develop-
ment districts rather than the local service districts.

An estimate of the scale economies feasible
through a reorganization of public services requires
study of the unit costs of spCcified services -for dif-
ferent sizes of service units.under alternative growth
conditions (37. 50, 51, 73, 74, 81, 90, 105, 112, 142,
154, 155, 169, 1701. Findings of recent studies of
governmental costs in Colorado and Iowa illustrate,
in'gross terms, the magnitude of the cost differences
for growing and declining areas (table 8): These
data need elaboration, however, to support the case
for inuhicounty service districts as a necessary de-
velopment for reducing per capita costs of local,
county, and State governments.
-Recent 4owa -legislation illustrates the scope of

State enabling laws for establishing unified arca

TABLE 6.-Average per capita local, county, and State expenditures in Iowa. and nondefense expenditures
in U.S., by public function, 1961 '

Public function

Per capita Proportion of total
Loyal County State Federal Local Confity State Federal

Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Percent Percent Percent Percent
Educat ion 100.77 1.52 30.84 3.22 67.2 3.0 22.8 9.2Highways 12.38 25.39 :37.82 0.81 8.2 49.8 9,8.0 0.5Welfare 0.01 5.95 21.14 0.34 (2) 11.6 15.6 0.2Health zinc! hospitals.. ..... 2.48 5.48 11.68 9.65 1.6 10.7 8.6 6.5Police protection. 4.59 0.96 21.35 1.05 :3.0 1.9 15.8 0.7Fire protmtion... .. ...... :3.69 0.01 2.4 (2)
Sewerage.... . ...... 7.66 0.01 5.1 (2)Sanitation... , . . ... , . 1.99 0.01 1.3 (2)
Parks and recreation.. . ,

Natural resources
:3.50
0.45

0.10
2.12 ;4.41; 58.29

2.3
0.:3

0.2
4.2 :3.:3 30.0Correction . . , ..... . .. 0.33 2.21 0.27 0.6 1.6 0.2Libraries 1.55 0.09 0.09 1.0 0.2 0.1Financial administration. 0.65 2.87 1.78 3 45 0.4 5.6 1.3Genet al control... .... 1.97 :3.08 0.7:3 1.12 1.3- 6.0 0.5 0.8General public buildings. 0.69 1.09 0.37 0.5 2.1 0.3 .Interest on general debt ..... 4.15 0.14 0.48 2.8 0.3 0.4 25.9Ot her .... 3.85 1.97 2.31 :32.39 2.6 3.8 1.7 21.7

Total.. ... 150.38 51.12 135.26 149.08 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 0

' Base:1 on data in 1962 Census of Government.
0.05 percent of tem.
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TABLE 7.-Local and county government expenditures, NIAD and Midcrest area, 1961

Area and public function

Expenditures
Employment per

10,000 inhabitantsPer capita Proportion of total

Local County Local County Local County

NIA!) area:'
Dollars Dollars Percent Percent Number Number

Education 121.72 52.9 183
Highways.... ..... ..... .. 44.17 :30.60 19.2 48.2 27 20

Welfare 5.42 6.50 2.3 10.2
Health and hospitals 10.51 8.75 4.5 13.8 15 6

Police protection 4.59 1.01 1.9 1.5 1

Fire protection 2.36 1.0
Sewerage ,9.75 4.2 4
Sanitation 1.42 0.6
Parks and recreation... .. ........... 2.13 .... 0 .9

Natural resources. 3.73 :3.44 1.6 5.4
Correction 0.26 0.26 0.1 0.4
Libraries 1.77 0.7
Financial administration 3.43 1.4 9 6

,General control 5.32 (1.63 9.3 10.4 8
General public buildings 1.49 0.97 0.6 1.5
Interest on general debts 4.65 0.34 2.0 0.5
Oth-ei 7.1:3 10.88 3.8 8.1 18

Total.....- 229.85 63.38 100.0 100.0 274 43

Miderest area: 2
EduCation 103.83 2.33 46.4 2.2 172
Higliways 59.87 54.03 26.7 _51.0 50 46

Welfare 0.29 8.25 2.9 7.8 :3

Health and hospitals 16.16 23.52 7.7 22.2 38 42

Poke protection :3.35 1.99 1.6 1.4 7 2

Fire_protection 0.74 0.4 ti

SeWerage 5.51 2.8 9
Sanitation 0.22 0.1
Parks and recreation 1.13 0.5
Natural resources- 2.52 2.19 1.1 2.1
Correction 0.18 0.2(1 0.1 0.2
Libraries 0.72 0.3
Financial administration 4.32 1.9 11 10

General control 5.78 9.13 2.6 8 7

General public buildings . 1.36 1.19 0.6 1.1

Interest on general debts. 2.82 0.25 1.3 0.2
Other 6.84 :3.42 3.0 3.2

T.) t al 221.64 106.00 100.0 100.0 :310 116

Wiggans. C. W. (104).
Wiggans. C. W. ( /IWO.

-TABLE 8:-Estimated per person costs of specified
public services. Colorado and Iowa

Item
Declining
counties

Growing
counties

-Colorado (State and local):'
Education $151 $138
Health and hospitals, , . 23 4

Welfare. 62 29

Total.. ...... :355 247

;Iowa (county only): 2
'Total:

1940. 22 15 (2)
1960 91 31 (3)

' Hartman. I.. M.. and Scastonv. D. A. (78, p. 223).
Wessel. Robert. "Iowa County Governments To Face

!Different Problems." Iowa Purls Science, Feb. 1963.
' Metropolitan counties. Estimated costs for stable popu-

lation counties were $19 and $67. respectively. in 1990 and
11960.

service systems." First, multicounty metropolitan
planning commissions are authorized (Ch. 473A
of the 1966 Iowa Code) with "the power and duty
to make comprehensive studies and plans for the
development of an area it serves which will guide
the unified development of the area and which will
eliminate planning duplication and promote econ-
omy and efficiency in the coordinated development

1" In a 1963 report of the Advisory Commission on
Intel governmental Relations. Performance of Urban Func-
tions: Local and Aremeide, a series of economic and political
criteria are presented for determining the optimum juris-
diction for handling urban functions. which are applied in
an evaluation of urban functions. The commission's study
focuses on the question: What is the optimum size area for
providing a given urban service? It views the metropolitan
center as the focal point for arcawide planning and con-
siders agreement on areawide goals as the basic milli ment
for areawidc action. regardless of how many local govern-
ments or administering agencies may exist.
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of the area and the gene-a) welfare, convenience,
safety and prosperity of its people." Second, the
establishment of multisehool district areas is au-
thorized (Ch. 280A of the 1966 Iowa Code) for the
purpose of operating area vocational schools and
area community colleges, which have taxing as well
as administrative powers (52). Third, the consoli-
dation of hospital s_,,,rvices is authorized (Ch. 135A
of the 1966 Iowa Code) for all Iowa counties having
a population of 135,000 or more in which there is
a city having a population of 125,000 or more. Addi-
tional enabling legislation has been passed, but no
State law yet provides for consolidated multipur-
pose public service districts (22).

The public service districts provide a "package"
for the public goods produced by the districts. These
districts are large enough to realize economies of
size in producing or distributing particular public
goods, and the boundaries of the district would in-
chide all the beneficiaries of their services. However,
institutional innovations are needed to assure a
responsiveness= of the district manligements to
propriate political interests. Local citizens repre-
senting_a wide range of businesses and of consumers
of public services would need to be involved in the
policy decisions on criteria of control, efficiency, and
political representation (139).

Thus, the economic area, rather than a subarea
= such as a single municipality or county, would be-
come the geographic "package" for the production
of public services, the cost and benefits of which
would be measurable in- terms of the entire area
population. The institutions and resources for effec-
tively organizing productivity on an area scale
would focus on the area's growth center as an in
tegral part of a system of growth centers. A princi-
pal function of the growth center is facilitating
access to essential production inputs and to market
outlets that warrant private investment in an area's
productive capabiiities. Another principal function
of the growth center is facilitating access to a v..!d-
ening range of consumption choices, which, in at;
age of national affluence, become a major concern
of a growing proportion of our population. Again,
the organization of productivity and of amenities
is a primary function of an area's infrastructure.

Growth, Development, and Investment

When economic growth is measured in terms of
output, most commercial agricultural areas are
growing, even though the agricultural labor force
and farm population are declining. Growth in out-
put is a function of the growth in labor force and
output per worker. However, as long as the growth
in output per worker exceeds the growth in total
output, the labor force is, by definition, declining.
Thus, economic growth can be accompanied by a
reduction in area population, as long as output per
worker is rising more rapidly than population is
declining. On the other hand, if economic growth
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were measured solely in terms of an increase in the
total labor force, then the output expansion must
exceed the increase in output per worker or. alterna
tively, the growth in demand must exceed the rising
productivity of resource inputs.

By introducing the concept of productivity (i.e.,
increasing output per worker involved in a produc-
tion process), we focus_ on development rather than
simply growth. Development involves, in addition
to the impact of technology upon local resource
productivity, shifts in consumer tastes and demand
(32). Along with increasing output, therefore, is a
corresponding increase in consumption.

Consumption shifts are a function of changing
population and of changing consumption per capita
or, alternatively, of changing income and changing
quantities consumed per dollar of income. Just as
increasing production per worker can be associated
with a change in technology; increasing consump-
tion per person can be associated with a change in
income and tastes.

=

Production of Goods and Services
The production emphasis focuses on the input-

output relation and the increases in input associated
with corresponding increases in output. The in-
creases in inputslabor, capital, and raw materials
can be attributed to the changes in the social-
economic environment, for example, amenities and
information.

Production relations
A progressive technology accompanies improve-

ments in capitalinputs. Improvements in capital in-,
puts anticipate an upgrading of labor skills through
more efficient utilization of new machinery and tech-
niques (17, 168). However, capital improvements
involve private investment with the anticipation of
future earnings (700120, 123).

For a growing area, future expectations of mar-
ket expansion are mutually reinforcing. For ex-
ample, the risk capital and managerial talent
needed to ferret out potential investment oppor-
tunities and to profitably utilize the available finan-
cial resources are likely to concentrate in the focal
center of the growing area because of its superior
access to relevant business information. Thus, per-
ceived day-to-day and long-run business opportuni-
ties at the focal center are likely to exceed the
perceived business opportunities in peripheral loca-
tions. Consequently, economic development occurs
more readily at the center than in the periphey,
except in the peripheral areas that have strong ties
to focal points elsewherefor example, a distant
metropolitan center (61, 62).

A peripheral area may have a unique resource
base which is being developed by organizations out-
side the area (65, 89). Alternatively, export busi-
nesses in the peripheral area may deal directly with
regional and national markets, bypassing the inter-
mediate product mnarkets in the economic area'*
growth center. Eventually, however, if a stable ane



productive resource base exists, the employment in
the export industries will trigger a series of in-
creases in local investment, particularly in the in-
frastructure. -

A focal center may develop in the peripheral area
to better service the export base by improving in-
dustrial access to product, labor, and capital mar-
kets. Of,the three,-the la bormarket is viewed as a
primary institution for propagating the multiplier
effecte of increasing productivity in anlirca's eco-
nomic base. When local =employment cipm ..tunities
are lacking, howeVer, the relevant labor market
extends beyond the commuting zone of the -a's
growth center and focuses, instead, upon a more
distant growth center. Tlms, a center-periphery
dichotomy in an area's settlement system comple-
ments an export-residentiary dichotomy in an area's
industrial makeup in explaining the spatial propa-
gation and diffusion of economic growth.

Market organization

Quasi-market institutions are being used in the
transfer of public goods from large metropolitan
areas to smaller governmental jurisdictions ( 139) .

= Transfer prices are being negotiated that provide
the sioqller areas with essential public services at

aver than attainable by the smaller areas if
they were to produce these services. Also, one area

= May join with another, and- indeed with -several
areas, to support joint sewerage treatment and
water -works facilities, and vocational training

= schools and health centers, as illustrated- by the
legislation recently enacted in Iowa. Different areas
can speCialize in the production -of different public
services on the basis of intergovernmental agree-

: ment. -Dollars, rather than people, would be `vot-
ing" for the desired public and private service mix.

Voting systems, whether economic or political,
are extremly cumbersome institutions for establish-
ing the value of public goods, especially when the
amount and quality of both the needed information

- and thc decision-making based en the information
are extremely high. It is quite possible that, with
regard to some public services, economy is best
achieved not by market or quasi-market institu-
tions, but through the application of problem-solv-
ing techniques and the bargaining process.

Growth centers and local service centers in the
rural areas of Alie nation also may find intergovern-

i- mental coordination and exchange less satisfactory
than a functional oonsolidation of selected facilities
for example, municipal water and sewerage sys-
tems and law enforcement agencies. Moreover, the
local service centers, and the population residing
in the vicinity of these centers, could acquire a
large proportion of the essential public services from

--t- the submetropolitan growth center. The inulticounty
consolidation of governmental functions makes pos-
sible the spreading of the rising costs of these serv-
ices among a much larger total population, which

7_ would serve as a primary incentive in functional

consolidation. The consolidation of local govern-
mental functions is, therefore, an alternative ap-
proach to county consolidation in achieving scale
economies in the production of public services.

Amenities and Community Development

The growing importance of consumption consid-
erations in the location -of economic activity is a
motivating factor in emphasizing the role of the
infrastructure in enhancing the natural amenities
of rural areas. -Open space and outdoor recreation
facilities oftentimes are not enough, however, to
attract urban residents who have acquired a taste
for the occupational, educational, and cultural
amenities of the metropolitan center.

Typically, rural areas are deficient in services
with the highest consumption priorities in an afflu-
ent society. Many of these services have threshold
levels that cannot be attained in the local service
centers or even the submetropolitan growth center.
Rural service centers offer most advantageously,
however, convenience or proximity of open space
and low-order services to the local resident, which
for some_ families, depending upon socioeconomic
sfatus-and_position in life cycle, have a high priority
in the overall consumption function (1, 39).

Reducing local taxes

The element of proximity is involved also in the
participation of local people in public affairs.
Studies of citizen participation in politiCal activity
have demonstrated a high inverse correlation be-
tween the .degree of participation and the distance
involved in reaching the loCus of participation.
Where local control is an important political value,
it can be more readily obtained in economic areas
where residents are in close proximity to the service
center and the related public control functions
( 107).

Increased local participation in rural area gov-
ernment exacts a price in that the electorate may
be less willing to undertake public expenditures for
social services that result in benefits not wholly
realized by local residents and yet that incur costs
that fall fully upon them. Property tax relief, for
example, becomes a major concern of the electorate
when the social benefits derived from the taxes
assessed on local property dissipate to thc metro-
politan areas that become the destination of the
area's young people. Without property tax relief
and grants-in-aid to local governments, local ex-
penditures on education are rationally restricted to
below-average levels.

Enlarging community boundaries

Social and political interest communities coincide
closely with economic interest communitiesfor
example, as demonstrated by the correspondence
between community college districts and economic
development areas in Iowa. Moreover, the use of the
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"compactness" criterion in legislative redistricting
corresponds with the delineation criteria for urban-
focused multicounty functional economic areas.
Neither the politically oriented nor the economically
oriented districting, however, envisions a aierarchic
system of districts in the context of the Economic
Development Act of 1965 (which establishes a
three-level hierarchy: redevelopment areas, eco--
nomic development districts, and economic develop-
ment regions).

For some public services, an additional level in
the hierarchic structure of local service and growth
centers is essential. Unified public service systems
may need to include several community service dis-
tricts, with all focusing, however, on a major
regional center. -For example, an Iron Mountain,
Mich., economic area might focus on Milwaukee as
its principal growth center. Similarly, a Marquette,
Mich.,- economic area might also focus on Milwau-
kee, which is a growth center for a southern Wis-
consin "core" region. Thus, each of the growth
centers in the declining economic areas of a periph-
eral regionthe Upper Great Lakes Development
Regionwould function as "gateways" to major
"core" regions and their growth centers. Obviously,
the concept of a relevant economic community must
be enlarged so as to take into account the wide-
spread external effects associated with population
outmigration from peripheral areas lacking an eco-
nomiC-poteniial for self-sustaining growth (77, 78).

Given the declining- growing area dichotomy and
a hierarchy of regional and area centers, the ex-
ternal effects of population migration are catego-
rized into at least four types as follows:

Type I effects, which result from a decreoe in
household expenditures in the originating rural area
and an increase in household expenditures in the
receiving metropolitan area;

Type II effects, which result from a loss or gain
in production inputs associated with changes in
production and factor mix in the two areas;

Type 111 effects, which result from a loss or gain
in the cost structures of firms processing the pro-
duction outputs associated with changes in product
and factor mix in the two areas; and

Type IV effects, which result from the accumula-
tive effects on the public sector through loss of tax
revenue and reduction in use of facilities in the
rural areas because of outmigration and the accu-
nvilative effect on the public sector through increase
of tax revenue and increased use of facilities be-
cause of immigration.

For the declining rural areas, therefore, the ap-
propriate service unit for manpower training and
development is no longer the community service
district but a much more extensive regional organi-
zation that "packages" the area training and edu-
cational activities located in declining rural areas.

Economic and political linkageS between growth
centers of declining rural areas and growing metro-
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politan centers also facilitate the flow of informa-
tion concerning investment opportunities and
sources of financing. For example, community build-
ings and other public facilities in the declining
areas may require only minor alterations before
being suitable as attractive tourist facilities. Area
airports can serve as transportation links with dis-
taa regional centers, while local schools can be
used by the children of vacationing parents to pro-
vide diversity in their schooling experiences. In-
deed. the opportunities for expanding the range of
consumption choices by large-scale seasonal migra-
tion of people from metropolitan to rural areas, and
vice versa, have been barely mentioned despite the
widespread recognition of emerging demands for
summer residences and open space.

_ Information Networks

Numerous students of the city have referred to
its information orientation. The central business
district, which brings_,together a large -number of
specialists in the acquisition, dissemination, and
use of knowledge, is a distinguishing characteristic
of the modern metropolis (84, 103. 115). Indeed, an
important difference between the -metropolitan
growth center and the submetropolitan center is the
relative ease of access to information sources.

Projecting future activity

A twofold appliciftion of the information compo-
nent in public se-vices occurs in (a) the preparation
and (b) the use of projections for planning (110).
The two uses of information are differentiated so
that the-projections arc not erroneously viewed as
plans, and vice versa.

The problems of transportation planning illus-
trate the role of public projections in modifying
rural infrastructures for the purpose of attaining
the preferred_ objectives of significant portions of
an area's population. For example, transportation
planning may take the form of projecting future
demand for interurban highways within the rural
area and between the rural area and other economic
areas. If favorable access and minimum travel time
were a primary concern to transportation planners,
then future plans might show the interurban high-
ways joining local service centers to submetropoli-
tan growth center in a "fishbone" rather than the
"grid" pattern of highways. However, new ap-
proaches to land acquisitions would be needed to
complement the projected modifications in highway
design.

Public acceptance of the criteria and practices of
a futuristically oriented highway planning organ-
ization becomes a limiting factor in achieving a
modification of highway patterns that would induce
radical changes in existing settlement patterns. The
probability of private asset erosion in small, de-
clining rural service centers threatens the success
of public efforts to improve the overall efficiency,oc
rural and metropolitan infrastructures thro411



highway and settlement planning and relocation.
Thus, the clement of asset fixity, and the lack of
rapid amortization schemes for private investments
in poorly located service centers, frustrate public
policies that seek improvements in the adjustment
of settlement patterns to modern technology and
tastes.

Interurban highway planning is being influenced
also by the emerging patternS of public investments
in the focal centers of functional economic areas.
For example, the local service center, which has the
facilities-for primary and secondary education, and
medical, hospital. and recreation services, is experi-
encing the slowest population growth; it is, how-
ever, readily accessible to all residents in its service
area. The submetropolitan growth center, which is
experiencing more rapid growth rates than the local
service center. is accessible to local residents in-
each of the service areas, particularly via the local
service center. Indeed, an important function per-
formed bythe submetropolitank growth center is its
role as an information source for the businesses
located in the smaller service centers. Thus, the pro-
jected alternative distributions of population within
the economic= area must be associated with alter-
native designs of optimal road systems. giVen the
criterion of (a) minimizing average travel time per
person or (b) maximizing the access of area busi-
nesses to markets, manpower, and materials.

Projections of future levels of economic activity
in rural-urban regions are essential in the planning
and development of-basic social services that make
up the rural infrastructure. The projections_ and
plans,-in turn, evolve from _analyses of_rural indus-
trialization, job opportunities specified by occu-
pations as well as by industry, and income distri-
butions resulting from the anticipated patterns of
industry and occupation.

Much of the research upon which realistic projec-
tions of future levels of requirements of services
that make up the rural infrastructure has not been
completed, nor has the relation been fully assessed
between the needed research and the planning data
that are most useful in choosing among program
alternatives, and the costs associated with these
alternatives. Some work on medical and health re-
quirements of rural areas has been undertaken in
Montana and Wisconsin. and some isolated re-
search studies dealing with rural- roads, rural elec-
trification, rural schools, and related public invest-
ments in the rural facilities are available (56, 68,
94, 95. 96, 106, 124). But none show in a systematic
and comprehensive fashion the total infrastructure
requirements of rural communities of varying size
with specified relationships to communities of larger
and lesser size (40, 67. 84. 177. 200. 203). Additional
studies of rural infrastructures arc needed in a sys-
tems context that shows the complementaries be-
tween rural areas and metropolitan areas, between
growth centers and local service centers, and be-
tween small towns generally and open country popu-
lation.

Evaluating public investment alternatives

Besides serving as a focal point for urban serv-
ices, the submetropolitan growth center provides
information for improving the performance of fac-
tor and product markets in the area (126). Farm
and nonfarm labor markets. as well as capital and
products markets. operate most efficiently in the
focal center of economic areas. Scarcity- of land and
of labor, for example, contributes to high produc-
tivity, which in turn adds to the spatial advantage
and, thus. to the competitive position of farmers
near the center as compared with farmers in the
periphery of an economic area: Of course. the
relevant economic area for cattle ranchers in the
Great Plains, for example, is the national market,
while for dairy farmers in New England, the
'elevant economic area is _the metropolitan milk -
shed. Problems of labor shortages and capital
rationing, however, are not necessarily associated
with distance from the market centers for the com-

_mercial farms of the Great Plains or New England,.
nor are the growth centers of the economic areas
in which the farms are located necessarily the
relevant service centers for relaxing the constraints
imposed by capital and labor restrictions (45, 79),
Indeed, a producing unit may be oriented to several
focal noints, just as a consuming unit in a declining
area is oriented to the area grouili center for cur-
rent high-order personal Services and to a .regional
center for future employment opportunities. Pro-
jected future development in the periphery of an
economic area, or in peripheral areas of a "core"
region, is contingent, therefr,e, upon the assump-
tions_xoncerning future patterns- of Amsiness spatial
linkages; in rural areas these linkages will evolve
partly as a consequence of the public services avail-
able for improving the relative economic Imsition
of an area and its people (19, 23. 101).

Focalization of public investments in the growth
center and local service centers of an economic area
reinforce historic proceSses of urbanization in rural
areas; but, at the same time, the excesses of urban
conditions (e.g., congestion, pollution, and blight)
arc mitigated by the emergence of new location
alternatives in rural areas for both businesses and
households ( 49). Exploratory studies of cost-vol-
ume relationships for urban services point to cities
of 25,000 to 50.000 as being of minimal size for
essential high-order services that young people and
tho5e in the productive ages view as necessities in
an affluent society (67. 84. 146, 169. 177. 179).
These services have a high-seale preference. how-
ever, as compared to the low-order services avail-
able in small urban places. Thus, public investments
in low-order services can be distributed over a
larger number of urban places than the public in-
vestments in high-order services, insofar as the
local service centers represent a real settlement
choice for substantial numbers of people.
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Summary

Basic public investments in social overhead make
up the infrastructure in rural areas. Included in the
social overhead are the physical facilities for
rendering essential public- servicesroads, streets,
highways, and other transportation and communi-
cation networks; -water- and sewerage systems;
energy produetion and distribution; schools, hospi-
tals, clinics, and other health facilities; and public
housing, education, and administration. The serv-
ices derived from these public investments are
indeed a necessary, though not a sufficient, condi-
tion of economic growth and development.

Rural infrastructures are necessary- =for =rural in-
dustrialization. Without an adequate infrastructure
(including information-producing activities), eco-
nomical access to.markets, labor, and raw materials
would be denied to industries locating in rural
areas. Lack of access and information reduces the
competitive advantage of rural industries in export
markets:. Witiaiut basic location advantages -for a
self-sustaining rural economic base, however, even
a well-developed infrastructure becomes an exces-
sive financial burden for rural citizensan inequity
that rests heavily upon rural society .and, par-
ticularly, its farm population.

Declining rural areas generally are characterized
by relatively high per capita expenditures for public
services and relatively high employment levels in
the basic servicestransportation, communications,
public utilities, and construction. Moreover, declin-
ing rural areas are marked by a large proportion of
low income families, high dependency ratios, and
low median earning per worker, even when earn-
ings are adjusted for occupational differences.
Many faniilies in declining areas live on fixed in-
comes; however,.they may own substantial property
in their cominunity. Realistically, therefore, com-
munity development efforts that result in heavier
tax loads are resisted by a majority of voters in de-
elinim,g areas.

0:owing areas are characterized by a commu-
nity-development civic consciousness. A large pro-
portion of the population is in the young and eco-
nomically productive age groups. Median earnings
per worker are higher in growing areas. However,
governmental problems of financing the expansion
of local infrastructures are not necessarily resolved
by the higher per capita incomes. A primary de-
pendence upon local property taxes frustrates local
governments in providing essential public services.

Both growing and declining rural areas may need
reorganization of public service agencies as a means
of reducing costs and expanding the range of public
service choices. Local service districts.Multi-
munieipal local service agencies focusing on urban
places of less than 10,000 populationmight be
viewed as primary public manageMent units for
producing public services with a high proximity
preference. Primary and secondary schools, health
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centers and medical clinics, water and sewerage
systems, and farm-to-market roads might be organ-
ized on a combined city-county basis (with par-
ticular emphasis being placed on the needs of low
income families in the locality). Both quasi-market
and administrative processes may be involved in
the sale and disposition of these services within the
local community,

High-order public services in rural areas are
focalized in submetropolitan growth centerscities
of less than 50,000 population. A growth center thus
serves two public functions: ("! as a local service
center for the it-mediate urban end surronding
open-country and small town population, and (2)
as a growth center for an entire multicounty eco-
nomic area. A federation of local service districts
might form the area service district, which would be
the producing and distributing agency for one or
more .high-order public services (e.g., vocational
training and 2-ycar liberal arts programs, special-
ized medical and hospital services, and profeSsional
services not' available elsewhere): Growth -center'
public services would be identified, finally, by their
high quality or scale preference, which accounts for
their, localization in the largest city of a multi-
county area. -

Enabling legislation to provide public- services
for a multicounty area may be necessary for rural
areas to establish a tax and service base that is
broad enough to support essential high:order:public-
services. In Iowa, for example, 16 vocational train-
ing and community college districts were estab-
lished as basic management and-taxing units in pro-
viding an essential high-order public service.-These
units correspond, but on a school-district basis,
with the multicounty functional economic areas
delineated for purposes of State and Federal plan-
ning and programing. Enabling legislation exists,
also, for establishing hospital and other service dis-
tricts- on a multicounty basis. Regional jails are
being proposed, too, as additional means of reducing
per capita costs of public services.

When a single set of area boundaries are used by
the specialized service units, the management of
each of these units may seek common means of co-
ordinating their capital budgets with reference to
long-run area goals and growth targets. The area
targets thus would provide a preferred combination
of public service objectives based on the needs and
desires of the entire area population.

Each level and combination of public services
associated with a particular local service center
represents a consumption choice for a potential
area resident. Because a substantial proportion of
potential residents of local service centers may seek
employment in the submetropolitan growth center,
their residence options would include not only the
local service center but also the growth center,
nearby local service centers, and the open-country.
Those employed in the local service centers, how-
ever, may entertain a much narrower range of settle-



ment alternatives. In addition, both local service
and growth centers, because of their residential
attraction to a growing number of households, offer
a wide range of local skills and services to busi-
nesses seeking a new location.

The spatial distribution of families is eon-
strained, finally, by the level of educational attain-
went and initial employment opportunity. Typi-
cally, the Iiighegt levels- of educational attainment
and widest range of employment opportunities
occur in the growth center and in the nearby local
service centers that exist primarily as a place of
residence for the growth center labor force.

Further rationalization of rural infrastructure is
essential in providing the people of the nation, and
particularly those; now residing in rural areas, with
a reasonable range of settlement options that in-
cludes the rural community of less than 10,000
population as well as medium -size communities of
10.000, to 100,000 -population; In growing rural
areas, the growth center typically is a transitional
medium -size community .that will, before the end
of the century, become a metropolitan center. In
declining rural areas, the growth center will remain
in _a submetropolitan status, with less than 50,000
population but, nonetheless, a self-sustaining- sym-
biotic entity providing an entire economic area with
essential services'; the range and quality of these
services can he made to compare favorably with
thoie available in the larger and more distant
metropolitan centers. For rural areas generally,
hoWever, a rationalization of the organization and
management of public services is necessary to re-
duce public service costs or, alternatively, to im-
prove public service quality, and thus to provide
those engaged in either household or business loca-
tion deeisions a feasible and competitive settle-
ment-alternative.
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Chapter 7

Local Government and Poverty in Rural Areas
MORTON Lunn; and JANrr S. REINER, Fels Institute o f Local and State Government,

University of Pennsylvania

An Overview of Local Government

The size of the rural population (as defined by the
Census Bhreat) was stabilized at about 54_million
between 1950 and 1960. The composition of that

_population changed e.rdstically, however, as the
number living on farms declined- front 23 to 13 mil-
lion and -the nonfarm population increased from 31

lo-41 million. It is estimated that the farm popula-
tion will drop to 9 million by 1980 While JIme total
-rural population rises_ to 60 Million.-It has also been
noted that increases in the rural population generally
Occur in counties which include urban centers of
10,000 or more, or _Which are near metropolitan
centers (13, pp.-102-103).1

Poverty strikes hard at rural families. Using fam-
ily annual income of- $3,000 as the dividing line for
poverty, the 1960 census shows that almost half of
all poor families live in rural areas. Farm -families,
with 7 percent of total population; account for 16
percent of the poor faMilies-; rural nonfarm families,
comprising 22 percent of total 'families, account for
30 percent of the poor. One-fourth of_ the rural poor
are Negri), and one -half live in the South (13, pp.
104-105). Within this context, the discussion of
rural poverty takes on substantial importance not
only for the rural communities affected but for the
nation as a whole. Since -the rural areas "export"
population to large cities, the effects of rural poverty
arc found throughout the fabric of American life.

Local governmentAms much to do with the impact
of poverty-on communities and individuals. GA-em-
inent policies and services contribute to the environ-
ment in which economic activity thrives or withers.
Policies -and services also contribute to the total
resources of each individual in tennis of his health,
education, self-respect, economic productivity, and
social alienation or involvenic.mt.

Dimensions of Local Government

The U.S. Census of Governments of 1962 has the
best available data on governmental units and ac-
tivities. Although the material is not well organized
for the separation of rural from urban governments,
it is possible to draw from the data several useful
generalizations. It is worth noting for future re-

' Italic numbers in parentheses indicate references listed
at the end of this paper,
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search that a special tabulation of census data could
provide extremely valuable raw material for analy-
sis of rural government activities and expenditures.

In using data- frdin the Census of Governments,
rural areas can best be defined as the counties which
are not included in standard metropolitan statistical
areas (SMSA's). Since SMSA's include eities,Witli
;50,000 or more population and the counties in which
they are located, together with adjacent "tributary"
counties,

=
the remaining counties include only

smaller cities and towns. _Many of these- smaller-
cities and towns are-closely linked with the rural
economy, making it not illogical to include the
smaller urban places as integral parts of the rural
_area. The definition_ of rural areas used imere differs
from the Bureau of the Census definition of rural
population which includes sonic parts of SMSA
counties and which excludes incorporated places-of
2,500 or more population in all counties.

Table 1 shows that the 66 million people living
in n-counties outside of SNISA'S are served by almost=
73,000 units of local government. Many of these

= units_ovcrlap, of course, with perlralr-s the most com-
mon set of governments for one community com-
prising a municipality (or township), school district,
and county. Many States of the- South and West
have no township governments, with all basic serv-
ices of local government performed by counties or
by incorporated municipalities. Two States have no
counties (Connecticut and Rhode Island), and
Alaska is divided into districts instead of counties.

TABLE 1.Total units of local government in
counties outside of standard metropolitan
statistical areas, 1962

Type of government Number

Counties 2,733
Municipalities. 13,855
Townships 14,569
School districts 28,674
Special districts 12,912

Total 72,743

With taxing power. 66,136
Without, taxing power 6,607

Sources: Census of Governments. 1962. Vol. I (table 13)
and Vol. III (table 22).



TABLE 2.-Counties, municiolities. and townships by population size groups

Population

Counties Municipalit ies Townships

group Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

50,001) or more
25,000-49,999 .
10,000-24,999 .
5,000 - 9,999
2,500 - 4,99k)
1,000 2,4419
Less than 1,000

Total....

-299
550

1.055
525
171
66
18

11.1
:2310) :51

19.5
6.5
2.5

.7

173
524

71,20763

2,683
8,496

13,855

.1.2.
3.8 )
5.6 1

8.7 `r

19.4 )
61.3

100

197

4,274

10,098

1.4

9.3
69.3

1002,687 1(10 14,569

Sources: Census of Covettonents. 1962. Vol. I (table 13)
' Excludes Alaska and Hawaii.

Sonic communities are served by one or more special
diStricts, adding as many as six layers of govern-
molt ,(16, p. 12).

The size- distribution of governments suggests one
of the major problems in the performance of services
-a Very high percentage of units serve very, very
small populations (table 2). More than 18,000 mu-
nicipalities and townships serve communities with

-==== leSs than 1,000 people; this size group accounts for
61 percent of the municipalities and 69 percent of

E- the townships. Conversely, only 5 percent of the
municipalities and 1.5 percent of the townships have
more than 10,000 people. Counties serve larger popu-
lation groups, but only 11 percent of the counties

-t-r have 50,000 or more people.
Within the nation as a whole (urban and rural),

# the total number of local governments decreased in
E the 1952-62 decade. The decrease was althost wholly

accounted for by consolidation of school districts
(reducing 67,000 districts to 35,000) partly bal-

k= anced- by a sharp increase in special districts. The
I_ other types of government changed very moderately

(55, p. 1), In spite of the reduction in school dis-
tricts, the rural area is still characterized by small
school systems (55, table 13):

Size of school system Percent ofschool systems

1,200 or more pupils
300 to 1,199 pupils
Under 300 pupils

10.7
172
72.1

100.0

and Vol. III (table 22).

The most apparent regional difference among the
States is the presence or absence of township govern-
ment. The Census of -Governments (55, table 13)
indicates that the States without township govern=
ment occur in the Southeast, Southwest, Mountain,
and Pacific areas. Less apparent is the wide dif-
ferential in the size distribution of counties by
region. New England and the Middle Atlantic States
have a little more than 5 percent of their counties in
the "under 10,000 population" group; the North
Central States (with townships) and the South
(without townshiPs) are both very close to 25 per-
cent; and the Western States (without townships)
have more than 50 percent of their counties with
less than 10,000 persons. Differences among the
regions are equally large with respect to the size dis-
tribution of municipalities and school districts.
The figures are summarized in table 3. Although the
regional patterns are reasonably representative of
the States within each region, some States differ
markedly (especially in the North Central region
where Kantlas, Nebraska, and the Dakotas are more
like the Western region).

Governments differ in area and population
density as well as in total numbers of residents. The
area and density figures are important in assessing
governmental services, but unfortunately there was
not sufficient time to compile and analyze area data
for this study.

TABLE 3.-Size differentials among the regions for governmental units in rural areas. 1962

Governmental unit
New

England
Middle
Atlantic South

Nort h
Central West

Counties with less t httn 10,000 population
(percent of total counties). . .

ies with less than 5,000 population
...... 5.7 5.2 24.5 26.0 52.4

IP- (percent of all municipalities). ... 58.3 82.0 80.0 92.9 86.9
P--,Sehool systems with less than :100 pupils,

(percent of all school systems) 45.4 64.4 40.1 80.6 43.0

Sources:. Census of Governments, 1962. Vol. I (table 13) and Vol. III (table 22).
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Structure and Functions of Local Government

In general the structure and functions of local
government are strictly defined by State constitu-
tions and statutes. The controls are both positive in
nature (prescribing structure, elected officials, re-
quired functions) and negative (prescribing tax rate
limits, debts limits. and sometimes limits on budget
revenue estimates). By a general clause reserving
to themselves all powers not specifically delegated
to local government, the States closely control the
adaptation or extension of rural local government
powers.

Blair (10, ch. 9) contains a good summary of the
structure and powers of rural counties. Nearly 2,000
counties follow the Pennsylvania model with three
to five elected commissioners responsible for all
county functions except the judicial function. The
judges are elected as part of the county structure,
with considerable independence. In contrast to this
overall approximately 1,000 bounties;
follow he New York model with elected township
supervisors sitting ex officio as the county governing
body. These counties typically have as many as 20-
members of the county board; 50-member boards
are not uncommon, and at least one county board
numbers 100 members. Because of their large size,
such county boards frequently conduct their busi-
ness through committees. Single executives, in the
form of ,county managers or county administrative
officers, are generally found only -in the larger, more
urban counties.

Blair also states that county governing bodies are
very largely responsible for the same basic set of
services: property assessment and tax collection,
debt administration, operation of the county "poor
house" and the county jail, registration or record-
ing of legal papers, administration of elections, law
enforcement, road Maintenance, nominal health
services, and participation in agricultural extension
services. Counties have varying degrees of responsi-
bility for education. The judicial function is some-
times coequal with the county governing body, and
sometimes superior. Other officials who are com-
monly elected in counties include the judge, treas-
urer, surveyor, assessor, recorder of deeds, county
clerk, sheriff, prosecuting attorney, clerk of courts,
coroner, and superintendent of schools.

Township and municipal government in rural
areas has some of the attributes of county govern-
ment: many elected officials in addition to the
governing body, strict definition of powers and
duties in State constitution and statute, tax and debt
limitations, and a reasonably consistent set of pri-
mary functions. Snider notes several common
threads in the forms of township government (42,
pp. 93-99). In about half of the States with town-
ship government the members of the township gov-
erning bodies are all elected for those positions. In
the remaining township States, the governing body
is composeg of ex officio members elected to other
posts, including justice of the peace, township clerk,
treasurer, and similar offices. About half of the town-
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ship States permit the township governing body to
perform both executive and legislative roles; the
other township States provide for a chief officer who
is responsible for at least a substantial part of the
executive task. Chief officers are varinusly titled
trustee, supervisor, and town chairman.

The purpose of all local governments, regardless
of form or structure, is expressed in terms of serv-
ices. It is very difficult, however, to describe ac-
curately the variation in services performed by so
numerous and heterogeneous a group as "local
government!' Tables 4 and 5 provide crude sum-
maries of service for all local governments combined.
Table 4 compares urban (within SMSA's) and rural
(outside of SAISA's) governments for the nation as
a whole. Employment figures are standardized first
by adding full-time government employees to the
full-time equivalent of part-time employees, then
expressing the total as a rate per 10,',300 population.
The equalized employment rate, is higher in rural
areas than in urban areas for the following func-
tions: education (teaching and nonteaching), high-
ways, general control, financial administration,
electric power, and natural resources. Urban areas
exceed rural areas by a marked numerical or per-
centage difference in the following functions: wel-
fare, hospitals, health, police protection, fire pro-
tection, sewerage, sanitation, parks and recreation,
housing and renewal, corrections, libraries, and other
small functional groups.

The relatively high employment rate in rural
areas for education is probably related to at least
three factors. First, the percentage of children in
the total population is higher in rural.than in urban
areas (because of higher rural biith rates); for a
given total population, rural areas would therefore
need more teachers. Secondly, urban areas have
large parochial school systems (about half as large
as the public school system in Philadelphia, for
example), reducing the number of teachers needed
in public schools for a given total population.
Finally, the number of teachers is inversely related
to the size of school systems or populations, proba-
bly as a response to densitysmall schools to
avoid overlong school bus rides; small or uneven
classes because there are too few pupils for efficient
assignment of teachers. The size-density relation-
ship is supported by the Census of Governments,
1962 (56, table 19), which shows a downward trend
in the full-time equivalent number of teachers per
10,000 population as counties increase in sizefrom
116 teachers for counties under 10,000 to 87 teachers
for counties larger than 250,000. The report shows
the same inverse relationship between size of school
system and the number of full-time equivalent
teachers per 1,000 pupils (56, table 27). Systems
with less than 50 pupils have 78 teachers per 1,000
pupils, systems with 50 to 150 pupils have 53 teach-
ers per 1,000 pupils, and the teacher ratio dreg
more gradually thereafter to a low of 43 for systems
with more than 3,000 pupils.



TABLE 4.-Local government employees, by function. 1962

Fulltime equivalent
employees per 10,000

population
Fulltime employees as a

percent of total employees

Function
Inside
SMSA

Outside
SMSA

Inside
SMSA

Outside
SMSA

Education:
Teachers 85.6 100.6 91 95

Other 33.9 :36.6 68 54

Other than education 128.6 91.7 89 68

Highways. 11.3 19.4 94 81

Public welfare 5.3 :3.2 96 83

Hospitals 16.6 14.6 94 87

Health :3.3 1.8 92 77

Police protection 18.5 9.5 87 77

Fire protection 10.8 3.8 84 :35

Sewerage :3.1 1.7 93 79

Sanitation other than sewerage 7.0 :3.2 97 81

Parks and recreation 6.7 1.7 7
Natural resources 0.8 2.1 83 62

Housing and urban renewal. 2.6 0.5 9:3 64

Airports 0.7 0.1 97 79

Water transport and terminals 0.5 0.1 78 46

Correction 2.4 0.8 98 82

Libraries 2.7 1.5 72 5:3

Financial administration 5.4 6.1 80 47

General control 7.5 8.3 86 70

Water supply 5.9 4.o 91 79

Electric power 2.6 3.2 99 92

Other and unallocable 14.9 6.0 83 37

Source: Census of Governments, 1962. Vol. HI (table 8).

-TABLE 5.- Percentage of local government employees who are full -time, by type of government and by
population size-group, 1962

Population size-group
(Thousands)

County Municipal
government government

Township government

New England
and Middle

Atlantic
States

Other
States

Total
Over 250
100-249.9
50- 99.9
25- 49.9
10- 24.9

2.5- 4.9
5- 9.9

Under 2.5

}

87 85

92 {'92
85 90
83 88
80 82

71
74 59

32

1

1

65

84

67
51 }

34 J

16

52

11

Sources: Census of Governments, 1962. Vol. III (tables 19, 21, 23. 24).

Note: This table combines urban and rural areas.
' Population size-groups are divided: 100,000-199.999, and over 200,000.

The relatively high employment rate for highway
programs in rural areas can be explained by three
factors: low density, more part-time (probably less
efficient) manpower, and less mechanizaLion than
urban areas. The density factor is again suggested 2

'Density relationships can, of course, be measured most
accurately by using density measurements, but such data
have not been cross-tabulated with government services in
census reports.

in the Census of Governments which shows a rate of
30 employees for counties of less than 10,000 de-
creasing steadily to a rate of 12 employees for
counties with more than 250,000 people (56, table
19. (Employees for local governments within coun-
ties are combined with county employees in these
figures).

It is instructive to look at another aspect of em-
ployment for local government services. Tables 4
and 5 suggest that rural government is markedly
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Dart -time government. Table 4 shows the percentage
of full-time employees by function: table .5 shows
the same information by size of government. Rural
governments have lower full-time complements than
urban governments in all functions except teaching.
The percentage of full-time employment also varies
in proportion with the population size-group served;
the smallest municipal and township units (under
2.500) have only about one-third full-time em-
ployees while the larger units vary from 52 to 90
percent. Comities have less variation than other
forms of local government with 74 percent full-time
employees in counties of 5,000 or less and more than
80 percent in counties larger than 10,000. Since the
size-distribution data combine urban and rural
areas, it is likely that the full-time percentages for
rural areas alone would be less than the figures
shown. Residents of small urban communities in
metropolitan areas demand more services, and
higher levels of service, than their counterparts in
nonmetropolitan areas.

Interaction of Local, State, and Federal
Governments

Although the focus of this study is on the ability
of local government to provide the services required
to minimize or to ameliorate the incidence of rural
poverty, it is not possible to evaluate the need °Mlle
performance of local government outside the context
of all levels of government. In the first place, the
levels of government overlap in providing direct
services to rural individuals. In the second place,
local government is both led and stimulated to pro-
vide services, or to raise service levels, by subsidies
from the -Federal and State governments.

Table 6 summarizes the relationships among
levels of government for the services important to
the poverty group as part of the total population.
or to the poverty group primarily. In two functional
areas-natural resources, and health and hospitals-
each level of government spends most of its own
money in direct services. In all other functional
areas. however, there is a substantial transfer of
money from higher to lower levels. This transfer has
three patterns. In one function area (housing and
urban renewal) the Federal Government gives all of
its transfer payments to local government. In other
eases (such as education ) the Federal Government
transfers money both to the State and local govern-
ments with much the greater share going to States.
And third, the Federal Government gives all of its
transfer payments to States for highways, for wel-
fare. and for social insurance. States may use Fed-
eral funds in further distribution to local govern-
ment- in welfare), although for most functions
the States transfer their own funds to local govern-
ment. Local government receives about one-third of
its expenditure requirements from subsidies and
grants for education, highways, and-housing and re-
newal; about two-thirds is received from transfers
for public welfare; less than one-tenth is received
from transfers for health and hospitals.

Table 7 shows the relationship of intergovern-
mental payments to total revenues for States and
for types of municipalities. More thari a fifth of
State revenue is received as transfers from the Fed-
eral Government. Except for special districts, all
types of local government receive the bulk of their
transfer payments from the State-including Fed-
eral funds passed through the State funnel as well as

TABLE 6.-General expenditure. direct and intergovernmental, for selected functions, 1962
Maui in millions)

1:penditure
All

government
Federal

government
State

government
Local

government

dtication $22,814 $ 1,767 810,744 $17,962Direct . 22,814 598 ,270 17,946Intergovernmental 1,169 6,474 16Highways 16,508 2,899 7,961 3,753Direct 10,508 151 6,035 :3,722Intergovernmental... 2,748 1,327 31Public welfare.... ... 5,147 2,511 4,285 2,612Direct . 5,147 (i3 2,509 2,575Intergovernmental. .

.6,136
2,448 1,777 37Health and hospitals.. 1,960 2,351 2,254Direct 6,136 1,793 2,161 2,182Intergovernmental 168 191 72Natural resources. 12,194 10,965 992 401Direct 12,194 10,823 973 398Intergovernmental.... 142 19 4Housing and urban renewal . 1,701 863 43 1,145l)irect . ..... . 1,701 548 8 1,145Intergovernmental. . . :315 35Social insurance administration... 727 789 :399Direct 727 :328 399Intergovernmental . 461

Source: Census of Governments. 1962: Vol. IV. No. 4. Compendium of Government Finances (table 7).
Note:, Dupliati intergovernmental transactions are excluded. Data include urban and rural areas combined.
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State funds derived from State tax revenue. Comities
and school districts receive the most help (well over
a third of total revenue), while municipalities, town-
ships, and special districts get substantially less
(about a fifth of total revenue.

TABLE 7.-Intergovernmental transfers of funds,
1962: Percentage of total general revenue received
from intergovernmental transfers

Receiving unit

Paying unit

Federal State Total

States 22.7 22.7
Counties.. . ,,,,,,,, . 0.7 36 4 :37.1
Municipalitie 2.5 16.2 18.7
Townships 0.8 20.6 21.4
School districts 1.4 37.2 38.6
Special districts.. .. Si) :3.2 1 21.1

Sources Census of Coerntnents. 1962. Vol. IV. No. 4.
Compendium of Government Finances.

' Include: 9 percent transfetted hum local government.

Summary expenditure data in the Census of Gov-
ernments are not presented separately for urban
and rural areas. Table 8, with local governments
arranged by county population size groups, indicates
that smaller governments get relatively more finan-
cial help from grants and subsidies than do the larger
governments. The very smallest population group
(under 10,000) deviates from this generalization by
dropping a little below the next two larger groups in
the percentage of total revenue received from inter-
governmental transfers. Nevertheless, it seems likely
that most of the rural area governments, concen-
trated in the small sizes, get relatively more help
than the larger. urban governments.

TABLE 8. - Intergovernmental revenue as a
percentage of total revenue for county areas,
by size groups 1

Intergovernmental
t noisier (percent I

Size group Total From States

All :30.4 28.4

Over 250,000..... ... 25.8 2:3.7

100,000-249,999 :31.7 29.6
50,000 - 99,099...... :37.3 35.3

25,000-49,999 :39.4 37.8
10,000-24,999.... ..... 40.5 39.4
Under 10,000. 37.7 36.7

Sources:, Census of Governments, 1962. Vol. IV. No. 4.
Compendium of Government Finances.

' A county area includes the county government and all
-other units of government within the county.

The numbers suggest, but cannot fully demon-
strate the complex relationships of local, State, and
Federal Government activities. Even a brief review

of th,? literature, supplemented by interviews with
officials of several Federal agencies. how that
Federal assistance is provided through several
channels in the kinds of activity most closely re-
lated to preventing or ameliorating poverty. These
channels include:

Direct services to individuals. businesses, non-
profit development corporations;

Financial assistance to States for State-adminis-
tered services (and sometimes relayed by States to
units of local government for administration of
services) ;

Financial assistance to "districts" composed of
groups of local governments (usually counties) with
limited purposes and without taxing powers;

Financial assistance to units of local government.

Direct services
Several large programs are administered directly

by the Federal Goverment. In the Department of
Agriculture, for example, such programs include
farm home loans, credit for cooperatives, and
marketing agreements. In addition, the Department
has programs which can serve either private agencies
(in the form of developmeht corporations, for ex-
ample) or public agencies as the ultimate "consum-
ers" of assistance: resource conservation and
development projects are illustrative of this type.

_Other large money payments made- directly by Fed-
eral agencies to persons of private agencies include
old age, survivors, and disability insurance and
hospital construction grants.

Assistance to States
Several departments have very large programs in

this category. The Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare distributes much of its funds
through the State channel, with States varying in
their further. distribution through local- government.
School funds flow to school districts; public assist-
ance, child welfare, and vocational rehabilitation
funds are disbursed by State agencies or by local
(county or municipal agencies under State stand-
ards. The Department of Agriculture uses this chan-
nel in distributing surplus food, with the States
delegating the operating responsibility to local gov-
ernments, usually counties. The Department of
Transportation distributes highway aid to State
governments.

Assistance to districts
Although not a new device, the district channel

is becoming especially popular in programs provid-
ing assistance for economic development and for
some forms of physical development. The Appa-
lachian Regional Commission and the Economic De-
velopment Administration are both concerned with
sub-State regions (usually collections of counties)
for development programing and investment. The
Department of Agriculture is concerned with dis-
tricts for water and sewer facility loans, and with
watersheds in flood control and conservation ac-

115



tivity. The Department of Housing and Urban
Development is supporting regional councils of
government and regional planning agencies in the
development of metropolitan area planning and
action progralm.

Direct assistance to local government

The Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment has several programs of direct financial aid to
local government including public housing, Urban
renewal, planning, and the acquisition of open space
and other facilities. The Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare Makes grants to local gov-
ernment (mostly counties) to provide health facili-
ties and services for migratory workers. The Office
of Economic Opportunity (OEO) has a mixed posi-
tion since it deals with community action agencies
which include local government participation but
are -not purely agencies of local government. Ira
Kaye (personal interview) 3 noted that half of the
635-rural community action agencies are based on
single counties and half are multicounty units. The
impetus for combining counties in community action
agencies came from the counties, not the Federal
agency (although OEO is more than pleased to
accommodate jointures).

Although it is not possible to review State-local
relationships in detail within the space of =this .re-
port, the scope and nature of those services is partly
described by the earlier review of intergovernmental
transfers of funds, and partly described by the re-
view of Federal agencies' relationships to State and
local governments. There are wide variations in the
scale and level of direct and indirect services pro-
vided by States, reflecting tradition, wealth, and
policy.

Some considerations of tradition and policy (such
as constitutional limits on local government) and
of wealth (in personal income and tax base) are
included in later sections of this report with ref-
erence to the advantages and disadvantages of the
existing governmental framework.

Evaluation of Present Governmental
Arrangements

Before an attempt is made to evaluate the present
arrangement of local governments in rural areas, the
problem needs further definition. First, the scope of
services relevant to poverty is hardly less than the
total activity of government. Public assistance, anti-
poverty, surplus food, and similar progra.ls are
obviously aimed at those who are already dependent
by reason of physical or mental disability, lack of
basic education or work skill, lack of (or isolation
from) available work, or employment at full-time
or part-time work which pays less than a living
wage. But it is also widely accepted that preventing

a Information on persons interviewed is given in the
appendix.
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poverty, or providing opportunities to rise out of
poverty, are equally important in dealing with the
problem. Effective education, personal and environ-
mental health services, employment training, pro-
vision of good roads and utility servicesthese are
some of the governmental services necessary to
make all families or individuals capable of self-
support or to make the community attractive to
existing or prospective employers. All local govern-
ments provide some of the services in these two cate-
gories; whatever the range of services, every local
government needs administrative capability in
order to function. In short, concern for the whole
structure of local government is relevant to a study
of rural poverty.

Among those who have examined local govern-
ment in rural areas, there is wide consensus on
several glaring difficulties or deficiencies: rigid
structure, inefficient scale. and poor performance of
service. A smaller but insistent group of observers is
concerned with the failure of local government to
provide an effective, democratic response- to the
needs and wants of the rural poor.

Deficiencies of Structure, Cost, and Service

Legal restrictions

Most studies of local government in rural areas
review the restrictive nature of State constitutions.
Limitations usually affect the legal form or struc-
ture of local government, elective officers, tax and
debt poivers,. and the range of services to be pro-
vided. The nature and variety of constitutional and
statutory constraints have been very effectively pre-
sented by the U.S. Adviscfry Commission on Inter-
governmental Relations (ACIR) (49).

The constitutional and statutory provisions which
ACIR finds- generally limiting can be reviewed
briefly for the present purpose. By limiting the-form
of government, States prevent the adaptation of
form to changing need. A combined legislative-
executive body at the head of government (espe-
cially county government) virtually forecloses the
opportunity for effective management practices.
Long lists of elected officials, with pay or fees pre-
scribed, dilute the effect of the ballot while at the
same time imposing costs and limiting flexibility
in combining activities tinder full-time appointive
personnel. Restrictions on taxing authority gen-
erally confine local government to a narrow fiscal
base, limiting governmental income, and stimulating
(or reinforcing) a strong conservative political moti-
vation for large property owners.

The ACIR report further comments that the re-
strictive, complex nature of the constitutional and
statutory controls makes it very difficult for local
officials to know precisely what they can do. Ques-
tions with respect to new programs and new govern-
mental devices are frequently settled by the courts.
The expectation of court action almost certainly
inhibits local officials from attempting innovation
because of delays, costs, and political vulnerability



of an unsuccessful attempt at innovation. Since the
courts are generally conservative and bound by
precedent, innovation is difficult under the strict
interpretation of constitutional and statutory
provisions.

Inefficiency of small government

General comments about the inefficiency of small
rural governments are found with almost the same
frequency and level of agreement as comments on
legal constraints. The argument is briefly stated by
Burchfield (12, p. 155) as one of excessively high
overhead costs because of very small population
served. The small service group within a single local
government cannot support the services of full-time
professional personnel. Martin makes the same point
when he comments that small government is part-
time and amateur (30, pp-33-35). He goes on to
note that "amateur" connotes both a lack of profes-
sionalis in personnel and a lack of the tools of pro-
fessional management.

Comments on the part-time character of rural
government employment are well supported by the
statistical material presented earlier in tables 4-and
5. It is not so well established that part-time service
is expensive service in comparison with full-time
employment. Table 9 has some arithmetic, from
census data, comparing average monthly pay for
full-time employees with average monthly pay for
the full-time equivalent of part-time employees.
For each of the governmental activities used in the
comparison, the equivalent part-time pay is higher
than-the full-time pay, with differentials ranging
from 3 to 12 percent of the full-time pay figure.

This comparison of pay for full-time and part-
time employees helps to explain the Feason for the
often-repeated statement that small government has
high- overhead costs. No matter how, few services a
government performs, it must maintain the machin-
ery necessary to its very existence: records, book-

keeping, tax collection, banking, legal advertising,
and related activities which are required by the
nature of any organization or which are required by
constitutional or statutory mandate for conducting
public business. In small governments the "general
control" and "financial administration" categories
(to use terms of the Census of Governments) com-
prise a relatively high proportion of total employ-
ment. These overhead activities also have a high
percentage of part-time employment.

Figures for employment and expenditure overhead
are given in table 10. It is interesting to note a wider
range of difference for employment than for money,
and to speculate about the explanation. One feasible
explanation is that small governments have much
of their overhead work performed by elected, part-
time officials who accept the prestige of office to off=
set very low compensation. Other employees of
small government (such as highway crews) are paid
better for their time even though they too work on a
part-time basis. A situation of this kind would give
higher relative overhead-in',employment than in
expenditures.

The adverse econoies of *Mall size apply to the
cost of performing individual services as well as to
the cost of government as a whole. This point is
Made forcefully in one service area after another.
For example. Int Kaye (personal interview) wants
community action agencies at the county level (or
better yet, the multicounty level) because solutions
for many poverty problems are too expensive at
small-scale. He cited as an example the high over-
head costs of a health center for a small population.
Kaye also noted the difficulty of getting effective
staff for areas too small to provide challenging size
and diversity in problems and in potential programs.

A detailed cost study of county government in
one farm State gives a more rigorous form to state-
ments on high cost for governments of small size.
Boles and Cook used statistical correlation tech-
niques to study the relationship between population

TABLE 9.Calculations for comparison of average monthly pay for full-time employees and full-time
equivalent of part-time employees of local government outside of MA's, 1962

Item

Selected function

Highways
General Public
control welfare Health Correct ion

(I). Full-time employees
(2). Full-time equivalent (includes phut-time)
(3). Full-time equivalent of part-time employees

(2)(1)
(4). October payroll thousands
(5). Average earnings for full-time employees
(6). Total earnings for full-time employees

(5) X (1) thousands
(7). Total earning for part-time employees

(4)(6) thousands
(8). Average earning per full-time equivalent of part-

time employees (7)4- (3)

124,072 51,637 21,006 11,097 5,299
131,047 56,117 21,940 11,981 5,626

6,075 4,48 934 884 327
$ 41,595 $17,236 $ 6,275 $ 4,162 $1,893
$ 317 $ 304 $ 285 $ 347 $ 336

$ 39,308 $15,697 $ 5,986 A 3,850 $1,780

$ 2,287 $ 1,539 $ 281 al 312 $ 113

$ 328 :344 $ 309 $ 353 $ :346

Source: Census of Governments, 1962. Vol. III (table 8).
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TABLE 10.Employment and expenditures for
financial administration and general control as
percentages of total employment and expenditures
(excluding education), 1962

Financial administration and
general control as
percent of total

Size group of county areas Employment Expenditures

Total 11.6 7.2
Over-250,000 9.5 6.3
100,000-249,999 12.5 7.9
50,000-99,999 13.6 8.5
25,000-49,999 14.1 8.7
10,000-24,999 17.2 9.6
Under 10,000 24.5 10.9

Source4:, Census of Governments. 1962. Vol. III (table
19); Vol. IV, No. 4 (table 51).

Note: friyo data apply to mban and rural :teas combined.
Data for county areas include county governments plus
other local government: within counties,

size and the costs of total county government and of
selected services or activities III I. Boles and Cook
conclude(p. 38) that there appears to be an inverse
relationship between the total _ population of a
county and the average annual per capita costs for
total expenditures and for the services-studied in-
dividually (including the board of supervisors,
auditor, treasurer, sheriff, county attorney, recorder,
and assessor). In commenting on their findings, how-
ever, the authors note that the statistical relation-
ship does not prove in itself that differences in per
capita costs can be entirely explained by economies
of scale (pp. 22, 23); high per capita costs can
reflect higher levels of service as well as the ineffi-
ciency of small operations or the use of underquali-
fied personnel.

As a corollary to the problem of high cost of op-
eration for small rural governments, many commen-
tators observe the absence or poor quality of
services, and the difficulties of obtaining qualified
staff because of low pay, poor facilities, or limited
scale of service. Snider (421 noted that half the
counties in the nation had part-time health services
or none at all. Vice President Humphre (27, p.
68) comments on the urgent need to improve educa-
tional services, which are drastically deficient in
some rural areas. He also calls for extension of the
school lunch program to all children, with the further
notation that kitchen facilities should be provided
where needed. Perhaps the force of the last comment
is the unstated premise that children in poverty
areas are being denied school lunches because the
community cannot or will not provide kitchen facil-
ities at the school building. Additional gaps in serv-
ices for rural communities are described by
Thompson (46. In welfare, Thompson finds facili-
ties insufficent and inadequate for the elderly, for
persons needing dental and medical care, and for
underprivileged children. Thompson is also con-
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cerned about the deficiency in educational and job
training programs for adults.

Discussions of the high cost of small government
are generally focused on the local governments
themselves. There is, however, another important
consideration. Federal and State governments also
have administrative costs which are related to the
number of local governments and the number is
inversely related to the size of local governments.
The variety and scale of Federal and State programs
providing assistance to local government has al-
ready been reviewed. In giving such assistance, the
administrative overhead of Federal and State agen-
cies will vary partly with the kind and scale of the
problems being dealt ,vith, and partly with the
number of' local government units handling those
problems.

As a simple example of this concept, the amount
of money required for aid to school districts is gen-
erally related to the number of childten in -school
land perhaps measures of wealth or tax capability).
In distributing the money, however, the responsible
agency must be concerned- with child-accounting
records, authorization of cheeks, bookkeeping,
auditing, and a variety of contacts with the receiv-
ing units. These administrative charges are likely
to-be much the same for a district of 10,000 pupils
as for a district of 100 pupils. In some kinds of aid,
such as urban renewal, the administrative cost of
dealing with many small governmental units is
probably inflated by an "experience factor." A gov-
ernment which has only one project in this highly
technical, complex field will need much more guid-
ance and assistance than an experienced agency, and
the administrative cost to the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development is inflated by that fact.
In other words, the Department's costs for handling
five projects under five small rural governments is
certainly more than five times its costs for handling
five similar projects under a single local govern-
ment. Thete do not appear to be any available data
on this phase of "unit costs" for State and Federal
agencies: it is a subject which deserves study.

Interaction Between Government and People

Evaluation of small rural government cannot be
restricted to questions of efficiency in providing
services or in expenditures. There are other values
of social action and self-government which must be
considered. One of the best statements of these issues
is found in Martin (30).

Martin first reviews the advantages claimed for
"little government" (pp. 30-33). Because of the
small numbers involved, government takes place in
a context of sociability, with neighbors serving
neighbors. Problems arc construed and dealt with
on a local scale, understandable to almost any con-
cerned citizen. Programs can be fitted closely to
local requirements; the small scale of operations
needs no bureaucratic structure, with numerous, ex-
pensive internal checks and audits. By giving resi-
dents a direct, personal feel of representative gov-



eminent, small rural areas provide a "schoolroom"
for democracy.

Martin continues to examine the reality of demo-
cratic process in small rural government (30, pp.
.50-55 and sec. 11. ). He finds, in brief, that small
government has democracy more in form or ritual
than in meaningful substance. For one thing, small
govermiient often deals with so fel. functions and so
little policy that residents have little reason to care
about performance. Small population may give a
sense of neighborliness at the expense of real choice
among differing political views. The limited re-
sources of small governments severely limit prac-
tical choices in facilities or services. By concentrat-
ing on local issues, or local interpretation of
broader issues, small government leads to parochial,
fractional response to policy questions which need a
wide context and general view. Even at the local
level and in terms of local interests democracy is
more apparent than real with political dominance by
small groups (or families), employment of inept
or incapacitated people as a form of public support,
and a focus on petty personal differences rather than
policy issues.

The generalizations made by Martin are sharply
defined by several recent studies. In one of ,these,
Schrag (39) looks closely at three very different
rural communities. In a prosperous Iowa town he
finds a farmer-dominated school system_stubbornly
educating its children for the good rural life
although a small percentage of the graduates can
expect- to work in agriculture (pp. 43-51). There is
little effort to make the children understand the
complexity and urban scale of the nation's life.
Turning to a poverty-stricken community in Ken-
tucky (ch. 4), Schrag find similar parochialism,
hardened by a full measure of political dominance.
Schools provide jobs for relatives, friends, and sup-
porters of political leaders; school payrolls, among
the largest in the community, provide political
leverage with banks, suppliers of fuel, Insurance
brokers, and other local interests. The political sys-
tem that maintains the inadequate education
system, says Schrag (p. 146) is not dominated by
evil men as much as by ignorance, poverty, isolation,
kinship, and a strong sense of place. An impoverished
county school -system in Alabama, described by
Schrag (p. 177), requires State-wide approval of a
constitutional amendment to raise the local tax rate.
Schrag concludes (p. 2821 that poor education in any
rural community can become a social problem thou-
sands of miles away in our highly mobile society. A
big school system is justified not least by the broad,
diverse mix of social, political,-and economic inter-
ests which play a role in shaping the educational
system.

In a somewhat different way, Morgan focuses on
the same basic problems of small rural government
(33). Although he is primarily concerned with
political struggles of the Department of Agriculture
in developing the soil conservation district program,
some of those struggles reflect political conditions

in rural areas. One reason for deciding on the
soil conservation district device, for example, was
the inability of county government to control land
use effectively. Conservative tradition, lack of tech-
nical administrative compaence, and boundaries
drawn for political signifiance with little relevance
for land management are cited as weaknesses of
county organization. In order to insulate the new
program from the county extension services and
their strong alliance with county political organiza-
tions (33, p. 76), the format selected was that of a
soil conservation district with "natural" boundaries
(such as a watershed), with a majority of its gov-
erning body elected by local farmers.

The "district" has become an increasingly popular
deviee for bypassing the existing structure of local
government. Like the watershed concept., other pro-
grams !Inv identified areas or regions which better
express pertinent physical, social, or economic forces
than do the accidental_ or arbitrary boundaries of
political jurisdictions. The Employment Service is
concerned with labOr market areas, the Appalachian
Regional Commission and Economic Development
Administration are concerned with areas hopefully
large enough to contain viable pieces of the
economy.

With so many Federal (and State) programs ad-
ministered at the district, county, and multicounty
level, there is a growing risk of confusion or conflict_
among agencies. Officials of the Department of Agri-
culture (joint interview) state that the Department
has moved toward coordination by fusing all of its
field representatives in Technical Action Panels to
tic together interacting- programs and to apply the
best program or mix of_programs for each situation.
The Panels will he informed on the programs of
other Federal agencies, and may act as a referral
resource. To accomplish the same purpose on a wider
scale; the Bureau of the Budget (51) addressed the
heads of executive departments and establishments:
"Subject: Coordination of development planning for
programs based on multijurisdictional areas." The
memorandum directs each Federal agency to consult
with the Governors and with other Federal depart-
ments or agencies before establishing districts in
order to develop consistent district patterns. Fed-
eral agencies are also instructed to-consult with each
other as to procedures, planning data, and funding,
in order to obtain the maximum combined effect of
their several programs.

The movement toward larger scale, by enlarging
or combining local government units or by establish-
ing districts alongside existing local government, is
by no means the whole answer to helping people in
poverty. Officials of the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare (joint interview) have reserva-
tions about the new, large structures ; they find that
there are substantial values in the small, traditional
communities as bases for social action. Because of
low density in many rural areas, the problem of
making contact with individuals and with families
may become more difficult if the seat of action and
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decision is moved to one center for a large area.
Ellis (18, p. 177) says that school consolidation is
closing small schools which once were focal points
of interest and activity. Moreover, he notes that
long commuting distances, taking pupils away from
home before dawn in winter, and returning them
after dark, encourages dropouts. Ellis (18, p. 189)
also,comments that the multitude of Federal aids for
rural communities are of no help unless the com-
munities know about them and know how to get
themgrantsmanship is an art not readily found
among the unorganized people of rural areas.

As another aspect of the same difficulty, Eleanor
Eaton of the American Friends Service Committee
(personal interview) explained that rural areas are
likely to suffer when they are combined with urban
areas in district arrangements. The urban areas pro-
vide the leadership and resources and take the major
benefits, with little gaimfor the rural communities.
She also noted the crucial problem of distance for
people without transportation who have to go a long
way -to get surplus food packages (or stamps) or to
reach a hospital or clinic. The problems of -distance
and contact trouble others as well. Kaye said that
OEO is experimenting with bringing people to serv-
ices and taking services to people. Officials of HEW
are experimenting with "outreach" programs and the
training of subprofessionals because it is so difficult
to find professional people who will spend long hours
traveling to serve relatively few people.

Vidich and Bensman (59, p. 101) describe another
implication of the present systemthe habit of de-
pendence. Small rural governments depend on State
and Federal money, abdicating their responsibility
and autonomy to initiate action on matters for
which they cannot get financial assistance. The
psychological consequence is a habit of dependence
and accommodation to outside control while, at the
same time, praising the independent, self-reliant vir-
tues long associated with agrarian and small-town
life.

The preoccupation with structure and intergov-
ernmental relationships sometimes conceals basic
problems of policy. Programs intended to help those
in poverty may fail not because of faulty structure
buy because those who control local policy oppose
the program. HEW officials, in their interview, said
that some States refuse to take part fully in Federal
programs channeled to or through State government.
Officials of the Department of Agriculture who were
interviewed said that a number of southern State
and local governments refused to cooperate in the
surplus food program because it would help Negroes.
OEO has the experience, in the South, of community
action agencies organized almost entirely by
Negroes because white residents will not join with
the Negroes. Nonparticipation by local government,
and exerc of the governor's profeet veto power,
curtail tin, total effectiveness of OE0 programs in
the South.

There is one additional complexity worth noting
which affects the relationship of government and
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people in rural areathis is the interaction between
the countryside and the town. Clawson (14) and
Hoiberg (25) explain the strength of this interrela-
tionship. Towns serve farmers as centers for market-
ing products. purchasing goods and services. and ob-
taining parts and repairs for equipment. Towns also
provide the hinterland with health facilities, field
ci offices of State and Federal agencies, newspapers,:
and lin some cases) the legal functions of a county
seat. The town may provide a focus for nonagricul-
tural employment both for the part-time farmer and
for those who can find no employment in the fields,
woods, or mines. Clawson remarks that the size of a
town determines the range, quality, and quantity of
services, with large towns thereby gaining ad-
vantages over small towns. Hoiberg notes the im-
portance of town government- services (street main-
tenance, street lighting, sewerage, etc.) in making
the town's facilities and activities fully useful to
nontown residents. Both Clawson and Hoiberg draw
the (i-inclusion that there is a need for drawing
together the town and nontown communities for a
more effective whole.

Conclusions

This is the wrong time and place to prescribe
changes in the form or responsibility of local govern-
ment in rural Areas. Although this paper has re-
viewed and evaluated existing conditions in rural
government, recommended changes should reflect
not only present difficulties, but the program content
required to cope specifically with problems of
poverty. Recommendations on program content are
not now available, however, since the studies On
program and on government are proceeding concur-
rently. The conclusions in this paper must therefore
be accepted as tentative, subject to modification if
final recommendations on essential antipoverty
measures depart substantially from the present
overall pattern of programs.

In general, the review of local government in
rural areas leads to the conclusion that local govern-
ment is not performing its role effectively in aiding
those entrapped by poverty. The explanations for
poor performance include restrictive constitutional
and statutory provisions, limited resources, ineffi-
cient size, negative policy on aiding the poor (sup-
ported by political dominance of the wealthy), and
the high cost of providing service to areas of low
population density. Possible changes for the im-
provement of rural local government will be dis-
cussed in the following order:

(1) constitutional and statutory revision; (2)
transfer of functions; (3) addition or improvement
of functions through Federal and state subsidies;
(4) increase in size and reduction in number of local
government units; and (5) inproved response to
individual and community wishes.



Constitutional and statutory revision

The Advisory Commission in Intergovernmental
Relations (ACIR I has a full and cogent statement
of needed reforms (49, pp. 64-7 2) . Requirements for
the consolidation of governmental units and for
annexation of territory by larger governments
should be eased; requirements for the division of
governmental units, and for incorporation of parts of
existing units, should be made more restrictive. Ad
hoc or special purpose agencies should he made
responsible to the general purpose local government
which created them.

ACIR further recommends that townships and
municipalities be permitted to transfer operating
functions to county governments. By the same
token, counties should be permitted to transfer func-
tions to large municipalities. Broader authorization
should be granted for two or more local governments
to perform functions jointly or cooperatively, and
for governments to contract with each other for
the performance of administrative or operational
services. ACIR also- recommends that States gen-
erally enlarge the powers and responsibilities of
counties, allowing them to undertake any of the
functions usually assigned to township or munici-
pal government. Where services are provided for
only a portion of a county, it should be perthissible
to establish special districts or service corporations,
financed by user charges, but responsible directly
to the governing body of the parent county.

With respect to form of government, ACIR sug-
gests much greater freedom of choice for local
government. It is especially important to provide the
option of a form with a strong executive since the
commissiOn and weak-mayor forms mix legislative
and executive responsibilities, weakening the man-
agement role, and confusing the voters. The number
and diversity of local government officials chosen by
election should be sharply reduced; only the mayor
and council (or equivalent) should be elected, other
officers should be appoint-ed.

ACIR further recommends that States enact
grants of power for local government in broad term's
on the assumption that local government will be
more responsive to popular control and wishes if
governmental authority can be extended to meet
evolving needs. ACIR also suggests that State
grants of power to local government include the
general grant of all powers and functions not ex-
pressly reserved to the Statea reversal of the
present limitation which reserves to the State all
powers not expressly conferred on local government.

Although other authors may differ in detail with
ACIR, there is a general consensus on the direction
and urgency of change in State constitutional and
statutory restrictions. To the extent that restrictions
are imbedded in constitutions (as many of them
are), change will occur very slowly. It also seems
likely that States will be very resistant (probably
with good cause) to the ACIR recommendation for a
general grant of powers to local government.

Transfer of functions

Almost all of those writing on the problems of
small local government include transfer of functions
as one device for improving scale of operations, tax
resources, and service efficiency. The transfer can
occur in two ways: first, a small government may
contract with anothor (usually larger) government
to provide services for a specified_ charge; secondly,
a larger overlapping unit of government may take
responsibility for performing services commonly
performed by smaller constituent units. Both types
of transfer depend on statutory or constitutional
change in most States.

The contractual arrangement works well if the
small governments feel the need to provide (or pro-
vide for) particular services, and if they are also
able and willing to pay the services charge. Although
the service charge may be substantially less than
the cost of providing the service directly, the serv-
ice charge still costs more than not providing the
service at all.

When county government takes responsibility for
services usually performed (or authorized but not
performed) by municipal and township govern-
milts, the county governing body decides on the
scope and quality -of service on its own initiative.
The county governing body can relate the services
to total county needs and total county resources.
Under contractual-arrangements, however, the com-
munity most in need may be too poor or too apa-
thetic to enter the agreement, and the community
with. the largest resources may prefer to keep its
tax money at home.

Widespread transfer of respon-Sibility for -major
services from townships and municipalities to coun-
ties would radically change the scale of operations.
There are 19,000 townships and municipalities with
less than 1,000 population, but only 18 counties that
small ; there are 34,000 townships and municipali-
ties with less than 10,000 population, but only 800
counties in that size group. Counties also operate
with much less part-time employment than do mu-
nicipalities and townships in rural areas, and it
seems likely that expanded functions at the county
level would further reduce the amount and propor-
tion of part-time work. Strengthened county opera-
tions would also fit the present pattern of Federal
and State grants to local government since counties
receive more grant money at present (1962) than
municipalities and townships combined.

Although transferring services may improve the
quantity and quality of service, one must admit that
this is not a tidy device. There would still remain
tens of thousands of small governments with offi-
cials, powers, taxes, and political voices. Tidiness is
hardly an overriding virtue, however, and might
well be traded for a faster and more attainable
improvement than seems likely with a tidier ar-
rangement such as consolidation. There is also a
lingering doubt as to the advisability of extinguish-
ing the old, traditional small government which may
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serve the poor as a better political focus than the
county.

Addition or improvement of functions through
Federal and State subsidies

It would be difficult to overstate the vital im-
portance of Federal and State funds in supporting
and initiating local government activities essential
to the well-being of the community as a whole and
of the disadvantaged members of the community in
particular. Education is a good example of a tradi-
tional function of local government which is im-
proved through grants; renewal of dilapidated-hous-
ing and construction of water or sewer facilities
are activities often beyond the means of rural com-
munities-without financial aid.

The wide variety in Federal-State-local govern-
ment channels used in putting subsidy money to
work has already been discussed. There are differ-
ing opinions on the relative merits of diffc...mt
channels, but there is little general theory on rela-
tionship between the method of distributing grants
and impact on local government administration or
-politics. In a provocative monograph on research
needs, Stocker says that grants and subsidies will
surely induce changes in the formal organization of
local government (44, p. 15) . Stocker believes that
changes may tend to improve local government by
requiring adaptations which spur more general re-
visions of government structure, powers, and opera-
tions. But Stocker also notes that grant programs
can be harmful to local government if, for example,
the grants bypass existing governmental forms
to establish single-purpose districts which vitiate
the strength_ and influence of general-purpose
governments.

A similar caution or criticism is attributed to
Morton Grodzins (47). In a discussion of the De-
partment of Agriculture's extension services (p. 34),
Grodzins claims that the Department ignores local
government, providing a parallel structure through
its locally elected farmer committees. The commit-
tees are more responsive to the fann-owner-domi-
aated Farm Bureau than to the residents as a whole.
Since the extension agencies often spend more than
county government does, Grodzins argues that
county government is disadvantaged in competing
for leadership, support, and administrative talent.

The better way of using grants is to strengthen
local government, and perhaps to guide it toward
deliberate change. The Department of Agriculture
is moving in this direction with its Technical Action
Panels, providing a resource and guide to many
grant programs, including those outside of the De-
partment. The President's Executive Order, ex-
pressed in a Bureau of the Budget Circular (51) ,

also recognizes the need to link Federal and State
planning and action districts, and to provide State
and local government with a more orderly structure
of Federal assistance programs. Grants which re-
quire or reward joint action by local government, or

122

concurrence of local programs with regional plans,
exert pressure for shifting authority toward larger
operating units of government.

A strong relationship between State and county
government, affirming the separate but interacting
roles of the two levels, has been well stated (21) .

The report defines the State's basic responsibility
for establishing common goals while individualizing
program structure, methods, and components to fit
the specific needs and capabilities of individual
counties (pp. 1-19-21).

Most grant programs elicit participation or com-
pliance of local governments by the principle of the
carrot. Sometimes the carrot is not enough: local
governments may refuse to recognize the problem,
they may be unwilling to provide whatever local
resources are-necessary, and they may disagree with
the basic policy objective of the program. Pennsyl-
vania has therefore combined the carrot with the
stick. The "Mentallfealth and Mental Retardation
Act of 1966" (Act No. 6; September 28,1966) directs
counties to establish a wide range of services and
facilities. To sweeten the pill, the State agrees to
pay 90 percent of additional costs incurred by
counties. If any county fails to provide services in
accordance with the act, section 511 states that the
Department of Public Welfare will provide the
services, charging the county- for the local share of
cost plus 15 percent to cover the State's adminis-
trative expenses.

The use of grants to induce or coerce specific kinds
of action is currently under heated debate. The
issue is aggravated by the variety of channels used,
bypassing some levels of government (or bypassing
government altogether). The objections center on
difference s in policy among the levels of govern-
ment. The granting agency usually wants reason-
able assurance that-the money is being used for-the
purposes of the grant; the receiving agencies want
more freedom to decide how to use grant funds.
States would like to have all grant funds channeled
through them, but many local governments fear that
States will interject unfavorable policies and re-
strictions (especially With relation to_urban renewal
and development for large cities in States with
rural legislatures, and with relation to antipoverty
and related programs involving minority groups in
States with negative policies toward the problems of
Negroes and other minorities). On the whole, in this
argument, it seems best to provide grants with con-
trols to assure their use for the intended purposes,
but to allow more freedom in the details of applica-
tion. In programs involving sensitive social issues
(such as aid for minorities), the donor agency
should have the option of using the State-local
channel if that channel works, or of bypassing the
channel if the program is being obstructed.

Increase in size and reduction in number
of local government units

Almost every work on rural government grapples
with the possibility of reducing the number and in-



creasing the size of governmental units in order to
obtain greater efficiency, more proficient staff, en-
larged resources, a broader mix of political views
and interests. The Committee for Economic
Development is unequivocal in recommending
consolidation of governmental units on a vast scale
(16h Pages 39-43 of the report contain the sugges-
tions for rural areas. The Committee believes that
rural counties could operate "more effectively" with
a population size of 50,000; the number could be
less in areas of, low population density where the
limit might be fixed by 1- or 2-liour travel time to
the county scat. The boundariesior the consolidated
units would reflect trading areas, drainage patterns,
and similar features. The Committee also suggests
that New England towns should consolidate (to
larger, but unspecified, size), and that small munici-
palities and townships elsewhere should be elimi-
nated (with counties performing the- basic local
governinent services). School districts should be
combined to reach a minimum size of 1,500 pupils.

It is unfortunate that the Committee for Eco-
nomic Development took so little pains to reinforce
its-bald recommendations with systematic support-
ing evidence. The case is argued "logically," but not
defended with authoritative references or with ana-
lytical data. Perhaps the most cavalier statement
in the report (16, p. 40) gives "various studies" as
the basis for selecting a 50,000 population goal,
without identifying the studies in a footnote or
bibliography.

More careful students of the consolidation issue
are more cautious than the Committee for Economic
Development. Boles and Cook (11) report that the
'greatest saving in per capita cost occurs when
population reaches-100,000 to 110,000. But they con-
clude that dollar saving is not the -determining
factor in reducing the number of counties and that
consolidation is unlikely to occur. The County's
key position in the political party structure is
among-the powerful obstacles to change.

Grant (22) has a convincing statement on the
failule of county consolidation in contrast with the
relative success of school district consolidation. In
listing the sources of opposition to county change, he
notes that many rural families identify the family
history and name with their county after genera-
tions of re1-lence. County office holders object to
losing their positions as a matter of course. But
Grant also comments on the powerful opposition to
consolidation by merchants, lawyers, and other
business interests located at the county scat; not the
least of these interests is the county-seat newspaper
which derives substantial income from legal adver-
tisements. Finally, the wealthier counties strongly
oppose consolidation on the clear -cut expectation
that taxes will go up when they are joined with
poorer neighbors.

Turning to the relative success of school district
consolidation, Grant remarks on the essential lead-
ership role taken by professional educators from

State departments of education, teacher colleges,
and the larger school districts. The large sums of
money involved in State subsidies to school districts
also created pressure for obtaining the efficiency of
enlarged units, while offering enticing rewards for
compliant districts. Subsidies for pupil transporta-
tion and for school construction eased two of the
most obvious shocks district consolidations.

Almost as an afterthought, Grant comments that
consolidation of township government is nearly as
difficult as consolidation of county government. He
notes, however, that some gain was achieved when
Oklahoma withdrew taxing powers from townships,
and Iowa transferred the powers of township gov-
ernments to the counties.

By and large there is a consensus that local gov-
ernment -would be more effiCient and more effective
if units were larger. The optimum size varies from
20,000 (29) to 50,000 (16) to 100,000 (11). Except
for school districts,.there is little_reason -to expect
that consolidation will occur voluntarily or by fiat
of State governments. In comparison with the trans-
fer of functions or the use -of grants, consolidation.

_ ranks a poor third in terms of practicality.

Improved response to individusl'and
community wishes

Most of the recommendations for improving local
government in rural areas imply a larger scale of
operations--larger populations, larger geographic
areas. There are many who fear that the change in
scale will add to the hardship of the least fortunate
members of the community by adding distance and
unfainiliarify to their contacts with governmental
agencies. James Sundquist (Personal interview)
argued strongly for recognition that action requires
close contact-with the people involved. Very-small
communities should not lose their identity since
they are the focus of political and social action.
This does not mean that every -small place needs a
full range of governmental services; but the larger
governmental unit should use the traditional com-
munity as its focus of, activity.

Several other authors express this same point of
view in urging as a general principle that functions
of government belong at the "lowest" level at which
the function can be effectively performed. The Gov-
ernment Consulting Service espouses this view (21).
Officials of the Federal agencies interviewed for this
study expressed related concerns in their attempts
to find new ways to bring people to services and
services to people.

Nesmith (34) represents a number of writers
emphasizing the close interrelationship between
town centers and their surrounding hinterland. All
of those who discuss this situation agree that gov-
ernmental programs should recognize and strengthen
the relationship through planning and operating
activities. Nesmith has some useful figures on the
minimum size for an urban center, based on careful
work by other specialists. A reasonable school sys-
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tem can be supported by a total population of a
little over 6,000; a supermarket needs almost 7,000
people and other types of business vary from 1,300
for a grocery, to-2,700 for a men's clothing store,
and 6,700 for a hardware store; 5,000 population is
a reasonable figure to support a library and five
churches. Clawson would probably set a higher
minimum to achieve a wider range and better
quality in goods and services.

The point is, of course, that all our efforts to re-
think and revise the structure and operation of local
government are means to the end of providing serv-
ices to people. Larger governments may be more
efficient, but the increased efficiency will be a net
loss if government becomes more bureaucratic, more
remote, less sensitive to real needs. It ,does not fol-
low, however, that larger size necessarily means less
concern and less contact wtill individuals who are
physically, economically, or socially isolated. A
large government does not have to Organize its serv-
ices -in a- centralized location; a. dedicated profes-
sional may work harder than a discouraged or
cynical small - town political leader to reach all
those who live in poverty. The problems of rural
poverty urgently require the utmost in creative
response by every level of government.
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Chapter 8

Patterns of Urban Growth and Growth Nodes
ANNE 0. KRUEGER, professor of economics, University of Minnesota

During the 19th and early 20th centuries, the
relative growth rate of various American cities
could be easily estimated by counting the number
of persons residing within their borders. As cities'
populations increased, their growth took place
through building upward, increasing the density of
existing structures. and building in previously un-
improved land within the city's borders. In the past
several -decades, the pattern of urban growth has
shifted, in that the territory within the city is filled,
and growth has continued through suburbanization.
Not only has new residential construction taken
place in the suburbs outside city limits, but many
business Mils have located outside the central city.
Of the 18 cities ,with over 500,000 -population in
1950, only 4 experienced population growth be-
tween 1950 and 1960. Yet these total popula-
tions, including suburban developments, increased
rapidly. The metropolitan areas of the- mid- 1960's-
extend well beyond the central city limits, and
most metropolitan growth is taking place outside
the central city. For this reason, then census has
adopted the concept of the "Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Area" (SMSA). In the words of the
census: 1

. . . for many types of social and economic analysis. it is
neeessary to consider as a unit the_entire population in and
around the city where activities form an integrated social
and economic' system . . -An SMSA is a county or group
of contiguous counties which contain at least one city of
50,000 inhabitants or more or "twin cities" with a combined
population of at least 50.000. . , . Contiguous counties are

' [TR Bureau of the Census. U.S. Census of Population
1960, Number of Inhabitants, United States Summary.
Final Report PC (1)-1A, 1961, p. XXIV.

Melnik(' in an SMSA if, according to certain criteria, they
ale essentially metropolitan in character and are socially
and economieally integrated with the central city . .

Table 1 presents data on the relative importance
of the large SMSA's. For the period 1900-1950,
over three-fourths of the increase in the American
p ,oulation was accounted for by the groivtli of the
It metropolitan areas designated by the census in
1950 as standard metropolitan areas (SMA's).
These figures are somewhat misleading, of course,
since some of the 1950 SMA's were small towns in
1900; and have experienced phenomenal growth in
the interim. Even so. more than half the increase
in the U.S. population since 1900 occurred in the
52 areas that would have been classified as.SMA's
in 1900.2 Moreover, the trend toward increasing
concentration appears to have intensified during
the 1950-60 decade. In this period, the American
porn lation increased by 18.6 percent. The popula-
dot, of the 212 SMSA's of 1960 rose by 26.4 per-
cent, while that of the remainder of the country in-
creased only 3.2 percent.

Table'2 gives the size distribution of the SMSA's
in 1950 and 1960. In 1950, there were 15Anetropoli-
tan areas with a population in excess of 1 million.
By 1960 the number was 24. At the lower end of
the size distribution, five areas with a population
of less than 50,000 in 1950 had attained a larger
size by 1960, and the average SMSA size had in-
creased by 25 percent.

Table 3 presents further evidence of the tendency
for large metropolitan areas to grow even larger;

2 Bogue, Donald J. Population Growth in Standard Metro-
politan Areas 11)01)-1950. Washington. D.C. 1953, p. 14.

TABLE 1.Relative growth of SMSA and non-SMSA areas, 1900-1960

[Percent population increase per decade]

Area 1900-10 1910-20 1920-30 1930-40 1940-50 1950-60

162 SMA's of 1950 32.0 25.4 27.1 8.5 21.8 26.4

Area outside 1950 SMA's 13.6 6.7 6.0 5.9 6.0 3.2

Source: Donald J. Bogue. Population Growth in Stondard
Metropolitan Areas 1900-1950, Washington. D.C., 1953. p.
13 for 1900-1950. Data are '4for 212 SMSA's enumerated in
the 1960 census. They were derived from Bureau of the
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Census, County and City Data Book, 11162 (A Statistical
abstract Supplement), Washington. D.C., 1962. and calcu-
lated by the author.



TABLE 2.-Size distribution and population of SMSA's, 1950 and 1960

Size of SMSA

Number of SMSA's Population

1951) 1960 1951) 1960

Under 50,0(N) 5 0 203,900 0

50,001) to 74,999 ...... 17 8 1,108,181 533,225
75,000 to 99,999 . ..... 20 14 1,804,641 1,728,182

100,000 to 199,999 72 68 10,101,960 9,835,096
200,000 to 399,999 49 (12 13,563,354 17,386,345

400,000 to 699,999 24 28 12,030,914 15,704,931

700,090 to 999,999 I() 8 8,138,739 6,678,329
Over 1,000,000. ... 15 24 42,420,715 61,582,070

Total... ...... 212 212 89,372,404 112,948,178

Source: Caleulations by the author from County and City Data Book, table 3.

it gives the percentage distribution of cities in each
1950 size class by their growth rate. Each SMSA is
treated as one city. It should be noted that the data
on towns in the 2,500 to 4,999 class understate the
number of towns which lost population between
1950 and 196G, because to ns with less than 2,500
persons in 1960 were not recorded. Even with this
downward bias, the pattern emerges clearly. A
higher fraction of small towns had low or negative
growth rates than the large SMSA's. As size of city
increases, the percentage with above-average growth
rates (25 percent and over) increases markedly.

"Growth nodes" for present purposes, may be de-
fined as urban areas with population growth rates
in excess of 50 percent. As may be seen in table 3.
sonic towns under 25,000 achieved such a rate of
growth. In many instances, these were -towns ad-
jacent to, but not included in, an SMSA. In other
cases, a new military installation, or the advent of
a new "footloose plant", generated their growth. It
is readily apparent that, should such a growth rate
recur for two or three decades, the town would
rapidly become an SMSA. Except when the town is

located near an SMSA, hoevt.e, such an eventual-
ity is rare. Perhaps 2 of the 31 towns in the 2,500
to 5,000 size class which grew at a rate in excess of
50 percent have a chance to maintain their growth
rate and achieve metropolitan proportions. Even in
this class, 20 were located in the South and South-
west-the rapid-growth parts of the country.

Table 4 lists those SMSA's which grew in excess
of 50 percent in the 1950 -60 decade, with their per-
centage population increase and their 1960 popu-
lation. For purposes of comparison, those SMSA's
with a growth rate of less than 5 percent are also
listed. Of the 30 SMSA's with growth rates over 50
percent, 18 were in Florida, California, and Texas.
Two each were in Arizona, Colorado, and Nevada.
Only one was located in the Midwest (Wichita),
and none in New England or the Atlantic States
north of Georgia. The heavy concentration of
growth nodes in Florida, the Southwest, and West
is evident.

By contrast, of the 17 most slowly growing
SMSA's, five were in New England, four in Penn-
sylvania. several in the central South and Midwest.

TABLE 3.-Growth rates of SMSA's and other cities, 1 950 to 1960

1Petent of cities in size clam'

Size of city in 1950

Growth tats
_

10% 25% 50%
Zero to to less

t has
to less

Less than less than
zero 10% 25%

t ban
to thltIttless 100%

over
Number

zero 50% 100% ver

2,500 to 4,999 ..... . 21.7 26.5 29.2 13,9 5.9 2.8 1,135

5,000 to 7,499... .. 24.1) 21.9 27.9 17.0 7.0 1.3 470

7,500 to 9,999.. . 19.2 24.0 27.5 21.8 4.4 3.1 229
10,000 to 14,999 . 18.2 24.1 28.4 20.8 7.2 1.3 236

15,0(0 to 24,999 18.5 23.6 29.7 16.9 8.2 3.1 195

25,000 to 49,999. 20.8 30.4 30.4 10.4 4.3 r 3.5 115

50,000 to 99,991) . . . 5.5 14.0 3:3.3 25.0 22.2 0 36
100,000 to 109,999 .. 2.7 12,5 36.0 311D 8.4 1.4 72

200,000 to :399,999 6.1 12.1 43.2 :30.4 6.1 2.1 49

400,000 to 699,999 4.0 0.0 32.0 44.0 20.0 0 25

700,000 to 999,999. .0 10.0 30.0 50.0 10.0 0 10

Over 1,000,000.... . .0 13.3 66.7 13.3 6.7 0 15

Source:, Computed by mdbor from County awl City Data Book,
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TABLE 4.-Growth node and slow growth SlISA's,
1950 to 1960

SMSA
Population

1960

Growl 11
percent age

1950-6(1

Rapid- growth SMSA's:
t Linder& le-

Hollywood, Fla. :4:33,946 297.9
Las Vegas, Nev 127,016 16 :3.0
Midland, Tex. 67,717 162 6
Orlando, Ha. :318,487 124.6
San Jose, Calif. 642,315 121.1
Odessa, Tex. . . 90,995 116.1
Phoenix, Ariz..... ...... 663,510 100.0
West Palm BeiwIt, . 228,106 98.9
Colorado Springs, Colo.. 143,742 92.9
Miami, Fla. 935,047 88.9
Tampa, St. Petersburg, Fla. 772,45:3 88.8
'Fusco'', Ariz.. 265,660 88.1
San Diego, Calif.... 1,033,011 -85.5
Sacramento, Calif.. . 502,778 81.4
Albuquerque, N. Mex.. 262,199 80.0
San Bernardino-

Riverside-
Ontario, Calif... .. 809,782 79.3

Albany, Ga. . . 75,680 7:1.5
Santa Barbara, Calif... 108,962 72.0
Amarillo, Tex. . . 149,493 71.6
Reno, Nev.... . 84,743 68.8-

.Lawton, Okla. 64.6
Lake Charles, La.

_90,80:3
145,475 62.3

El Paso, Tex :414,070 61.1
Huntsville, Ala. . 117,348 61.1
Pensacola, Fla. 203,376 54.9
Lubbock, Tex.. .. 156,271 54.7
Wichita, Kans.... 343,2 :31 54.4
Los Angeles-

Long Beach (Alf 6,742,696 54.4
Houston, Tex.. 1,243,158 54.1
Denver, Colo. . 929,3M 51.8

Slow - growth
Wilkesbarre-

Hazleton, Pa.. ... :346,972 -11.5
Scranton, Pa.. . 234.531 -8.9
St. Joseph, Mo 90,581 -6.4
Jersey City, N. J.. 610,734
Johnstown, Pa. 280,733 -3.6
Texarkana, Tex., Ark.. 91,657 -:3.1
Altoona, Pa... . 137,270 - 1.6
Fall River, Mass., R. I. 138,156 0.6
Portland, Me. 120,655 0.6
New Bedford, Mass. . . 143,176 0.8
Lewistown-Auburn, Me 70.295 2.7
Lawrenve-Haverhill, 187,601 2.8
Terre Haute, Ind. ..... 108,158 3.1
Gadsden, Ala. ..... 96,98(1 :1.3
Huntington-Ashland,

W. Va., Kv 254,780 4.7
Sioux City, fowa... 107,849 4.8
Fort Smith, Ark.... 60,685 3.9
Asheville, N. C.... 1 :30,074 4.6

Santee: County and City Data Book. 1962. table 3.

In the more rapidly growing sections of the coun-
try, only Texarkana was among the slow-growth
SMSA 's.

The shift from the Northeast to the South and
West has been the result of all the factors discussed
in the preceding sections. According to Fuchs: a

' Fuchs. Victor R. Chang(s in the Location of Manufac-
turing in the United Stales since 1929. New Haven: Yale
Univ. Press. 1962, pp. 27-8.
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The most significant locational trends smcv 1929 ha% e been
the rapid rates of grout!' in the South and West and the
comp:native loss of manufacturing in the Northeast. The
most important factors influencing these changes in loca-
tion :wear to have been climate. labor and availability of
raw materials. What has changed is the technology and
importance of ancraft manufacturing. average life expec-
tancy. average income, and the importance of military pay-
toll, as a solace of personal income. Climate has been ver
important in the womb of aircraft manufacturing and suli-
sulimy industries; in California and the Southwest. It has
also played a role in the location of military establishments
and the migiatiow of population. especially older people.
These developments have encouraged the growth of local
market-oriented manufacturing industries in several south-
ern and western states, especially Florida and California.

-Californian SMSA's have, of course, had the larg-
est increase in number of persons. While there are
undoubtedly some older persons who have moved
to California for retirement or semiretirement, the
development of the aircraft industry has been a
major factor. As indicated by Fuchs, the climatic
needs of the industry appear to have been impor-
tant in-location of the industry. Once the industry
was concentrated there, however, the need for
proximity to local suppliers or buyers of component
parts was as critical in further expansion as was the
climatic futon.'

Texas and Florida had climatic advantars. For
Florida, increased tourism at higher income levels,
and persons moving for retirement have been im-
portant. In addition, both States have benefited
substantially from the space program, and the de-
velopment of local industries to service it. The
Pacific States and Florida also gained from defense
purchases' Texas and the Gulf Coast States have
also experienced rapid growth of the chemical in-
dustry, largely because of the availability of raw
materials,6 and in particular, the changing tech-
nology of the industry which implied increasing
reliance on petrochemicals.

These, and other shifts, have been the subject-of
extensive research. Extensive examination of all the
detailed factors involved in each individual growth
node is beyond the scope of this paper. For the
growth node SMSA's, the location requirements of
some industries dictate the choice of site. Once one
or several industries choose a location, the develop-
ment of market oriented industries and services
follows. 'I'll:, choice of location between several
cities meeting locational requirements may initially
be arbitrary. Once suppliers and buyers have
established themselves in a given location, later
entrants may have little choice but to follow suit.
As long as there are growth industries, technological
changes, and the other phenomena associated with
economic growth, there will be growth nodes. They
may be different metropolitan areas, in different

' There are. of course. exceptions. Aircraft has also devel-
oped in several other areas, most notably St. Louis.

' For an analysis of the impact of defense purchttses, see
Roger E. I3olton, Defense Purchases and Regional Growth,
Brookings. Washington. D.C.. 1966.

" Fuchs, op, cit.. p. 21,4.



sections of the United States, and with different
characteristics, but the changing patterns of indus-
trial development will insure that some areas grow
at rates far exceeding the national average.

Conversely, the same set of factors will insure
that there are some slow-growth SNISA's and many
small towns experiencing population declines. In
New England, the primary factors appear to have
been New England's specialization in slow-growth
industries which found the attraction of cheap labor
in the South sufficiently great so that a change in
location was cost saving. Pennsylvania's slow-
growth SAISA's appear to have resulted from the
same constellation of problems affecting all of Ap-
palachiarapid productivity growth and slow
demand growth in coal mining. While, by chance,
the rapid-growth sectors might have found a north-
east location economically desirable, the technologi-
cal needs of the industries were better met else-
where.

While there will always be differential growth
rates among regions and metropolitan areas, there
is some evidence that, as economic growth con-

tinues. the degree of disparity among rapid- and
slom -growth regions and SNISA's may diminish.
This is partly the result of the increasing market-
orientation of many economic activities, both be-
cause of the rise of the service sectors, and because
of the tendency for new products to be less raw-
material oriented. Hence, as new products and serv-
lees are developed, or become increasingly impor-
tant, they may well expand in each region with a
sufficiently broad market to warrant a ,,r ;.prate
plant. As the size of the metropolitan areas in-
creases, more and more SA1SA's will reach the
minimum size where a separate production facility
is economically desirable. Such a tendency would
also increase the concentration of the American
people in the large cities. and lead to a greater dis-
parity in the locational advantages of the large and
the Small urban areas. Finally, of course, as the
growth of the large metropolitan areas ,continues,
there will he a smaller and Smaller proportion of
the American population residing outside these
areas, and hence, a decreasing base from which the
SMSA's can attract migrants.
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Chapter 9

Patterns of Regional Economic Development in the
United States, and Their Relation to Rural Poverty

GEORGE H. BORTS, professor of economies, Brown University

In this paper, I shall first present a=broad histori-
cal review of the economic patterns of growth and
development in regions of the United States: In the
second part of the paper I shall examine alternative
policy proposals in the light of such experience. The
review will serve the following purposes: It will
describe the economic- factors influencing the geo-
graphic movement of labor and capital; it will
deinonstrate that such resource movements have
been consistent in the main with the efficiency goals
of the national economy; it will provide guidance
in the formulation of policy designed to help the
rural poor.

Economic Growth and Decline Among
Major Regions of the United States

Historically; the following regularities in growth
patterns have occurred among regions of the United
States:

(1) There has been a convergence of per capita
personal incomes among States since 1880. This
means that the differences among States in levels
of income per capital have narrowed sharply over
time.

(2) There has been a stable pattern of growth-in
manufacturing employment among States since
1869. Some States have persistently grown more
rapidly than others.

(3) There has been a stable pattern of growth
of nonagricultural employment and of the capital
employed in nonagricultural industries. Again,
some States have persistently grown more rapidly
than others.

(4) Certain States have experienced absolute
declines in employment. Many of the depressed
areas as identified by various government agencies
are clustered in these declining States.

The convergence of per capita incomes among
States is explained in part by the fact that resources
within States and regions have become more effi-

' Material in this section is found in Botts and Stein (2,
Ch. 2.3. 4. and 5). (Italic numbers in parentheses indicate
references listed at the end of this paper.)
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ciently allocated over time. An efficient allocation
is one which provides the highest income to re-
sources in the sense that returns are equalized at
the margin. A shift of labor or capital from low- to
high-paying occupations ,produces an increase in
income. The growth of personal income per capita
has varied among States by the extent to which
resources were initially misallocated, and the extent
to which this misallocation was eliminated. Re-
source misallocation may be measured by the initial
differential in income paid to labor among the
various sectors of each State, and by the initial
concentrations of employment in the lowest paying
sectors. In the United States, in the late 19th cen-
tury, income per worker was initiaoy lower in
agriculture than in nonagricultural pursuits. The
subsequent pattern of growth of per capita income
has been associated with the shift of human re-
sources out of agriculture and with the gradual
narrowing in the differentials in earnings per
worker between rural and urban occupations.

Historically, resources first moved into American
agriculture as part of the pattern of settlement of
the country. The economic incentives were. cheap
land and the prospects of accumulating capital by
the use of family labor. The effect of this settlement
was a dramatic rise in the volume of production of
agricultural commodities. Subsequently, a number
of market forces cnine into play which lowered the
demand for labor in agriculture. Chief among these
were improvements in technology and a low income
elasticity of demand for agricultural products.
Thus the growth of agricultural output was ac-
companied by a deterioration in agriculture's terms
of trade with the urban sector of the economy. A
third factor affecting the return of agricultural labor
is the phenomenon of higher than average birth
rates among rural inhabitants. People living on the
farm have reproduced much more rapidly than
people living in the city. All three factors together
have produced a flow of labor from farm to city.
The data on per capita incomes among States indi-
cate that this flow has resulted in increasing per
capita income. As workers shifted from farm to
nonfarm activities, incomes rose more rapidly than
they did in areas which did not experience such
sectoral shifts.



For verification it is useful to examine the growth
of per capita incomes among States classified by
the following attributes: (a) ratio of nonfarm to
total employment; and (b) ratio of farm wages to
nonfarm wages. The States may be divided into
four groups having various combinations of the two
attributes.
Rath) '4 farm Wages

In nimfarm 'yawn
Rath) 14 nimfairn to total

employment
Above a% erage Below a% erage

Above average A 11

Below average C

The preceding discussion has led to the conclu-
sion that per capita income would grow most
rapidly in the D States and least rapidly in the A
States. The reason is that resources would reallo-
cate over time in the D States from low- to high-
paying occupations. This is exactly what has hap-
pened. The simple average growth rate of per capita
incomes is shown below:

Group 18SOltiO0 1900-20 1920-50

(percent) (percent) (percent)

A States 26 27 47
1) States 46 57 76

The identity of the two groups of States is con-
sistent with the description -of the reallocative
process. In -the main, the A States are industrial,
while the D States are rural. Note the persistent
identity of the two groups over a 70-year time
span.

ss0-1900
Maine
New Hamp.shire
Massachusetts
Rhode Island
Connecticut
New York
New Jersey
Pennsylvania
Delaware
Maryland
Ohio
Illinois
Idaho
Nevada
California

1880-1900
West Virginia
Georgia
Florida
Kentucky
Alabama
Louisiana
Texas
Missouri
North Dakota
South Dakota
Nebraska
Kansas
New Mexico

A States
VN/0'20
Maine
New Hampshire
Massachusetts
Rhode Island
Connecticut
New York
New Jersey
Pennsylvania
Delaware
Maryland
Ohio
Illinois
Michigan
Montana
Wyoming
Colorado
Utah
Nevada
Washington
California

D States
/900-10
West Virginia
Georgia
Florida
Kentucky
Tennessee
Alabama
Mississippi
Arkansas
Louisiana
Texas
Missouri
New Mexico

Maine
New Hampshire
Massachusetts
Rhode Island
Connecticut
New York
New Jersey
Pennsylvania
Delaware
Maryland
Ohio
Illinois
Michigan
Nevada
Washington
Oregon
California

van-50
South Carolina
Georgia
Kentucky
Tennessee
Alabama
Mississippi
Arkansas
Louisiana
Indiana
Missouri

Economic Effects of Intraregional
Resource Movements

In this section attention is shifted from variations
in per capita income to the overall growth in a
region's level of economic activity. This activity
may be measured in the same manner as national
activity, by the use of a gross product concept. For
the region the measure is termed gross regional
product. It consists of the value of output of goods
and services produced in the region plus the income
paid to residents of the region from resources they
own that are employed outside the region. These
two components are influenced by different factors
and are handled separately. The next few sections
concentrate on income produced.

The movement of resources out of agriculture
has stimulated the growth of nonagricultural eco-
nomic activities. Studies indicate that regions which
experienced the greatest shifts of labor from agricul-
ture also enjoyed the most rapid rate of growth of
employment in manufacturing. The result is more
than a statistical artifact. There is no necessary
relationship between the movement of resources
out of agriculture and their location and reemploy-
ment in the same region. It is possible for resources
to leave agriculture in one region and move to non-
agricultural activities in another. The intraregional
shifts of resources from agricultural to nonagricul-
tural activities have provided a particular stimulus
to manufacturing. The rate of growth of manufac-
turing employment in specific industries has been
higher in States undergoing the shift of resources
from farm to nonfarm activities, where agriculture
was initially a very large proportion of total eco-
nomic activity. A primary influence on the growth
of manufacturing employment among States has
been the availability of a growing labor supply.

While manufacturing growth is related to labor
supply shifts, it does not appear to vary with wage
level differences among States. The reason for this
is that the wage level appears to have two counter-
balancing effects on the rate of growth of employ-
ment. Low wages will attract industry because of
their effects on the rate of return on capital. Capi-
tal is attracted to a State where there are low
wages, and as capital flows in it generates a demand
for labor, Thus, one should generally find that low
wages are positively related to high growth rates of
capital. Low wages also lead to an emigration of
labor out of the State. Labor flows from low wage
States to high wage States. As a result, emigration
reduces the available labor supply to an industry
at any wage rate and tends to discourage the move-
ment of capital into an area. What has taken place
is a race between the movement of capital into low
wage areas and the movement of labor into high
wage areas. This race, which has been set off by the
shift of labor out of agriculture into other occu-
pations, has been consistent with the movement of
the economy to a more efficient allocation of re-
*.ourees.
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A related change in resource allocation has oc-
curred in more developed regions. The growth of
certain manufacturing regions in the Northeast was
partially stimulated by the movement of labor
from the rural areas of the same region and by the
migration of labor from Canada and Europe. By
the second and third decade of this century, these
sources of labor had become quantitatively unim-
portant. At the same time, one observed the devel-
opment of technological innovations permitting the
use of lower quality-lower wage labor in certain
industrial processes, the movement of low wage
industry out of the Northeast, and the gradual pre-
dominance in the Northeast of high wage industries.

Interregional Migration

The migration of labor between regions plays as
important a role in explaining growth patterns as
the previously discussed internal reallocation of
labor.-Prior-to 1920 there were two types of migra-
tion of importance in the United States: between
regions, and from Canada and Europe to the
United States. With the passage of the Immigra-
tion Act and its enforcement in the Middle 1920's,
foreign immigration dwindled as a percentage of all
migration. After the middle 1920's there was a
qualitative change in migration's influence on
regional growth patterns. Foreign immigration had
provided a stimulus to the economic growth of the
northeastern part of the United States. The ces-
sation of foreign immigration was an important
factor in the departure of low wage industries from
New England, Upper New York State, and Penn-
sylvania. Migration of people from the South to-
ward the Northern and Western States took on new
importance, and as a consequence the relative eco-
nomic growth potential of the West increased.

Historical evidence on interregional migration
includes a large amount of information on net
migration, and smaller amounts on gross migration.
The figures on net migration indicate in the main
that people moved from States where wages were
low to States where wages were high. The migration
of labor into a State is a clear indicator of the shift
of the labor supply function facing economic activ-
ities in the State. The reason is that migrants con-
sist to a much greater degree of people of working
age than the rest of the resident population of the
State. In fact, migration differences account for a
good deal of the differences of manufacturing em-
ployment growth among States M the period be-
tween 1920 and 1950.2

= Despite the fact that immigration is associated with
population growth and with wage rates. there is very little
association between manufacturing employment growth and
wage rates. The reason is, as stated earlier. that wage rates
have an ambiguous influence on manufacturing employment
growth.
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A word of caution is needed here because migra-
tion is influenced' by other factors in addition to
wage rates (19). Not all high wage States received
migrants from low wage States. There are impor-
tant noneconomic factors influencing migration and
these must be recognized in accounting for regional
growth differentials. For example, the migration
into such States as Florida, New Mexico, Colorado,
Texas, and Virginia may not be related to wage
differentials, while the high migration into Cali-
fornia, Arizona, and Nevada may be due only
partly to high wages. Second, high wage States such
as Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin ex-
perienced outmigration during substantial portions
of the period between 1920 and 1950.

A more refined analysis of migratory patterns
between standard metropolitan statistical areas has
been undertaken recently by Lowry (11). His study
attempts to split apart the directional migratory
flows between metropolitan areas. He provides
different explanatory variables to account for im-
migration and emigration. Lowry argues that emi-
gration from an area is largely a demographic
phenomenon in the sense that some age groups are
more prone to migrate than others. While the age
sensitivity to migration ultimately may be due to
economic factors, such factors do not vary with
different regions of the country. According to
Lowry, emigration per 1,000 would be roughly the
same throughout the country, if the age distribution
of the population were the same. The chief differ-
ence in net migration is therefore accounted for by
inmigration. Lowry argues that migration into a
metropolitan area is related to economic factors
which vary between regions: the wage rate in the
area receiving the migrant; the level of unemploy-
ment in the area; and the degree to which the area's
population is dependent upon military employment.
Another variable, which Lowry takes into account
and which appears to play a role in migration de-
cisions, is distance. The greater the distance which
separates two metropolitan areas the smaller the
likelihood that people from one metropolitan area
will migrate to the other. The role of distance is
presumably related to information and transporta-
tion costs as well as to the proximity of members
of the migrant's family or social and etlmic group.
These influences on migration provide important
clues to correct policy measures for helping the
rural poor.

Migration among States has taken place side by
side with the intrastate movement of population
from farm to city described above. The economic
factors producing the intrastate movement have
also played a role in the movement betwearSates
In the main, States which experienced the inter -
sectoral shift (the D States of the tabulation) also
lost population through migration. On the other
hand, 12 of the 17 A States had net immigration
during the 1930-50 period.



Supply and Demand Factors in Regional
Growth

A number of possibly conflicting hypotheses have
been put forward to explain why some regions have
grown more rapidly than others. These explanations
fall under the heading of demand and supply fac-
tors. It is important in the formulation of public
policy to know which of these explanations are
relevant and useful.

The Demand Hypothesis

The demand hypothesis explains regional growth
on the basis of the demand for the region's products
which are exported to the rest of the country. This
hypothisis holds that a region grows more rapidly
if the national demand for its export products rises
more rapidly than the demand for the products of
other regions. Presumably, the regions differ in the
structure of their exports because of differences in
resources, location, and transport facilities.

The demand hypothesis is also used to explain
regional patterns of migration. It has been observed
that, other things being equal, migrants will be
attracted to high wage areas and to areas of low
unemployment. Thus high wage-regions are stimu-
lated to grow more rapidly than low wage regions.
It is argued that bolli types of regions are in fact
acting out the demand influences exerted upon them
in the national markets for goods and services.
High wage regions are presumably enjoying rapidly
growing demand for their exportsthus the high
wages; while low wage regions are suffering falling
demands for their exportsthus the low wages.

It is not a simple matter to conduct statistical
tests of the demand hypothesis because of the pos-
sible ways in which demand can have an effect on
regional output and the regional allocation of re-
sources. Nevertheless, it is fair to state that the
tests conducted indicate that such a hypothesis
holds only in the very short-run period. Over long-
run periods of time, it appears that the demand
hypothesis does not play a role in explaining
regional economic growth. This does not mean that

Azine observes the occurrence of rapidly growing
regions in the face of declining demand for their
export commodities. What it does mean is that the
exports of rapidly growing regions generally do not
enjoy supernormal growth in national demand. In
fact, the export industries in rapidly growing

-regions have grown more rapidly than their national
counterpart industries. In addition, the rapidly
growing regions have not contained industries which
were experiencing the most rapid rates of national

-:_demand. Thus, historically, as an explanatory factor,
?demand phenomena do not play a very strong role.

Caution must be observed in utilizing such his-
torical -experience. There is no claim that demand
is unimportant in regional growth. One of the
easiest ways for public policy to stimulate the out-

put of a particular region is to engage in activities
that raise the demand for those products. There is
no question that when the military sector demands
more aircraft, it provides a specific economic
stimulus to regions where aircraft are produced.

The findings indicate, however, that it would be
a mistake to project the growth of regions in the
future on the basis of the possible growth in the
national demand for the commodities they export.
It would be a mistake to attempt to identify the
most rapidly growing regions in the future in terms
of what is likely to be the national pattern of de-
mand for certain nationally traded commodities.
Nationally traded export commodities may be pro-
duced in many regions, and the present regional
composition of export output does not provide a
basis for predicting future regional growth. The
national market for regional .exports is so broad
that no region has reason to be concerned with the
long-run growth for particular export commoditieS.
The basis of concern should be the flexibility of re-
source use to -permit resource shifts when and if
demand changes occur, and to permit resource
shifts to take advantage of superior earning oppor-
tunities.

The policy implications of such findings are also
of interest. The national market for regional exports
is so broad that planners would be ill advised to
worry about the available overall market for poten-
tial' regional exports. Market studies are still re-
quired to identify a region's cost advantages and its
best export bill of goods. Nevertheless, a wide
range of transportable commodities can be sold
almost anywhere and can be produced almost any-
where.

There is a second interpretation to the concept
of export demand. Regional economists sometimes
speak of the demand for a particular region's prod-
uct. They are thinking of a net or derived demand
concept, where the demand is the difference between
national demand for a product and the amount of
that product supplied to the national market by all
other regions. Thus it is said that New England's
decline is due to a decline in the demand for tex-
tiles and shoes, or Pittsburgh's decline is due to a
decline in the demand for steel, cement, and glass.
These statements are made in the face of the fact
that there is a growing national demand for tex-
tiles, shoes, steel, cement, and glass. The proper
interpretation is that New England is losing its
share of the national textile and shoe markets,
while Pittsburgh is losing its share of the national
steel, cement, and glass markets. The reasons are to
be found in the cost and supply factors particular
to the regions that are losing and gaining shares.

The Supply Hypothesis

If national demand factors do not appear to
play a role in explanations of regional economic
development, what can he said about supply fac-
tors? Historically, supply factors appeared to have
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been very important in explaining regional growth
differentials. As indicated, an intrasectoral shift
of productive resources has taken place within cer-
tain regions leading to growth of nonagricultural
activities. This shift has been accompanied by an
increase in the per capita income of the region and
an increase in its overall level of economic activity.
The reason for the increase in the overall level of
economic activity is that the shift has attracted
capital outside the region into nonagricultural
activities. The consequence is that regions which
started out with a very large proportion of re-
sources in agricultural activities have experienced
correspondingly high rates of growth in nonagricul-
tural employment and output. Such regions have
over time attracted considerable amounts of capi-
tal from other regions to take advantage of invest-
ment opportunities in the nonagricultural sectors.
They are debtors in terms of their balance of pay-
ments position with other regions. Their investment
Opportunities have led to more capital formation
than _could be financed by domestic savings. The
result is net borrowing from the rest of the country
to take advantage of investment opportunities.
The identity of the borrowers is familiar. If one
looks at the D States of the tabulation, all but
Missouri are debtors. Among the A States, 10 of the
17 are creditors (171.

A later section will show that the resource pat-
tern described for the D States overlaps markedly
with the incidence of rural poverty. It is likely
that the rural poverty which presently exists in
such States arises because of the failure of the
process to be completed. The forced which gave
rise to the changes described earlier have also
generated rural poverty. A large number of fam-
ilies have not yet responded to the incentives of
the market.

Demand, Supply, and Migration

As noted earlier, proponents of the demand hy-
pothesis claim a relation between export demand,
high wages, low unemployment, migration, and
regional growth. While such a set of connections is
an intellectually attractive approach to regional
growth, there is little empirical confirmation. For
one thing, there is little relation between wage
levels and the demand for exports of various
regions. In some periods, national demand appears
to concentrate on high wage goods, in other periods
it concentrates on low wage goods.

In addition, most of the empirical work on
regional wage differentials contradicts the notion
that demand factors are at work. Regional wage
differentials have been explained in terms of the
industrial composition and the product mix of the
region's output, and in terms of the educational
composition and the quality differences in the
region's labor force (7, 16) . If these factors were
solely responsible for regional wage differentials
then such differentials would provide little ex-
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planatory power for migration phenomenon. An in-
dividual who possessed a given combination of edu-
cational and skill attributes could find the same in-
come level no matter the region in which he worked.
To the extent that regional wage differentials re-
flect compositional factors they can hardly explain
patterns of migration. Still less can they be said to
reflect patterns of national demand for regional ex-
ports.

In fact, composition effects do not provide a
complete explanation of regional wage differentials.
The differentials which remain over and above such
composition effects are strongly related to migra-
tion patterns, confirming the view that migrants
are attracted by higher earnings. Our own findings
indicate that a large part of the explanation for
regional wage differentials is the extent of mis-
allocation of labor between agriculture and urban
occupations. lirbar wages will be lower in regions
where a large supply of farmworkers is steadily
leaving rural areas for city. A second but pos-
sibly- related explanatory factor is the size of the
market for certain types of high-salaried urban
occupations. Larger cities are more productive eco-
nomically than smaller cities in the sense that the
size of the market presents a high degree of per-
sonal specialization. The average income of ,pro-
fessional workers increases with city population
when these variables are arrayed against each
other. The degree of concentration of the urban=
population into large cities is thus a second ex-
planation for wage differentials. As noted, how-
ever, city size may be related to the farm labor
market because farm regions lack large eities.3 TI*
first of these explanations leads to the expectation
that workers would be attracted out of regions
where low wages are paid. Workers leaving the
farm are likely to move first to nearby urban areas.
They next seek higher economic opportunity and
expanding employment by moving to those areas
paying higher wages, which have more rapidly
growing economic opportunities.

There remains an apparent element of circularity
in the explanation which needs clarification. We
have stated that migration represents a shift of the
labor supply curve, insuring that employment, par-
ticularly in manufacturing, will grow more rapidly
than in other areas which do not receive migrants,
and which do not have a group of exfarmers to re-
locate. These statements imply that regional growth
differentials are in part caused by regional migra-
tion. What causes the migration? The answers are
relatively higher wages, proximity to the migrants'
area of origin, and low unemployment rates. Why
then do some high wage areas grow more rapidly
than others? The answer in part is that some high
wage regions have in the past experienced enough
unemployment to discourage potential migrants.
For example, during the 1950's high unemployment

'For an analysis of the relations between income and
city size. see Mansfield (12) and-Fuchs (5).



in New England and certain Middle Atlantic cities
discouraged immigration. These unemployment
rates reflected the increased competition from
southern industry; southern industry grew because
of the intersectoral labor force shift. Thus the
movement of labor off the farm set into motion a
chain of consequences which made some high wage
regions less attraOive than others. High wage
regions attract population when there is a prospect
of continued econo:nic growth. In addition, migrants
choose among high wage areas by noneconomic
considerations such as climate, and proximity to
amenities of living. Much of American economic
activity has become footloose with respect to loca-
tion of natural resource inputs and transport dis-
tances to market. Such industries can follow the
whims of a high skill labor force in its locational
decisions.

Debtor and Creditor Regions

As indicated earlier, the gross regional product
consists of the income produced by resources mil-
ployed in a region plus the income earned by the
resources owned by resi&nts, but employed outside
the region. For the most part, this latter category of
income- consists of the income on capital which has
been invested outside the region. There may be
sonic small amount of labor income in this category
as well because of intraregional commuting patterns
at the boundaries of a region. The labor income
component will be ignored, however, as it depends
on geographic commuting patterns and is explained
by factors which explain the produced income of a
region. The-income on outside investment may be a
positive or negative element. -When the region has
been a net borrower from other regions, there is a
net payment of income to outside lenders, which is
subtracted from the region's produced income to
arrive at the gross r clonal product. When the
region has been a net k,. ler to other regions, them e
is a net receipt on the income from this investment,
which is added to the region's produced income to
arrive at the gross regional product.

A region becomes a net lender to other regions
when the savings generated by its households ex-
ceed the investment of capital which occurs in the
region. Conversely, the region becomes a net bor-
rower when the investment exceeds the savings
kenerated by households. In general, the following
factors influence the debtor-creditor status of a
region: First, recently settled and developed
regions tend to be debtors because investment ex-
ceeds savings capacity. The political conflicts in the
18th and 19th centuries between debtors and credi-
tors reflected this regional identification, with the
older areas of the country lending to the newer.
Second, the more rapidly growing regions tend to be
borrowers from the slower growing. The reason is
that investment demand in a region is influenced
by the growth of population and industry. Third,

regions tend to be borrowers if they have an indus-
trial makeup which requires large amounts of capi-
tal per unit of output. The reason is that capital
intensive industries require more investment when
expanding than do lobor intensive industries.
Fourth, regions tend to be borrowers if their house-
holds do less saving than households in other
regions.

The above factors have produced a familiar pat-
tern of debtor credit relations among regions. The
older industrialized regions of the Northeast and
Middle West are creditors of the South, Southwest,
and Far West. These debtor-creditor relations
change slowly over time, except for cases where
there are marked changes in the relative importance
of the States' retired population. Thus Florida,
Iowa, Nebraska, and Wisconsin have tended to be-
come creditor regions. In Florida this is due to the
influx of older people who live off accumulated sav-
ings. In the farm States of the Midwest, it is due
to the outmigration of younger people, leaving be-
hind a higher proportion of retired people.

With the exception of Florida, the South is
largely a debtor area. This area also contains a
large number of rural-poor. As we have explained
earlier, much of the industrial growth of the South-
east was accomplished with capital-borrowed from
other regions. Without this capital, the industrial
development of the South would have been far
slower and the rural poverty problem far worse.

Public Policies Designed to Alleviate Rural
Poverty

This section is devoted to the description and
evaluation of various policy alternatives. The
evaluation compares costs and contributions to
gross national product (GNP). The gain from
eliminating rural poverty is the net increase in gross
national product over and above the costs of train-
ing and relocating individuals and businesses. The
evaluation procedure therefore gives a contribution
of zero to a policy which raises gross product by $1
in one region, and lowers it by $1 in another. It llso
counts as zero cost a policy which transfers $1 fi,i
one region to another but does not reduce gross
national product. Other methods of evaluation may
be substituted although they have the disadvantage
of blurring the distinction between transfers and
economic costs. For example, it might be desirable
for some purposes to compare programed benefits
with budgeted governmental outlays, in the iyvtcal
cost- benefit fashion. The method used here has the
advantage of telling immediately whether a par-
ticular policy improves the allocation of resources.'

It is well known that the rural poor population
below the age of 65 contains a large number of
children and adults who now look forward to a life-

An application of this methodology may be found in
Harts
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time of less than full employment, with low skills,
poor education, and low wages. Due to lack of capi-
tal. imagination, good luck, and education, they
have chosen not to follow thousands of other fam-
ilies who have migrated to urban areas. The poten-
tial economic gain from alleviating poverty consists
of the difference between the !Hahn; earnings of
the rural poor in their present environments, and
the earnings they would enjoy if they could be
brought into full participation in the economy. The
social costs of producing this change consist in part
of the costs of education and relocation of indi-
viduals and families. For this reason, it is apparent
that education of the rural poor children will have
a very high economic payoff. At present they re-
ceive less education than urban residents for at
least two reasons: First, rural residents, being
poorer, must leave school earlier to take up work
and contribute to family support; secondly, because
of lower incomes and a smaller tax base, rural areas
provide lower quality educational facilities than
urban. In-addition, the social and cultural environ-
ment of rural areas places a low priority on edu-
cation, particularly for Negroes. Public policy to
provide = additional education to children of the
rural poor would have to break through the barriers
just described. Some kind of adequate income main-
tenance program is needed to reduce the pressure on
youngsters to leave school. Also, the financial re-
sources of rural school districts must be augmented
from State and Federal treasuries to provide ade-
quate educational facilities. It should be noted that
neither of these problems change when the rural
poor migrate to the City. They may be easier to
solve, however, in an urban environment. An urban
environment provides a more articulated govern-
ment structure for the supervision of family wel-
fare programs- and for the provision of remedial
education to children coining from culturally de-
prived homes. In addition, an urban environment
provides its own cultural and educational influences
on children through the media of newspapers, tele-
vision, radio, the movies, the rapid transit system,
the downtown shopping areas, and the superhigh-
ways. Each of these provides contact with an
aspect of modern society which is (3tally lacking
in rural environments.

A second aspect of education for the poor con-
cerns the training of young and mature adults.
This is -the. same problem faced in urban areas
under the category of manpower training and job
corps training. We are dealing with a group of
potentially educable men and women with any-
where from 5 to 50 years of working life ahead of
them. Of course, the younger they are the higher
the payoff to job retraining.' Nevertheless, job re-
training should be made available to all who desire
it, along with remedial work in academic school
subjects, to the extent necessary to provide equip-

An evaluation of the budgeted costs and benefits of job
retraining programs is found in Muth (13).
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ment for a useful working career in urban occu-
pations.

Costs of relocating the rural poor depend on the
distance they move and the length of time they
need public welfare support. It is assumed that if
capital, retraining, and relocation are offered to
rural poor, a substantial proportion will accept. It
must nevertheless be borne in mind that the willing-
ness to migrate is influenced by the uncertainty of
change, the fear of continued unemployment, and
the fear of an unsatisfactory change in environ-
ment. The rural poor are very likely influenced by
such factors in view of their inability or unwilling-
ness to migrate on their own.

With these considerations in mind, let us examine
the major types of proposals which have been put
forward to deal with rural poverty. These fall under
three headings: The relocation of industry to rural
areas; the creation of growth centers; the sthnu-
lation through subsidy- of continued migration of
the rural poor along traditional routes to urban
areas of the North, Middle West. and West.

Relocation of Industry to Rural Areas

The underutilization of rural manpower is in
part a consequence of the geographic maldistribu-
tion of labor in rural areas. If by some happen-
stance, rural labor could be scooped up and placed
in one central location, employees and industry
would move in to take advantage -of raw labor
power available for hire. The problem of employing
the rural labor force- is therefore closely _related to
their geographic location. A second factor explain-
ing underutilization is the poor quality of rural
labor as an economic resource. The earning power
of human beings is related to skills and motivations
acquired through education, and contact with -the,
business world. Rural labor is of poor quality and
is likely to be of low value to a potential employer
without considerable investment in training. The
wage which employers are likely to wish to offer
rural labor may be very low and could be below
federally determined minima. Considerable invest-,
ment in labor quality will be needed to bring the
productivity of such labor above the Federal mini-
mum scale.

Despite the geographic nuddistribution of labor,
and despite its poor quality, one continually hears
of plans to bring industry into rural areas. It is not
surprising that this is a politically popular ap-
proach, due to the representative legislative system
in State and Federal Government. The economicc
ai guments for this policy are weak. Inducing in-
dustiy into rural areas would produce a more dis-
persed geographic distribution of industry than
exists at present or would occur even if the market
for goods and services were perfectly competitive.
This increased degree of dispersion is likely to be
less efficient than alternative plans for reemploying
the rural poor. The reasons are the relative costs
of transporting men, materials, and finished goods



to and from plants located in rural areas. For one
thing, transport and communications facilities are
poor among rural areas. Plant location away from
centralized shipping terminals involves extra han-
dlings and switching of cars, and results in in-
creased freight costs. Location away from central-
ized air terminals imposes increased travel time
and cost on plant managers. While social invest-
ment can improve these transport facilities, the
increased utilization' may not pay. The greater
density of utilization in urban areas is likely to
provide a higher social payoff to improvement in
transportation and communications facilities.
These remarks are made with the full awareness
that social costs of land acquisition are higher in
urban than rural areas. The conclusion is based tin
the extraordinary dispersion and magnitude of
public investments and facilities which would fol-
low a pdicy of bringing industry to rural areas.

There are, nevertheless, many instances when a
plant voluntarily chooses a rural_ site, because of
the proximity of sonic natural resource input or the
availability of a concentrated rural labor supply.
The location of chemical plants, pulp and paper
mills, and textile mills in the South hears witness
to the sensitivity of location decisions to raw mate-
rials_ and transport and labor cost. It is difficult,
however, to justify a general policy of rural plant
dispersion, based on particular examples of crucial
cost elements. In addition, an industrial location
policy based on dispersed rural populations is by
definition restricted to some type of raw materials
processing operation producing a transportable out-
put. A much broader range of economic activities
can be contemplated under alternative policies
which allow for the formation and development of
urban economic areas.

The foregoing remarks have concentrated on the
economic costs and gains of a goverrmient policy
directed toward the industrialization of rural areas.
It has been assumed implicitly that in the absence
of conscious policy, private firms would not choose
such locations to the degree required to reemploy
the rural poor. The reason for this lias been made
clear; namely, it is not privately profitable, given
the present costs and returns as reflected in labor
productivity, wage rates, and transport costs.

A number of writers have suggested that the pri-
vate location choices by industrial firms arc dis-
torted by the failure of private coils to reflect the
social costs of using labor, (Seel3orts and Stein, (2,
('h. 9). They argue that the social cost of using un-
deremployed rural labor is zero, or at most a wage
at which all rural labor would be reemployed. The
explanation for the barrier between private and
social wage costs is the presence of Federal mini-
mum wage legislation. In the absence of such legis-
lation the wage Would presumably fall to a level
which equated voluntary demand and supply of
rural labor. It is, of course, possible that such a
wage might be close to the poverty level. Neverthe-
less, there is an economic loss from rural unemploy-

ent. Wage subsidies have been suggested as a
method to be used by State and local governments
to offset the allocation effects of minimum wage
legislation. The wage subsidy is a payment to the
private employer which is variable with the num-
ber of individuals hired. It effectively lowers the
private cost of hiring labor. and can be used to
increase the number of people employed in a given
locality. Financing of the wage subsidy can be
accomplished either through State or Federal reve-
nues. As explained in a recent article, the financing
costs are a transfer and not a reduction of gross
national product (1) The actual economic cost of
the wage subsidy is the sacrificed productivity of
capital goods when they are used in rural locations
and not elsewhere.

A well-designed wage subsidy program which is
limited to the reemployment of rural labor could
be very useful to communities in attempting to
attract new industry. It also has a very high pap-
off in terms of GNP created, because the marginal
product of previously unemployed labor is a net
contribution to GNP. The chief administrative
drawback of the wage subsidy is its possible abuse
as a competitive device by a large number of
geographic areas. Under these circumstances it
might have no lasting effect on the geographic dis-
tribution of industry, and might not result in the
reemployment of idle rural labor. The program must
therefore be designed and administered by a gov-
ernmental unit which understands its functions,
costs, and returns: and could use the policy with
effectiveness. Even if a wage subsidy were success-
fully used, however, it might not eliminate all rural
unemployment and certainly would not eliminate
all rural poverty. The low quality of rural labor
could be a stumbling block to employment at al-
most any wage.

Industrial and Res_ idential Location in Growth
Centers

The concept of the growth center has been dis-
cussed in the economic literature (18) and was re-
cently defined in Federal legislation establishing the
U.S. Economic Development Administration. The
administrative purpose of defininga, growth center
is to permit Federal funds and programs.to develop
areas which are broader than, although related to,
immediately distressed localities. Growth centers
may be established in any part of the country so
long as "its economic growth may reasonably be
expected to contribute significantly to alleviation
of distress in redevelopment areas (23). As applied
to rural areas, a growth center would be a point at
which population is brought together from a num-
ber of diverse places to provide a minimum viable
urban size.

There is some disagreement in the literature,
however, over the method of developing growth
centers. In the report prepared at Iowa State Uni-
versity (9), it is suggested that development of
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rural areas proceed by identifying a large number
of growth centers, each approximately a 1-hour
drive from a surrounding rural population. Under
this conception the growth center would be pri-
marily a commuting focus, and only secondly a
migration focus. My own feeling is that the growth
center thus produced may be too small to provide
a viable nucleus for further growth. In the discus-
sion that follows. I shall treat the growth center as
a migration focus. Under the act the maximum size
of the growth center is 250,000 population, and this
is the ultimate size I have in mind.

The growth center as a focus of development may
have many economic advantages over the rural
location of industry and its consequent dispersion.

(1) By centralizing the residences of workers.
there is a reduction of eommuting time between
home and work place.

(2) To the extent that the growth center may be
or become a rail and airport center, there is an
economy in transport cost and transport time.

(3) Economic growth would not be restricted to
mining and manufacturing. A large number of
urban services would have to be expanded simul-
taneously. One would expect two or three jobs
mated for every job created in mining or manu-
facturing. In addition, the growth center could pro-
vide urban services to a surrounding farm popu-
lation and consequently expand employment on the
kisis of its linkage with agriculture. There is no
question, however, that this source of urban growth
in rural areas has been in operation for some time
and may not provide much growth potential.

(4) The larger pool of workers and skills avail-
able in a growth center would make possible some
of the-specialization of function which takes place
in larger urban areas.

(5) The growth centers would provide a useful
staging area for many migrants who will ultimately
move to larger cities. To be attractive to the
Migrant, however, the growth center will have to
offer better public service _ and housing than are
available in larger, better established urban areas.

How large should a growth center be, and how
many growth centers oul_be needed to transfer
the rural unemployed? Probably the best strategy
to follow in denoting growth centers is to choose
existing small metropolitan areas as candidates for
expansion, allowing them to reach 250,000 popu-
lation. These should he located near rural poverty
areas so that there will- be personal and family
connections between urban dwellers and the rural
poor. The social capital in these areas will have to
be expanded as workers are induced to settle in the
growth centers. Nevertheless, this is still an im-
provement over the situation in rural areas where
social capital is at a minimum. Establishment of a
growth center requires the gradual and simultane-
ous transplantation of population and industry to
specific urban areas. The inducements to families
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and individuals would take the form of relocation
allowances, travel payments. and subsistence pay-
ments, between the period that workers began
training and the period when they found employ-
ment. The training program does not receive ex-
plicit attention because it is an operative factor in
any attempt to alleviate rural poverty. It therefore
does not influence the evaluation of relative costs
of alternative programs. All programs must include
training.

It is not at all certain that additional induce-
ments must be made to private business firms to
locate in the growth centers. This would depend on
the wage rates needed to dear the labor market
and on the- speed of adjustment needed to employ
the flow of -new workers. From the evidence pre-
iously examined on migration and economic
growth, it is clear that firms will react promptly
to the appearancemf a trained labor force and will
locate in areas where such kbor is available in ade-
quate quantity. Neverthekss-, it may be felt desir-
able to speed up the attraction of firms into the
growth center, to avoid a large fiscal burden of un-
employment compensation benefitS while waiting
for the adjustment to.take place. In addition, some
subsidy may still be needed to overcome the dis-
couraging effects of minimum wage legislation. It is
doubtful, however, that minimum wages would be
as important a deterrent to industrial location in
the growth centers as to location in rural areas.
The reason is that the greater economic benefit of
location in the growth Center will make firm will-
ing to bear a higher wage.

Subsidized Migration to Presently Established.
Metropolitan Areas

The third alternative policy is really an acceler-
ation and continuation of the historical patterns
already observed. Under this alternative, which in
fact is followed voluntarily by many members of
the rural poor, government policy would induce the
rural poor to migrate to metropolitan areas. Again
the inducements would take the form of travel, re-
location, and income payments. Presumably, the
migrants would receive training at their desti-
nations.

A number of observers of the rural migration
pattern have objected to the continuation of this
historical pattern for erroneous reasons. These
reasons have been discussed by Borts (1); and the
objections are discussed very briefly here. It has
been argued, for example, that migration to urban
areas is economically wasteful because (a) it leads
to unemployment. (b it increases urban congestion,
(e) it bids up the prices of public service in urban
areas, and (d) it imposes tax burdens on the pres-
ent residents of urban areas. In an analysis of these
issues, the following considerations are relevant:

(a) The rural poor certainly are not in desirable
employments presently. if I ,ey arc employed at all.
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While there is no guarantee that they will find em-
ployment in their destination areas, then_ is a
greater opportunity to do so. In addition, if national
unemployment levels are satisfactorily low, the
rural migrant has a better chance to find work
where it is to he had. His chances, of course, im-
we've with his acquisition of skill, with greater
wage flexibility in the labor market, and with
greater growth of employment opportunities. Thus
the migrant is perfectly rational to move to the
geographic area growing most rapidly.

(b) Congestion is not necessarily wasteful. Con-
gestion represents the intensive utilization of cer-
tain economic resources. Congestion is wasteful de-
pending upon whether the owners or users of such
resources face the social costs of their actions.
When drivers line up at a tunnel and wait 45 min-
utesu to ,uss through the tunnel, they are imposing
inn the system delays which they themselves do not
pear totally. In situations such as this, congestion
is wasteful because the road space is inefficiently
allocated. On the other hand, if a correct toll were
to-be charged for the use of the .tunnel, congestion
Would not disappear entirely. There is always an
Optimal- amount of congeStion which reflects the
tradeoff between the value of the delay in the use
of a facility and the social cost of constructing
extra -amounts of that facility. For this reason,
congestion as an economic variable has an optimum
level-in each situation, and there is no implication
that liming people to congested areas is neces-
sarily wasteful. Nor is there any implication that
larger cities are. more congested than smaller. Con-
gestion can only be measured in terms of some rate
of utilization, as a percentage of social capital, and
it is-conceivable that the congestion in smaller
areas might he as great as in larger,

(c) Shnilar arguments can apply to the price of
public-services in urban areas. If the-price of public
services (e.g., the wages of school teachers) are bid
up by the movement of population into congested
areas this simply reflects the local immobility of
resources. It is not a social cost. Bidding up the
price-of a scarce resource is the way in which the
market rations it among different users. There is
nothing to prevent more school teachers from mov-
ing to a congested area in response to the higher
price, and they are likely to do so.

(d) Finally, the issue of tax burden has been in-
correctly described in the previous statement. It is
not at all clear that in the long run the present resi-
dent of an area subsidizes the migrant. The migrant
settles down and becomes a taxpayer. While it is
true that the present facilities are provided to him
without a tax contribution, in the long run he and
his children make a substantial tax contribution to
the education and provision of public service for
new migrants. For all these reasons, therefore, I
think it is erroneous to argue on economic grounds
that it is wasteful for individuals to migrate from
rural areas to large cities. The economic evidence

is clearly in the other direction. The evidence on
wages and land rents indicates that resources are
utilized more intensively and provide higher in-
comes in larger cities. There are strong economic
grounds for continuing the gnigratory patterns
which have been established.

Choice Among Policies

If one were to choose among the three policy
alternatives, therefo:, it is best to exclude the first,
and try to make a rational distinction between the
second and the third. The second policy is at a dis-
advantage because it is purely hypothetical, and it
cannot be demonstrated firmly that economic re-
sources are more useful in growth centers than in
large existing urban areas. There are, nevertheless,
three grounds for arguing that growth centers are
desirable relative to the third alternative: First,
the growth center will be near or in the center of a
large rural population. The willingness to migrate,
as noted, declines with the distance to the desti-
nation area. Rural inhabitants will'have less objec-
tion to moving to a growth center. If they own small
plots of land they may even_choose to retain posses-
sion and farm them on a casual basis. Thus the cost
of inducing migration will be less when the move;
rent is to a growth center. There is no doubt- that
once -a movement has been made, the more adven-
turous eventually will leave the growth centers for
larger urban areas. This does not detract from, but
rather increases, the usefulness of the growth center.

A second argument for the growth center is re-
lated to the cultural changes needed to ft indi-
viduals for an urban, mechanized society. A growth
center will be inhabited by a culturally homo-
geneous group, former rural reside ..sr with stable
and uniform values. Whatever soy! I maladjust-
ments are produced by large-scale migration from.
rural to urban life would seem to be minimized
through the use of the growth center as a staging 3
area for cultural change '"here remarks have even
greater impact when on .onsiders the racial con-
flicts which have been waerated by the migration
of rural whites and Negroes into urban -areas.
Whatever social and personal disorganization ac-
(Tinny, ies family migration is magnified by the
racial conflicts among migrants and between
migrants and older residents. In a growth center
there would have to be social acceptance of the fact
that a new area was being built, with certain un-
known percentages of the Migrants representing
different races. In addition, the growth center would
have to provide a quality of public service and law
enforcement superior to that found both in south-
ern and northern communities. Otherwise, it will
not divert the present migratory flow. The growth
centers would in fact contain a racial mixture of
rural migrants which reflected voluntary choices to
respond to the incentives provided by government.
No one can guarantee that growth centers will have
better race relations than northern cities. C1 ,Arly,
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they will have to offer superior public services and
environment in order to attract the migrant who
would otherwise go north.

It may be objected that social disorganization
will be greater in a growth center becaiise of the
absence of any permanent group of residents with
well-established social values. From this point cif
view, the social structure of growth centers might
conic to resemble the newer cities of southern Cali-
fornia. Certainly if one could make such a case
stick, it would be a crushing indictment of this
rorm of social and economic organization. I per-
sonally doubt that the case is valid. Most of the
rural poor who would form the migrant group to
growth centers would share the cultural and re-
ligious life of the original residents. They are less
likely to be disturbed in geographic areas close to
their rural origins, where they move in a large
enough group to retain cultural homogeneity.

A third argument for the growth center is un-
palatable to most observers, but one that must be
recognized. The continued migration of large num-
bers of rural poor to northern and western cities has
imposed a change in the quality of city .life. Many
older residents of these cities have fled to the
suburbs in part to avoid living next to people whom
they dislike. Many older residents of cities would
gladly subsidize the migration of the rural poor
elsewhere, and would gladly pay to have cities
established elsewhere- where the rural poor could
learn the ways of urban life. The growth center
would proyide a vehicle for the expression of these
views. If the economic future of the rural poor can
be bettered by establishment of grOwth centers, and
if this makes the older residents of the established
cities happier, then it is clearly a policy -worth ex-
ploring and a concept that could be developed. It
must be emphasized that if the growth center is to
become a reality, then it must Promise a better life
t( the rural poor than the future which faces them
in the northern and western city. Otherwise. the
growth centers will be bypassed in the flow of
migration.
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Chapter 10

Appendix: Rural Poverty in Puerto Rico

GEORGE L. WILBER, associate director, and W. B. BACK, economist,
National Advisory Commission on Rural Poverty

Poverty in Puerto Rico is more widespread and
more severe than in the United States. Puerto Rico
is still largely an agricultural society threatened
with a population explosion. Many of the rural poor
in Puerto Rico exist under conditions similar to
those in the poorest nations of the world. Despite
considerable economic growth during the past, couple
of decades, many in Puerto Rico are still deep in
poverty. And despite marked success in controlling
population growth, Puerto Rico still suffers from Ale
pressures of growing numbers of people on limited
resources. Were it not for the "safety valve" of
migration-to the United States, Puerto Rico would,
indeed; face almost insurmountable problems. Yet,
with all obstacles, Puerto Rico has accomplished
remarkable progress toward overcoming its poverty
problems.

The magnitude of rural poverty in Puerto Rico is
extremecertainly by any standards employed in
the United States. Rural Puerto Rican median
family income in 1959 was only $839, less than half
the income level for urban Puerto Rico and only
about 15 percent of the average for the United
States (9).' The disadvantaged position of rural
families is reflected further by the fact that only 20
percent of urban families in Puerto Rico reported in-
comes of less than $700 -in 1959, compared to 44
percent of the rural families. For the 17,000 rural
families whose head worked less than 14 weeks in

Note: This paper was written to point out some features
of rural poverty in Puerto Rico and to express the relevance
of-the major recommendr.tions of the Commission to Puerto
Rican problems.

' Italic number, in parentheses indicate references listed
at the end of thii paper.

1959-10 percent of those who workedmedian
family income was only $401. For the more than a
fourth of all rural family heads who did not work in
1959, total family income averaged a mere $422.

Rural poverty on the Island is far more extensive
than rural poverty in the Appalachian States, when
the same income categorieg are compared (table 1).
The Appalachian States having- the most severe
rural povertyKentucky, Tennessee, and West
Virginiahad between half and two-thirds of the
rural families with incomes below $3,000 in 1959;
in that year, over-90 percent of rural Puerto Rican
families had incomes below $3,000.

However, if a -poverty threshold of $2,000 per
fsanily is used for Puerto Rico, nearly 90 percent of
Puerto Rico's rural families were in poverty in 1953,
and over half (56.6 percent) were in poverty in
1963 (6).,2 In these terms, the reduction_ in rural pov-
erty is remarkable. But by 1963 the proportion of
rural Puerto Rican families with l6s than $2,000
income was approxirdately the same as the propor-
tion in the three Appalachian States with less than
$3,000 in 1959.

Economic Development

The economic environment of Puerto Rico in 1940
was far from promising (1, 2). Poverty was almost
total. Unemployment, underemployment, extremely

2 The $2.000 threshold is more meaningful as a policy
goal for Puerto Rico than $3,000. At the $3,000 threshold,
about 80 percent of their rural people were in poverty in
1963 -as compared with about 25 percent in the United
States.

TABLE 1.Percent of rural families with income below $2,000 and$3,000 in selected years in Puerto Rico,
Kentucky, Tennessee, and West

Income

Puerto Rico
West

Kentucky Tennessee Virginia
1953 1959 1963 1959 1959 1959

Below $2,000 88.4 81.8 56.6 42.6 49.7 37.0

Below $3,000 95.0' 91.1 79.4' 58.6 69.3 52.5

' The Puerto Rican Planning Board used the interval of
12,00044,999 in their presentation of income distribution
data for Puerto Rico for 1953 and 1963; the percent of rural

Puerto Rican families below $3,000 in these years was oti-
mated by use of the proportion of the families with incomes
of $2,000-$4,999 within the $2,000-$2.999 interval in 1959.
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low levels of living, and congested living conditions
were evident everywhere. Per capita income was
only about $123. An average of 546 persons per
square mile of the small Island was higher than
such crowded places in India with 374 and Italy
with 443 persons per square mile. High birth rates
and low death rates threatened a devastating popu-
lation explosion. The economy simply could not
absorb the increasing numbers of people. Almost one
out of five men could not find jobs. The relatively
High congestion is reflected by the fact that more
than five persons on the avers:;e lived in a dwelling
unit. Life expectancy at birth was only 46 years,
mainly as a result of high infant mortality. Labor
productivity was low, and personal incomes in 1940
averaged only about a fifth of the U.S. average
incomes.

In 1940 three industries--sugar and its byprod-
ucts, needlework, and tobaccoconstituted an un-
stable and unpromising base for economic growth.
Employment in sugar and tobacco industries was
highly seasonal and dependent on the weather. De-
pendent on low wage rates, the needlework industry
provided little prospect for economic growth.

During the World War II years, however, eco-
nomic growth and prosperity began to permeate the
tiny Island. Remittance of Federal excise taxes on
ruin sales yielded an estimated $160 million to
Puerto Rico. Ruin sales soared during the war years
and sugar and tobacco exports to the mainland in-
creased. For the decade of the 1940's- exports
doubled and imports tripled, employment and
incomes increased along with increased production.

The $160 million rum bonanza of the war years
was invested in nine public corporations engaged in
electric poWer, irrigation, water supply, sewage
disposal, public housing, the San Juan bus system,
ports and airports, and a limited telephone and
telegraph system. By 1959 assets of these corpora-
tions had reached over $850 million.

Planning in the early days of the 1940's stressed
the development of agriculture since the Island was
so dependent on this sector. But by the end of the
1940's, it tecame clear that other sectors must be
developed if employment opportunities were to be
available to the growing labor force.

The net result of all the changes and improve-
ments in Puerto Rico during the past couple of
decades is both promising and discouraging. Average
family incomes nearly doubled- from 1953 to 1963
(6). Income of urban families increased from $2,218
to $4,325, and income of rural families from $1,226
to $2,278. Rural family income levels therefore lag
behind those in urban areas by about a decade, or,
put differently, average only about half as much as
in urban areas. In 1963, per capita income in rural
areas was only $400.

The extremely low income level in rural Puerto
Rico and the magnitude of the income gap between
rural and urban families indicate that the rural
populace is not sharing fully in the Island's prog-
ress. Rural poverty in Puerto Rico is related to
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many of the same kinds of things as in the United
Stateslow levels of education, lack of work skills,
low wages in agriculture, insufficient growth of job
opportunities in rural areas, and many other
factors.

Substantial advances in the agricultural sector
are not likely to occurat least of the kind and
degree to contribute much toward solving rural pov-
erty in Puerto Rico. About half of the population is
still classed as rural. The state of technology in
farming has advanced little because of limited
acreage on the Island adaptable to mechanization
and the limited potential for mechanizing produc-
tion in, such crops as tobacco, coffee, and bananas.
Productivity of agricultural workers therefore re-
mains low, and wages for farmworkers reflect this
low productivity. The seasonal nature of formwork
further aggravates low wage rates as many farm-
workers are unemployed for relatively long periods.

Puerto Rico's Population

Poverty problems in Puerto Rico are aggravated
by a-rapid growth of population on a small, limited
area of land. The rate of population increase de-
clined during the 1940's and 1950's, partly because
of net migration lossei and partly because of a de-
clining birth rate, but the pressure of people on
resources is still considerable. The population of
Puerto Rico increased by more than 340,000, or 18
percent, during the 1940's- and by another 139,000,
or 6 percent, during the 1950's. The declining growth
rate for this 20-year period has reversed itself since
1960. From 1960 to 1964, Puerto Rico's population
increased to nearly 2,600,000, an increase of 235,000
or 10 percent, since 1960-(8). As a consequence, the
number of persons per square mile has increased
from 687 in 1960 to about -750.

The mounting pressure of population is relieved
some by migration. Between 1948 and 1965 more
than a half million reduction oecurred in Puerto
Rico's potential population growth as a result bf net
migration. Had there been no migration during this
period, the population would have climbed to the 3
million mark. There is considerable movement to
and from Puerto Rico; as evidenced iri 1965, for
example, when an estimated 66,000 persons left
the Island, but, the net migration loss was only
about 11,000. As of 1960, more_ than two-thirds of
all Puerto Ricans in the United States had been
born in Puerto Rico. This amounts to about one out
of five among all Puerto Ricans (those in Puerto
Rico and the United States combined) who were
Puerto Rican born but living in the United States
(7).

More Puerto Ricans reside in the metropolitan
area of New York than in the city of San Juan.
Altogether, about 1.5 million Puerto Ricans reside
on the mainland, or nearly 60 percent as many as
reside on the Island. Also, many Puerto Ricans come



to the mainland for seasonal formwork without
changing their residence on the Island.

A recent study of poverty-stricken Puerto Ricans
in urban areas of San Juan and New York by Lewis
reveals that (1) 83 percent of the adults in the
San Juan sample were migrants from rural areas
of Puerto Rico ; (2 82 percent of the families in the
New York sample were migrants from a Puerto
Rican slum areamostly from San Juanand the
remaining 18 percent came directly from rural
Puerto Rico (12 percent) or from urban nonslum
zones of Puerto Rico (6 percent); and (3) two-
thirds of the family heads in the New York sample
were migrants from Puerto Rican slums who also
were former rural Puerto Ricans (5).

Offsetting the high birth rates in rural Puerto
Rico and redistributing people to urban centers is
the continual movement not only to the mainland
but to -the cities on the Island. From 1940 to 1967
the rural population dropped from about two-thirds
to half of the total_ Island population. The number
of rural residents, however, remained stable at about
1.3 million, as the urban population more than
doubled.

Rural-urban migration in Puerto Rieo follows
much the same pattern as in other countries under-
going-modernization. Young men leave rural areas
in search of employment, either in the urban centers,
particularly San Juan. or on the mainland, espe-
cially New York City. Women are more inclined to
seek jobs in newly established manufacturing plants
or as domestics in urban centers.

Declining birth rates also have helped ease the
problems accompanying Puerto Rico's population
growth. The numbers of births per thousand popula-
tion--the crude birth ratefell from 42 in 1945 to
30 in 1965. Death rates fell even faster during this
period, from about 14 per thousand population in
1945 to less than 7 by 1965. The rate of natural in-
crease in Puerto Rico's population therefore dropped
from 28 to about 24 per-thousand, a growth rate that
can still rather quickly outstrip the Island's ability
to provide employment, housing, and all the things
additional people would-need.

Women in rural areas of Puerto Rico, like rural
women most everywhere, bear more children than
those in urban areas. In 1960 there were 5,437
children ever born per thousand ever married ral
women 15 years of age and over, compared to only
3,800 for women in urban areas. Given the lower
incomes and lack of opportunities for education, em-
ployment, and housing, the higher numbers of births
and children constitute a severe economic handicap
to rural families.

The migration of young adults from rural areas of
Puerto Rieo has changed the age structure of the
remaining rural population much as has happened in
rural areas of the mainland. A preponderance of
children and older people arc left behind. Half of
the rural population in 1965 was under 15 or 65
years of age and older. During the 1950's there was
a reduction of about 50,000 persons between 20 and

39 years of age in rural areas. Hence, there is a rela-
tively large number of people in the dependent ages.

Education

Nearly a fourth of the male employees in agri-
culture in 1965 had never gone to school, and about
half of these employees had completed less than 4
years of schooling. On the -other hand, less than 4
percent of the employees in the manufacturing and
service sectors of Puerto Rico had no schooling, and
less than 15 percent of these employees had com-
pleted less than 4 years. Only 1 percent of those
working in agriculture had schooling beyond the
12th grade, as compared with 18 percent in the serv-
ice industries. However, Puerto Rico is making much
progress in education. In 1900, only-1 percent of the
population went to school, and in 1940 only 50 per-
cent attended: Only recently has universal education
in the first grade been achieved. About 85 percent
of Puerto Rico's youth between the ages of 6 and 18
now are attending school.

Progress in educating rural youth is increasing,
but their educational opportunities still lag behind
those of urban youth. A median of 3.6 years of
schooling was completed by rural persons 25 years
of age or over in 1960. In urbanized areas, this
median was 7.2 years, and 4.2 forPuerto Rieo (9) .
About 45 percent of those attending school in rural
areas are on half-day basis because of the limited
school facilities. The double enrollment (half the
students attending school in the mornings and half
attending the same school in the afternoons) is
down to the 45 percent level from about 90 percent
of those enrolled in 1956. On the other hand, about
12 percent of the urban school children are in-
volved in half -day sessions.

An estimated 40 percent of the rural children still
drop out of school before completing the sixth
grade. Many of these surely will experience a life
of poverty, because a high school education or more
will be required for effective participation in the
labor market in the future, either in Puerto Rico
or the United States. The dropout -rates are decreas-
ing rapidly with the rapid progress being made in
providing needed facilities, educational materials,
and teachers for educating the rural youth.

Public Welfare

As of June 1966, about 14 percent of the families
in Puerto Rico received benefits from public assist-
ance programs, and two-thirds of these were rural
families. In addition, about 2 percent of the families
received child welfare services. Welfare payments to
families in Puerto Rico rarely exceed $35 to $40
per month (5). Of the 174,497 rural recipients of
public assistance and welfare services, 36,993 (21.2
percent) were adults either aged (21,463), blind
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(1,047) or permanently and totally disabled
(14.309). About 40 percent of the recipients had not
completed any schooling and only about 13 percent
had advanced beyond elementary school. Nearly 28
percent of the adults on public welfare were in the
labor force, and more than two-thirds of these were
actually employed.

Rural Labor Force and Employment

Part of Puerto Rico's poverty problem is attrib-
utable to relatively low labor force participation
accompanied by High unemployment rates. About
320.000 individuals 14 years of age and over were
in the rural labor force of Puerto Rico in 1966, and
about 50,000 of these were unemployed. Another
half million rural Puerto Ricans 14 years of age and
over were not in the labor force. These were women
staying at home to take care of their families, young
people in schools, people incapacitated, and those
not working and not actively seeking employment.
The last-group it, composed primarily of rural teen-
agers who had dropped out of school. Rural women
in Puerto Rico do not participate in the work force
and add to family incomes at the rates that urban
women do, partly because of limited job opportuni-
ties in rural areas, but, more importantly, because
of both lack of skills for labor force participation
and traditional values in support of nonparticipa--
tion. Agricultural employment is declining, and
employment of rural people in manufacturing con-
struction and service sectors is increasing. In 1966,
57 percent of the male members of the labor force
of the Island were rural residents. About two-thirds
of the males employed in the construction industry
were living in rural areas. The proportion of rural
males employed in other nonfarm sectors -ranged
from about 30 to -50 percent. About half of the
Island's female employment in manufacturing, and
about 41 percent of total female employment in all
industries, were rural people.

The relatively low educational and skill levels of
people in the rural labor force presents an especially
difficult problem in human resource development
commensurate with the growing skill level require-
ments for nonfarm employment. This also is a major
obstacle to industrializing the rural areas. Many of
the rural members of the labor force are past the
prime work ages, and a high proportion of these are
untrainable for skilled jobs.

Government Services to Rural People

The government of the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico has made concerted efforts to upgrade living
conditions, working conditions, job opportunities,
and education and training of their rural people
during the past two decades.
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Operation Bootstrap

The now famous "Operation Bootstrap" wa' de-
signed to encourage private investment, both local
and foreign, in order to step up the Island's in-
dustrial development (1, 2, 3). Two years after the
initiation of Bootstrap, the Economic Development
Administration (EDA), known as "Fomento," was
created in 1950. EDA took on the functions of the
Puerto Rican Industrial Development Company
PRIDC0, formed in 1942 to promote industry and

reduce unemployment. EDA has been instrumental
in channeling government resources toward en-
couraging private investment. promoting tourism,
and stimulating rum sales to the mainland. Since
1950 some 1,500 manufacturing plants have been
established with help from EDA. About a tenth of
the Puerto Rican labor force is employed in these
plants.

By 1954 difficulties in Puerto Rico's industrial
development program were evident. The business re-
cession in the United States coincided with the
cessation of hostilities in Korea and a slowing down
of emigration to the States. The sensitivity of busi-
nesses in Puerto Rico to downturns on the mainland
made for uncertainty of employment. Low wage
apparel and footwear industries opened and closed
plants to meet expansion and contraction in demand.
Obstacles to economic growth also resulted from the
fact that many new plants were se closely tied to
the I.S. economy that they had little impact in
Puerto Rico, a condition that still prevails.

Recent industrial development efforts have con-
centrated on encouraging local business interests and
expanding the Island's tourist industry. Tourists to
Puerto Rico spent an estimated $140 million in 1966
Compared to only $25 million a decade earlier.

Despite the many problems of economic develop-
ment in Puerto Rico, marked advances have been
recorded. Income generated by manufacturing has
increased 12.5 percent a year since 1940 and now
accounts for a fourth of_the Island's income. Income
from trade, government, and other sources has in-
creased at a rapid pace also, while income from
agriculture represents a smaller and smaller propor-
tion of total income in Puerto Rico. The labor force
has increased by over 170,000 since 1940, but about
1 out of 10 workers are still unemployed.

Emphasis on the processing industries in the
1940's gave way to the development of labor-
intensive industries during the 1950's, and in the
1960's heavy industry is expanding. The five govern-
ment owned and operated plants in the 1940's used
local natural resources, while other plants processed
agricultural products. The new industries of the
1950's depended on the U.S. mainland for raw mate-
rials and shipped most of the output back to the
States. By the 1960's, Puerto Rico was shifting to
heavy industry, capital-intensive methods of pro-
duction, and to ^nnsumer durable and producer
goods.



Community Programs

Puerto Rico's progress in education of their rural
youth was noted earlier. Another kind of educational
programcommunity educationis unique in re-
lating adult education to individual and community
action. Individual fieldworkers work intensively
with a limited number of families and communities
in teaching people the processes of problem-solving
through democratic procedures. Although Federal
funds (0E0m now constitute about half of the
budget for this program, it was created by the
Government of Puerto Rico in 1949, and it has con-
tributed immensely to community action to solve
community problems in rural Puerto Rico.

The 0E0 community action program in Puerto
Rico adds Headstr vt and a number of needed social,
medical, and dental services to the community
education program. As is the case in the United
States, however, the lion's share of the 0E0 com-
munity action program tunas are used in urban
areas. About a third of the flinty.: for Puerto Rico are
being used to help rural communities.

A unique kind of community action program is
the one directed toward improvement of isolated
communities. These rural communities in extremely
isolated locations have lagged far behind cities and
even 'other rural communities in Puerto Rico in
social and economic progress. In addition to inten-
sive efforts in community education and action, the
program functions to bring all government services
to the communities that can contribute to improv-
ing living conditions and to eliminating the state of
physical and social isolation.

Living conditions in rural Puerto Rico have been
greatly improved in the past two decades through
the self-help housing program, rural electrification,
telephone service, extension of water aqueducts, and
road construction. Housing conditions still are un-
satisfactory in rural areas, with the major problem
being crowding of people in too little space. Two-
thirds of the rural households had electricity in 1960.
and all requests for it now have been filled. About
two-thirds of the rural families now have piped
running water in their homes., or just outside their
homes. A good start has been made in installation of
public telephones in rural areas. Much remains to be
done to complete the projected system of rural roads.

Farm Jobs and Placement Services

Puerto Rican farmworkers are assisted in their
search for employment by the Farm Placement
Program of the Puerto Rico Bureau of Employment
Security. The two major phases of this program
are designed to provide placement services to local
workers and employers and to refer workers to
mainland growers under contract.

As a reaction to abuses many farmworkers suf-
fered on the mainland, Puerto Rico enacted legisla-
tion beginning. in 1947 to assure protection for these
workers. Standards for selection and contracting of

workers were established. Fees to workers can no
longer be charged. Puerto Rican workers are now
given employment prcfere .ce over foreign workers
by the United States Bureau of Employment Se-
curity in areas where the local farm labor supply is
insufficient. Clearance orders certify the wages. and
working and living conditions in areas where work-
ers are to he employed. Since 1951 the Puerto Rico
Employment Service, affiliated with the U.S. Em-
ployment Service, has administered the registration,
selection, orientation, and contracting of workers
for farmwork on the mainland. In 1954 the Employ-
ment Service became part of the Puerto Rico Bureau
of Employment Security.

Under the present system. before an order to
Puerto Rico for farmworkers is served the employer
must sign a contract with workers approved by the
Secretary of Labor of Puerto Rico. The contract
guarantees a minimum length of employment, pay-
ment of either salaries approved by the Secretary or
prevailing salaries. a minimum of 160 hours of work
every 4 weeks, workmen's compensation coverage,
adequate housing, and a minimum charge for meals.
In addition, the employer must provide air-flight
and nonoccupational insurance coverage and post a
performance bond with the Secretary of Labor of
Puerto Rico. Housing facilities provided by em-
ployers on the mainland are inspected by the Migra-
tion Division of the Puerto Rico Department of
Labor, whicl, maintains field offices on the mainland
for this purpose.

Referrals of agricultural workers to the mainland
increased from almost 5,000 in 1948 to over 20,000
by fiscal year 1967.

In contrast to referrals to jobs in the States, only
10,000 workers were placed in fiscal year 1967 under
the local farm placement program. This program
provides for registration and recruitment of work-
ers, movement of workers from one area to another,
coordination of efforts with local agricultural
agencies, and the establishment of consulting com-
mittees during the sugarcane and coffee seasons.

Manpower Development and Training Programs

The Vocational Education Division of the De-
partment, of Education, in coordination with the
Bureau of Employment Security, administers the
manpower development and training program ini-
tiated in 1962. Trainees are screened, selected, reim-
bursed during training, and placed in jobs upon
completion of the training program whenever pos-
sible. As of March 1967, more than 11,000 persons
were enrolled in over 100 different occupations.
About a third of these were in essentially rural
types of jobs. Success of the program is reflected by
the fact that 83 percent of the trainees stay with the
program, and 84 percent of those completing courses
have been placed.
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Collective Bargaining and Unemployment
Insurance for Agricultural Workers

Agricultural workers in Puerto Rico are neither
specifically included nor excluded from the pro-
visions of the Puerto Rico Labor Relations Act of
1945. Under this law the Puerto Rico Labor Rela-
tions Board has the responsibility for promoting the
principles of collective bargaining and establishing
the rights of workers to strike and to organize.

As a result of the instability of employment in the
sugar industry, workers have been protected by
unemployment insurance since 1948 during the
periodS following the cutting and grinding of each
sugarcane crop. Workers may now receive benefits
of $7 to $20 per week for a maximum of 12 weeks
during any benefit period. About 60,000 eligible
claims have --been filed annually during recent
Years. In a 1964 modification of the unemployment
insurance program, benefit payments to sugarcane
workers displaced as a result of technological
changes may be extended to a maximum of 52
weeks, in addition to the 12 weeks of regular
benefits.

Applicability of Commission Recommendations

The goverment of Puerto Rico has had rural
poverty progiains in operation for at least two
decades. The success of these programs has been
hindered mainly by the limited resources for fund-
ing them. For example, the public service employ-
ment program for seasonal farmworkers fills only
about a third of their employment needs. The job
corps program, initiated in Puerto Rico well before
the 0E0 Act of 1964, is Meager in relation to the
needs. However, the nucleus of poverty programs,
coupled with experience in their operation, provides
a solid foundation for the future.

In its report to the President, The People Left
Behind, the-National Advisory Commisson on Rural
Poverty did not develop recommendations in rela-
tion to the unique problems and experiences of
Puerto Rico. Many of the recommendations made
by the Commission, if implemented, will be of
assistance to rural people of Puerto Rico. In par-
ticular, recommendations on the public assistance
programs, rural housing, public service employment,
manpower development and employment services,
health, family planning, and regional development
should add to the efforts of Puerto Ricans in re-
ducing their rural poverty., The major need in these
areas is more resources for financing the on-going
programs of the Commonwealth. Legislation to im-
plement the recommendations should permit major
responsibility of the uerto Rican government in
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devising administrative procedures and operating
the'programs.

Recommendations on minimum wages, com-
munity development, natural resources, and agri-
culture, forestry, fishery and mining industries either
are inappropriate, or have little or no relevance to
Puerto Rico's problems. The Puerto Rican govern-
ment has established a minimum wage structure
reasonably consistent with the productivity of their
labor force in various activities and with the ,stage
of their economic development. Puerto Rico does not
experience the kinds of problems underlying the
Commission's major recomendations on community
development, natural resources, agriculture, for-
estry, fisheries and mining. For example, Puerto
Rico has a scarcity of farmland, not a surplus. For-
estry and mining are not actually or potentially
significant industries on the Island. The community
development programs in operation in Puerto Rico
are coordinated and integrated efforts of various
agencies of government.

The magnitude and uniqueness of the problems
of rural poverty in Puerto Rico place a burden on-
the Commonwealth to finance and operate programs
of their own, and suggest the need for leadership by
the government of Puerto Rico in administering the
use of Federal funds.

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)
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Chapter 11

Education and the Occupational Achievement Process
A. 0. HALLER, professor of rural sociology, University of Wisconsin

Introduction

People from several disciplines have been in-
volved in the search for a simple yet valid explana-
tion for variations in educational and occupational
achievement. Perhaps most numerous among these
are psychologists and sociologists. Vocational psy-
chologists have brought to the problem their knowl-
edge of the psychological causes of individual
differences in behavior (3, pp.395- 410).1 Other psy-
chologists have brought hypotheses concerning the
motives impelling achievement (23, esp. pp. 36-62).
Sociologists have brought a knowledge of social
environmental influences on behavior, as well as
their conception of choice behavior as the selection
of a limited number of alternatives frony.among the
variety presented to, the person by the social system
in which he participates (5, p. 10; 17, pp. 7-17).
Yet we have not achieved complete agreement. In
part this may be due to isolation among disciplines.
But the larger part is doubtless due to the practical
difficulties involved in testing the key hypotheses
proposed by the various theories. Only recently have
techniques become available which permit be-
havioral researchers to analyze simultaneously the
chains of influence among several variables (2, 9,
43). And even the best of such research (10) is
handicapped by the lack of systematic and com-
parable data taken on appropriate variables over
the whole course of occupational and educational
selection processes. Researchers are often ingenious
and sometimes-brilliant in their attempts to over-
come the limitations imposed by small, areally-
restricted samples, by inadequate longitudinal
assessment of changes of the process of educational
and occupational development, by a less-than-ideal
selection of variables, and by the practical diffi-
culties in conducting scientific experiments on the
subject. Nevertheless, if we examine the best of
cur research from the point of view of what ought
to be done, we must conclude that there are still
many gaps in our knowledge of the educational
and occupational achievement process. What one
writer (28) has said while reviewing the recent out-
standing work of Coleman and others (6) on the
effects of education on minority group performance

' Italic numbers in parentheses indicate references listed
at the end of this paper.

might be said of practically all of the best work
in this area: ". . . this is not a good study . . .; it is
just the best ever done."

The main objective of this paper is to summarize
present research and theory about the process of
occupational attainments. In addition we shall in-
dicate some of the main lines along which new
research should be conducted, and shall draw impli-
cations regarding ways to change levels of educa-
tional and occupational achievement. Some of the
information presented is indisputable, being based
upon census data. But the data are less defensible
when we come to specifying the causal system that
accounts for such facts. Unfortunately these aspects
are both more interesting to the social scientist and
more important to the layman. This is because
when we identify the variables in determining a
system of repetitive behavior, such as the occupa-
tional achievement process, we also know at which
points we can intervene in the system in order to
change the behavior. As we shall see, in contempo-
rary America the central and best understood ele-
ment in the occupational achievement process is-the
educational achievement process. For this reason,
much attention will be concentrated on the latter
in this paper. Moreover, during recent years, rapid
gains tending toward equalization of educational
achievement have been made. This is especially
true outside the rural South and among the white
population, both rural and urban. The paper at-
tempts to document the major inequalities, and to
show the connection between educational and occu-
pational achievement.

Prospects for Occupations and Education

Achievement and the Occupational Prestige
Hierarchy.

The occupational structure and its changes are
the starting point for social psychological explana-
tions of the occupational achievement process, spe-
cifically the prestige structure of ,occupations. Most
of the time when sociologists refer to occupational
achievement, they mean achievement along the
prestige dimension of the occupational structure.
This dimension is not identical, to money income.
Research on the social standing or prestige of occu-
pations has shown that variations in what the
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population believes to be the quality of occupations
is far from perfectly correlated with income, though
the correlation is positive, as one would expect (29,
p. 124; 25, table VI-8, p. 150). It is presumed that
income is only one of the rewards provided by an
occupation, and that prestige includes the net bal-
ance of 'this and other rewards. This is not difficult
to understand. Some prestigious occupations, such
as priest or minister, are commonly believed to
bring great intrinsic rewards much more important
than money; indeed, money income is often viewed
as a necessary evil for such people. Or on the other
hand, some necessary occupations are viewed as so
degrading as to require unusual- compensation in
order to attract personnel. Others, not degrading,
have drawbacks such as involving risk and there-
fore require extra compensation.

Behind the emphasis on prestige as the main di-
mension of occupations there lies the assumption
that the importance of occupations in the social
system as a whole is what the population defines it
to be. It is because of this fact that the sociologist
ordinarily defines occupational achievement dif-
ferences among persons in terms of the prestige of
the occupations they hold.

What do we know about occupational prestige
hierarchies? The, most important fact is that the
occupational prestige hierarchy of contemporary
urban societies is remarkably stable from time to
time and from place to place. The prestige of vari-
ous occupations has been assessed in a number of
research projects in the United States. Most of the
more important of these have been summarized by
Hodge, Treiman, and Rossi (21). Ordinarily in
these projects, each member of a sample of the pop-
ulation is asked to rate each of a sample of occupa-
tional titles on a short scale of "social standing" or
some similar term. In the most comprehensive of
these, reported by Hodge, et al., two large and repre-
sentative samples of the adult population were
asked to rate each of 90 occupational titles on a
five-point scale, to which scores were assigned (21).
Data were collected in the mid-1940's and early
1960's. A score standing for the overall social evalu-
ation of each occupation was calculated by averag-
ing the ratings it received from each sample mem-
ber. This was done for each occupational title at
both times. The correlation between the two sets
of average scores was then calculated. (The base
frequency here is equal to the total number of com-
parable occupational titles 'rated in each time
period.) As thus determined, the correlation between
the two sets of occupational prestige scores is
r = +.99. This indicates almost no change in the
occupational prestige hierarchy over a period of
about a quarter of a century. All other studies of
occupational prestige are technically less adectuate'
than these but they show similar results.

The remarkable durability of the contemporary
urban occupational prestige hierarchies is further
attested by the high intersocietal correlations
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among them. On the whole, the methods are com-:
parable to those outlined in the preceding para-
graph. There are technical and theoretinl problems
in such intersocietal research which are not encoun-
tered in intrasocietal projects (16). These lead one
to discount to a degree the similarity between the
prestige hierarchies of different societies. Nonethe-
less, the evidence is clear that in all urban societies
studied to datecapitalist and communist, devel-
oped and underdevelopedthe correlations among
occupational prestige hierarchies are very high,
usually above r = +.85 (21).

In summary, sociologists measure occupational
achievement in terms of the person's level in the
occupational prestige hierarchy. They do this be-
cause they believe that prestige appropriately sum-
marizes all of the gains an average person receives
from any occupation. Their confidence in the occu-
pational prestige hierarchy is supported by the evi-
dence of its stability over time and its repeated
reappearance in various societies.

Changes in the Occupational Structure

This is not to say that the occupational structure
is fixed; indeed it is changing in several way's. The
fundamental transformations are occurring in effi-
ciency of production and regularization of decision-
making. Changes in the occupational structure may
be considered as consequences of our increasing
capacity to produce and our growing ability- to
organize decision-making processes.

Fundamental transformation_s in production
and dee' ision-making

For generations a marked and sustained increase
in the efficiency of work has been occurring. This
has been manifested in at least two main ways. One
is the continuing "automatization" of material pro-
duction processes, to coin a word. The other is the
continuing "regularization" of the human processes
of decision-making, to coin another. In their respec-
tive spheres, the two are exact parallels of each
othe*

By automatization we mean the ever-more auto-
matic transformation of raw or "primary" materials
into usable form. The concept includes the mechani-
cal aspects of the industrial revolution as well as
the mechanical and electronic aspects of the recent
techniques of automation, and in addition, any fu-
ture breakthroughs in machine methods of produc-
tion. Clearly, this process of constantly increased
efficiency in technology exerts a continuing effect on
the whole occupational structure. It exerts its effects
on the sheer numbers of man-hours required to
produce any given artifact; it generates new skill
requirements, and makes others obsolete. On the
whole, automatization has served to reduce the
human work involved in production, indicated by
the well-known increase in gross national product
(GNP) per capita, and by _a remarkable shortening
of the workweek (7, 14). Because it has increased



food production and distribution and made efficient
medical and sanitation systems possible, it has also
permitted enormous increases in population. We
shall return to this point later.

By regularization of decision-making we mean
the systematization of means for obtaining and
assessing information with which to determine
group goals and to select means for achieving them.
Regularization applies to decisions concerning ma-
terial production and decisions of any one group
about its behavior toward others. As the sociologist
views it, regularization reducesultimately almost
to zerothe effect of personal idiosyneracies on
decision-making processes. It does so by increasing
the number of persons involved in any one decision,
by reducing the span of control of any one person,
and by increasing the amount of knowledge,
"expertise," contributed to any single facet of a
decision. That is, it is efficient to draw upon the
talents of a number of people-in coining to conclu-
sions which will have important. consequences for
many. It may be that in the long run regularization
might also release human effort, but at this point in
history it seems to be absorbing more and more
people who are increasingly highly trainedad-
ministrators and financial officers, for example.

Paradoxically, while- automatic production re,
leases human effort it also permits an expansion in
population, yielding larger numbers of groups each
of which must relate to each other. So the process
of automatization increases the demand for regu-
larized decision-making. This may well lie behind
much of the growth of Jarge,government and large
business. At the same time it should not be for-
gotten that the great increases in efficiency brought
on by the two processes of automatization and
regularization make it realistic to consider -solving
social problems or engaging in explorations we
would not have dreamed of under earlier conditions:
"the poor have always been with us" but only dur-
ing this decade have we decided to try to erase
poverty; and the moon too has always been with
us, but only recently did we begin trying to visit it.

For the occupational structure the overall recent
results of these processes- are quite clear. Agricul-
tutal production has more than doubled since the
end of World War II. Between 1947 and 1961 out-
put per worker rose by more than 50 percent. Tak-
ing a longer view, gross national product per-capita
has increased about threefold since 1900 (3, p. 378;
42). Another way of putting it is to note with Zeisel
and Tolley (47, p. 258) that "the proportion of all
workers employed in goods-producing industries
fell from 51 percent in 1947 to 46 percent in 1957
and to 42 percent in 1962" (47, p. 258). Meanwhile
the average workweek has been dropping steadily
for a century, from 69.8 hours per week in 1850 to
37.5 hours per week in 1960 (47, pp. 258-259; 42).
In the decade and a half following 1947, more than
4 million government jobs were added. This may
be compared with the following figures noted by
Zeisel and Tolley (47, p. 259): "In 1962, local gov-

ernments (cities, counties, schools, and other dis-
tricts) employed over 5 million workers; about 55
percent of the public employment total. State gov-
ernments, with over 1.7 million workers, had some
20 percent of the total, and the Federal Govern-
ment, with about 2.3 million, 25 percent."

This, then, is the background of the present pic-
ture. bur efficiency in producing goods has released
manpower and made it possible to support a larger
population. Some of these have been picked up in
new industries. But at the same time, growing man-
agement, service, and administrative complexities
and possibilities (not to mention economies of
scale) have encouraged the growth of large-scale
organizations.

Changes in the distribution of occupations

Basic continuing changes in the distribution of
occupations affect the duties, skills, and physical
characteristics required of the people in the work,
force. Some of the net effects of these changes are
to specify the duties of particular occupations more
rigorously, to raise the required skill levels; and
to reduce the demand for physical strength. The
following are some of the specific changes in dis-
tribution of jobs and occupations which have been
occurring.

OBSOLESCENCE.Every year, a number of occu-
pations tend to go out of date, such as those being
replaced by automatic machinery. This process
occurs by cutting back the number of positions
available in a certain occupation. Technological
changes have-sharply restricted employment in un-
skilled labordropping them by about 10 percent
between 1950 and 1960. Some of this effect is doubt-
less reflected in the fact that employment in foresth,
fishing, and mining dropped by 29 percent during
the 1950's. Other industries once employing large
numbers of unskilled or semiskilled persons have
shown similar trends: during the same period em-
ployment in furniture manufacturing dropped by
10 percent; in the metals industry it decreased by
26 percent; and in the textile industry employment
fell by 23 percent (47, p. 262).

EXPANSION OF WHITE-COLLAR WORK.Increases in
the governmental and service sectors have also
greatly influenced the overall picture. Highlighting
a trend noted for at least a half century, employ-
ment in professional, technical, and kindred occu-
pations increased by 47 percent during the 1950's.
Also, clerical workers increased by 34 percent, serv-
ice workers by 25 percent, and sales workers by
20 percent (47, p. 260).

EMERGENCE OF NEW OCCUPATIONS.Emergence of
new occupations is not so easy to document sta-
tistically. But obscured by the broad categories in
which occupational changes are presented lies the
growth of occupations that previously did not exist,
or which are so radically different from their prede-
cessors that they may be considered changes in kind
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rather than degree. The space and missile industries
have provided many of these. Increasing specializa-
tion and the growth of cross-disciplinary fields in
science provide others.

NEW DUTIES FOR OLD OCCUPATIONS. -Like the
above, documentation is difficult to provide here.
but the phenomenon is real nonetheless. Perhaps
one of the more outstanding examples is to be found
in farming. Consider the farmer at the turn of the
century. Self-powered equipment was practically
nonexistent. Because the market economy was not
as all-pervasive as today there was little demand
for production records. Nor was there much demand
for literary skills. Today the farmer cares for trac-
tors and other powered equipment and many other
devices made possible by such machinery, while he
no longer needs to know much about caring for
draft animals. One hardly.need point out that today
part of his job includes careful estimation of costs
And benefits, while another part includes a con-
stant search for new information. In like manner,
almost any occupation that has survived the revo-
lution in mechanization of activity has done so by
adapting to it, and in the process has been trans-
formed.

WOMEN IN THE WORK FORCE. There has been an
increase in the number of occupations requil ing
social and -clerical skills, but which do not =require
long periods of experience on the job. At the same
time the demands for brute strength-have dropped
off. Simultaneously there- has been a relaxation of
the taboos concerning work for women. Then, too,
many of the routine housekeeping duties which
once kept women in the home have been taken over
by machines, and a smaller proportion of a woman's
life is tied up with young children. Many women,
now enter the work force several times during their
lives. Others are continuously employed on a regu-
lar basis. Thus the net effect is that the average
age of American working women was recently esti-
mated at-around 38 years. Girls in high school are
expected to spend about 25 years of their adult
lives in remunerative work (42).

--The general rise in the occupational prestige
hierarchy

With a few individual exceptions, there is a long-
term upward drift in the occupational -structure.
On the whole, obsolescence eliminates-low prestige
occupations. The expanding white-collar sector, too,
consists of occupations which are substantially
above the bottom of the hierarchy. Also, the newly
emerging occupations appear to be mostly those of
high skill requirements and of moderate to high
prestige. Finally, many older occupations seem to
be undergoing a remarkable degree of upgrading.
In recent years public universities have instituted
specialized courses, usually short summer sessions,
for many occupations which were once believed not
to require any information that could not be learned
with a few weeks on the job. Not all such courses
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are short. For example, a few universities now offer
degree training leading to both the bachelor's and
master's degrees in police work. Also, workers in
some fields have organized themselves into volun-
tary associations which emphasize what is called
"professional development." A nationwide secre-
taries' association, for example, provides a series of
examinations over various levels of duties of secre-
taries and supplies rewards for those who pass them.
Obviously, State and national civil service exami-
nations provide the same function by requiring spe-
cific minimum standards of performance.

Thus two general changes tend to raise the level
of the occupational prestige structure as a whole.
One that has received much attention includes
obsolescence of old, lower status occupations and
the emergence of new occupations toward the top
of the system. The other, less well known, consists
of the upgrading of old occupations. The material
presented in the preceding paragraph merely illus-
trates this. The main evidence that the net effect of
the basic transformations on individual occupations
is to raise the entire prestige hierarchy is presented
in Hodge, Siegel, and Rossi (20). These writers
present data on the changes it the prestige of sam-
ples of occupations from data taken in about 1925,
1940, 1947, and 1963. Alinost all the changes, par-
tieularly in the more recent datar,are in a positive
direction. Data on the social psychological reasons
for this do not exist, but. one would suppose some-
thing like the following is happening. Prestige is
assigned to occupations as a reward for ,applying
scarce -skills to activities -people believe to be im-
portant. Occupational upgrading is a process which,
by improving the worker's skills, makes his con-
tribution:more unusual, and therefore scarcer and
more valuable.

Occupationaltrestiget Income, and Education

The interpretation just presented, in which
changes in the occupational prestige hierarchy were
related to-occupational upgrading, strongly suggests
that changes in education are tied up with the
changes- in the occupational structure. We shall
present data on this later, and will follow that pres-
entation with data on education and income. But
first let us review the relations between occupa-
tional prestige and education.

Occupational prestige and income

It is well known that the average real income of
American families has been rising almost steadily
for many yetus. In his recent work on the subject,
Miller presents data showing that between 1929 and
1962 the average real personal income per family,
calculated in 1962 dollar-equivalents after income
tax, rose from $4;200 to $6,400 per year, or to about
155 percent of the earlier value (25, table 1-3, p. 9).
Moreover, all levels of the income distribution ap-
pear to be rising at about the same rate, especially
since' 1944. During this period there is practically



no change in the proportion of total personal in-
come received by the top, second, middle, fourth,
and lowest fifths of the income distribution (25,
p. 3). Similarly, there is almost no change in the
proportion received by the top 5 percent from 1947
to 1960 (25, pp. 20-25L

More to the point, there is a substantial, though
imperfect, relationship between annual income and
Occupational prestige position. Presenting data for
full-time, year-round male workers only, for ex-
ample, in 1960 the median wage of salary income
of nonfarm managers, officials, and proprietors was
$7,241. That of clerical and kindred workcrs was
$5,247, of operators and kindred workers (roughly,
skilled workers)- $4,977, that of lab ,.ers (except
farlif and mine) $3,872, that of farm laborers and
foremen $1,731. As an important exception, profes-
sional, technical, and kindred workers tend on the
Whole to outrank nonfarm managers, officials, and
proprietors in prestige, though their ranks for
median salaries are reversed; the former received
$6.848. This-is probably due in _part to the fact, to
which we referred earlier, that prestige includes
nonmonetary returns. The 'trend data, of course,
are approximately consistent with the above. From
1939 to 1960 the increase in median income for male
workers was 221 percent. For nonfarm managers,
officials, and proprictorS it was 238 percent. For
clerical and kindred workers, and operators and kin-
dred workers it was 325 percent. It was 280 percent
for laborers (other than farm and mine). Finally,
for farm laborers and foremen it was 189 percent.
(Note that operators, -etc., experienced a dispro-
portionately high increase, while farm wageworkers
suffered a disproportionately low increase.) The
figure for professional, technical, and kindred
workers is 251 percent (25, table 111-6, pp. 82-83).

Occupational prestige and education

Everyone knows that occupational prestige and
education are positively correlated. Nonetheless a
few data on the-subject may not be out of place.

Duncan and Hodge present 1950 data, drawn
from abotit 1,100 inen in Chicago in 1951, on the
relationship of educational attainment with occu-
pational socioeconomic status 49r101. Their covari-
ance data can be easily reduced to pearsonian corre-
lation coefficients by taking the square roots. When
this is done the correlation is sho-wn to be -about
r +.55. In another project, based on question-
naire data taken first in 1948 on 383 boys who were
then-juniors and seniors in Jefferson- County, Wis.,
and who were restudied in 1955, Sewell and his
colleagues found a similar correlation between edu-
cational attainment and occupational prestige:
r +.60 (33). For a one-third random sample of
Wisconsin seniors in 1948 who were restudied in
1955; Sewell found correlations on these variables
of r = +.62 for males and +.43 for females (33).
For the subsample of this group, consisting of farm

boys, Sewell, Haller, and Portes found a correlation
of r = +.58 (36). Except for one's occupational
prestige status at earlier periods (9), it appears
that no other factors have ever been shown to be
so highly correlated with occupational prestige
status.

These data support what we already knew in that
they show occupational prestige status and educa-
tion to bn tied to each other. One could easily argue
that several practices are in fact tightening the
dependency of occupational achievement on edu-
cation. There appears to be professionalization of
an increasing number of occupations. Along with
this, it appears that there is an increase in licensing
and other procedures specifying minimal formal
educational requirements for various occupations.
Some large companies use college graduation as a
necessary condition for-employment in management
and technical jobs. Finally, we have already noted
that many may move up in their organizations only
by passing examinations, and that some voluntary
organizations encourage self-improvement by means
of examinations and awards for superior work per-
formance. If these obiervations are well-founded,
they imply that a general rise in the educational
levels of each major occupational prestige level has
been going on for some time.

Evidence on- changes in median years of school
completed show this to have been occurring. Be-
tween October 1948 and March 1964 the median
educational levels for all civilian workers 18 or
more years old rose-from 10.6 to 122 years. For
males the change was from 10.2 to 12.1 years; for
females from 11.7 to 12.3 years (46, p. 227). A study
of the detail of these data shows that from 1948 to
1962 the median number of years of school com-
pleted rose for almost all occupational categories
for both males and females, Interestingly, rough
calculations show that white-collar occupational -

classes such as -professional, managers, clerical
workers, and sales workers advanced but little
(about .2 year on the average) during the period.
On the other hand, blue-collar occupations such as
craftsmen, operatives, laborers,' and farmers ad-
vanced substantially (about 1.2 years on the aver-
age). Does this mean that while educational require-
ments are stiffening at all occupational prestige
leVels, they are stiffening most rapidly at the lower
levels?

Education and income

The relations between education and income are
complicated during the years people are finishing
school and starting to work. However that may be,
education appears to be a profitable investment.
For the male working population of 18 to 64 years
of age, 1959 mean average earnings by education
were as follows: less than 8 years of school, $3,659;
8 years, $4,725; 1 to 3 years of high school, $5,379;
4 years of high school, $6,132; 1 to 3 years of col-
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lege, $7,401; 4 years of college, $9,255; 5 or more
years of college, $11,136 (25, table VI-3, p. 139).
In other words, those who completed at least 1 year
beyond college averaged much more than did those
who completed less than 8 grades of school.

For both whites and nonwhites, men with more
years of education make more money. But there are
important difference: related to race. Though off
the immediate topic, race differences deserve atten-
tion here because they ,arc involved in the whole
issue of variations in occupational achievement.
From Miller's data, the 1959 earnings of nonwhite
men have been calculated as a percentage of those
of white men (25, pp. 139-140). On the average,
American white men between 25 and 64 years of
age earned 87 percent per year more in 1959 than
comparable nonwhites. _The respective means are
$6,112 for whites and $3,260 for nonwhites. In- the
North and West whites earned 50 percent more than
the_amount earned by nonwhites, while in the South
the figure rose to more than 100 percent. It might
be tempting to attribute these differences to race'
differences in number of years of school completed.
But this is not the case. With but one minor excep-

-tion,2 for each_category formed by cross-classifying
Major regions by age groups and by years of school
completed, white men earned more than nonwhite
men. Controlling foi education, t: . earnings of
whites range up as high as 200 percent of those of
nonwhites (among southern men completing 4
years of college). Perhaps most -important of all,
for every category of age and region, the greater the
number of years of school completed, the greater-

the proportionate and absolute difference in earn -
ings.-It seems unlikely that this trend is due just
to discrimination on the job. It is More reasonable
to suppose that the higher the level it school the
more superior is-the quality of education received
by whites. This would be reflected in increasing dif-
ferences in competence and finally in the observed
increasing proportional differences in-earnings (25,
pp. 139-140). Thus the c. scrinrination most affect-
ing differences in earnings would have occurred
during the school years and would have been first
int rifested as poor education.

Summary

The sociologist measures occupational achieve-
ment by assessing the prestige of the person's occu-
pation. Money income is not the only reward for
high achievement, and occasionally it is used to
attract workers to undesirable jobs. Thus the corre-
lation between money income and occupational
achievement (prestige) is far less than perfect. But,
though imperfect, such a correlation exists and it is
positive: on the average, the higher the prestige of
the occupation the higher the income. Next, as we

In the West nonwhite men 18 to 24 years old who had
completed less than 8 years of school eari:ed slightly more
than comparable whites ($2,274 to 12.151).
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would expect, occupational prestige and education
are positively, though imperfectly, related: The
higher the education the higher the occupation. So
we would have assumed, as many have, that if one
is paid for his work contribution, and derives much
of his work ability from education, then differences
in years of school completed should ultimately re-
sult in differences in income. Data were adduced to
show that this occurs. Bu. in the process we dis7
covered that the income derived from increasing
the nuinber of years of school completed is sub-
stantially greater for whites than for nonwhites.
The question was raised as to whether this might_
be due to variations in the quality of education re-
ceived by whites and nonwhites. Suggestions for
answering this question are presented later in con-
nection with-a more systematic analysis of the fac-
tors influencing educational achievement.

Rural-Urban Variations in Educational
Achievement

Clearly, education comprises the most important
class of variables needed to account for variations
in occupational achievement, and most research
efforts have been directed to this end. Shortly, we
shall proceed to review some of the evidence on
this subject and shall ultimately attempt to-provide
the beginnings of a social psychological explanation
for these variations. But before doing so it will .be
useful to show .the rural-urban variation in our
central variables. To do this we shall first present
the evidence that rural -urban differences in non-
farm occupitional achievement do in fact exist
and then show the relation of region and race to-
rural a.' urban residence. Some of the most in-
triguinb evidence on what seems to be in part a
rural phenomenon is presented in the form of re-,
gional or racial categories. We shall then present
data on rural-urban differences in educational
achievement, using regional and race data to sup-
plement them,

Rural-Urban Differences in Occupational
Achievement

For some time, evidence has'-been availgile re-
garding rural-urban differences- in occupational
achievement. Most of this work is cited elsewhere
(5, p. 10). In general it shows that farm-reared men
have low levels of occupational achievement, that
men reared in small towns have somewhat higher
levels, and that urban-reared men have still higher
levels. These comparisons are based on the nonfarm
population. Less evidence is available for women.
The best available data, taken in 1952, show that
farm - reared women have lower levels of achieve-
ment than nonfarm-reared women. Both of these
groups have lower levels of achievement than urban-
reared women (12). Truly up-to-date information
on this topic appears not to be available. In 1964,



the U.S. Department of Agriculture issued a report
based on a 1958 national sample, drawn by the Bu-
reau of the Census, of ,35,000 households (1, table
8, p. 13). Data were taken on noninstitutionalized
civilians 18 years old or more. Despite the age of
the data and the fact that the categories are a little
broader than would be ideal for present purposes,
they are still the best available. Data are presented
;!or the employed nonfarm population, classified by
white-collar, blue-collar, and farm occupation, by
farm or nonfarm birthplace, and by age. Analysis
showi, first, that the farm-born, as expected, turn
out to be underrepresented in the ranks of the
white-collar workers and overrepresented among
blue-collar workers. Second, the percentages change
but little with the age of the worker. For example,
in the 18 to 24 age group, 34 peiTent-ef-Affe farm-
born were in white-collar jobs, while 53 percent of
the nonfarm-born had such jobs, a difference of 17
pertent. Similarly, in the 45=54 age group 37 per-
cent of the farm-born had` white-collar jobs, while
51 percent of the nonfarm-born had such jobs, a
difference of 14 percent.

Moreover, the age-related changes give no hint
that the influence of farm origins on low levels of
nonfarm occupational achievement may be decreas-
ing with time. If anything they suggest the possi-
bility that such differences may be' gradually
widening. These trends are clearer when followed by
calculating farm-born versus nonfarm-born dif-
ferences in, the percentage who became blue-collar
workers. Among those 65 and over, only 3 percent-
more of the farm-born than of the nonfarm-born
became blue-collar workers. Among those 55 to 64
years eld the difference is 7 percent. Among those
from 45 to 54 years the difference rises to 12 per-
cent. Fur those 35 to 44 years of age and for those 25
to 44 years of age, the difference is 13 percent.
Finally, for those 18 to 24 years of age, the differ-
ence rises to 17 percent. What is happening is that
the younger the group,, the smaller the proportionate
contributicn of the farm-born to the white-collar
stratum; and the larger the proportionate contribu-
tion of the farm-born to the blue-collar stratum.
An important part of this effect comes abbut be-
cause the farm-born from 18 to 24 years of age up to
45 to 54 years of age are contributing to the blue-
collar stratum a proportion which earlier the older
farm-born contributed to the then larger farm
operator stratum.

For the farm-born sector of the country as a
whole, the_ data thus confirm a finding encountered
in various parts by using several different indexes
of rurality. The nonfarm levels of occupational
achievement of rural people are substantially lower
than those of the rest of the population.

Rural-Urban Aspects of the Regional and Racial
Distribution of the Population

Today, the best single index of rurality of a
region is still thc' proportion of the region's popu-
lation who live on farms outside urban places. By

this measure the South remains the most rural of
the major regions of the country. It should be
recognized that the farm population is decreasing at
a rapid rate-4.6 percent per year between 1960 and
1965. Also, there may well be important regional
differencesin the rates of our flight from the land.
Indeed, between 1960 and 1965 the number of non-
whites residing on farms decreased by 41 percent,
while the number of whites decreased by 17 percent.
Since many nonwhites live in the South we can be
sure that region is catching up with the rest of the
country in this regard. Yet, when all such qualifi-
cations are taken into account, the main concentra-
tion of farm people is in the South. For example, in
April 1965, 44 percent of the farm population resided
in that region, while the South's proportion of the
total population was about 20 percent (44).

Rurality is also confounded wi h race. Of the
nonwhite population (four-fifths --)f whom are
Negroes) 16 percent lived on farms in 1965, while 6
percent of the white population did so. So it is
doubtless- true that a disproportionate number of
Negroes still live on farms (44, 45). Moreover, prac-
tically all of these live in the South; there are
almost no -Negroes on farms in the North and West.

Rural-Urban Differences in Educational
Achievement

We have seen that we need to understand the
ways education influences people in order to under-
stand occupational achievement. To understand
rural-urban variations in nonfarm occupational
aeh: wement we must therefore examine the school
performance of rural and urban people. This will
be accomplished by-reviewing evidence on compari-
son of school completion Its indicated, first, by edu-
cational levels of adults', second, by dropout be-
havior as indexed by school enrollment rates of
youths, and third, by achievement and ability test
performance. This will set the stage for an exami-
nation of the factors determining variations in edu-
cational achievement, which is the subject of the
next section.

School completion

Nam and Powers have presented the most com-
prehensive analysis of rural-urban, regional, and
race differences in number of years of school com-
pleted (27). Their report is based on census data.

The data they present show that school comple-
tion data are, of course, based on the population no
longer of school age. They therefore reflect changes
in school attendance which occurred during earlier
periods. The 1960 population had completed sub-
stantially more years of school Clan had the 1950
population. This held true among rural and urban
people, among northerners, westerners, and south-
erners. Naturally, this is a continuation of a long-
term trend among whites and nonwhites. Yet the
rural-urban differences persisted. In fact, for non-
whites the distance between rural and urban people
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increased a little. The overall pattern for 1960 was
as follows: urbanites had completed the highest
number of years of school, rural nonfarm people the
next, and farm people the least. There were, too,
fairly substantial differences among regions. On the
whole, people of the South had completed the fewest
years of school. Those of the North Central region
were next, westerners completing the most. The
South, however, was second to the West in propor-
tion of whites who had attended college. As our his-
tory leads us to expect, nonwhites had completed
fewer years of school than whites. Because of the
combined effects of residence, region, and race, we
would expect that white urban westerners would
show the largest proportions completing college and
the smallest completing no more than eight grades.
This holds, with ,the respective percentageS being
24.5 (1 year or more of college) and 26.4 (0-8 years

,of school). The combined effects of these variable
also_suggest that nonwhite southein farmers would
shoW the smallest proportion completing college and
the largest proportion _completing nt) more than
eight grades. Tlds, too, holds, with the respective
percentages being 2.1 (1 year or more of college)
and 85.4 (0.8 years of school). It should be added
that college attendance rates during that year were
less than 10 percent for all categories of nonwhites
except urban westerners (27, table 1, p. 122).

College enrollment in 1960 of American students
who were high school seniors in October 1959 has
been reported by Nam and Cowhig (26). They
found that urban graduates were more likely to
enroll in college than were rural graduates, but=
there was little effect of race on the college enroll-
ment of high school graduates. No data on regional
differences were presented.

In summary, though the overall figures were
higher in 1960 than in 1950, there were still sub-
stantial differences in educational achievement
among residence groups in 1960, urbanites first,
rural nonfarm people second, and farm people last.
NonWhites were generally low, but were lowest in
rural areas. Except ft, the percentage of urban
whites attending college, southerners in each eate-
gory had the smallest percentage who had attended
-college and the highest who had not gone beyond
the eighth grade. Roughly the same residence trends
were observed for college enrollment of 1960 high
school graduates. No important race difference was
noted, however, and regional variations were not
reported.

Dropout behavior

It is easier to talk about dropout behavior than
to study it. The term implies a sense of finality
that existing data do not plumb. However, the term
reflects a common occurrence. Not quite half of the
population 25 years old or older had graduated from
high school in 1960. No doubt most were drop outs.
Enrollment rates of 16- and 17-year-olds of various
social categories provide a fairly good way of
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handling the problem. For 1960, Nam and Powers
have analyzed rural-urban, regional, and race differ-
ences in this variable quite well. Judging by the
high percentage of these age groups enrolled in
school (86.3 percent of the 16-year-olds and 75.6
percent of the 17-year-olds) one would suppose that
the trend toward completing more years of school
was continuing (27) . An examination of their data
I table 7) shows that the rural population in each
region made larger gains in the proportion of these
age groups enrolled in school than did the urban
population. Over the nation as a whole, the enroll-
ment of urban youth 16 years old increased from
85.2 to 87.5 percent and of urban youth 17 years
old from 72.8 percent to 76.7 percent, for gains of
2.3 and 3.9 percent, respectively. On the other hand,
the enrollment of rural youth 16 years old increased
from 75.5 to, 84.3 percent, and of rural youth 17
years old from 62.1 to 73.6 percent, for gains of 8.8
and 11.5 percent, respectively. The largest gains for
both rural and urban youth were in the South.

In the -years before 1960, an interesting switch
occurred. As we have seen, among adults the fafm-

_reared population lagS behind both the urban and
rural nonfarm. By 1960 the farm population had_
crept ahead of the rural nonfarm people. Indeed,
the highest single level of enrollment of 16-year-

'olds, including urbanitesjs'to be found among the
rural farm population of the North Central region,
and the highest two categories among 17-year-olds
are=the rural farm population of the West and the
North Central regions.

But looking at the 1960 overall picture, the dif-
ferences are small- between urban, rural nonfariii,
and farm groups of these ages. The urban and farm
categories are about equal, with the rural nonfarm
lagging slightly- behind. By- regions, the West was
highest, followed by the North Central States, the-
Northeast, and the South, in that order. Nonwhites
lagged behind the total_pdpulation by about 8 or 9
percent.

Looking at some of the finer details, we find that
the enrollment rate for northeastern nonwhite 17-
year -olds, 55.7 percent; is the lowest of all. The
Nam-Powers data also show that among- rural non-
farm populatiOn of the Northeast the enrollment
rate for 17-year-old nonwhites lags by 20.7 percent
(75.9 minus 55.7 percent), Which ,is the greatest
single racial discrepancy. Other important racial
discrepancies include the following: north central
17- year -old rural nonfarm youth, 16.1 percent (77.9
minus 61.8 percent) ; northeastern rural farm youth,
15.3 percent (86.0 minus 71.7 percent) ; northeastern
urban youth, -13.5 percent (76.2 percent minus
62.7 percent). (Curiously, in the Northeast, the non-
white farm 17-year-olds faired slightly better than
the average for all farm youth of that age, 80.5 and
75.6 percent, respectively.) Contrary to popular
opinion, the South showed the least racial discrep-
ancy in school enrollment of 16- and 17-year-olds.

In summary, the 1960 variations in enrollment
rates for 16- and 17-year-olds were not as great
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as those for school completion. This is true for
rural-urban residence, region, and race. There was
not much difference between urban and farm youth,
but rural nonfarm were behind. Though it was be-
hind the rest of the country in most enrollment rates
of 16- and 17-year-olds, the South had the smallest
racial discrepancy and indeed had higher than
average enrollment rates for nonwhite residents of
rural nonfarm areas.

Achievement test behavior

Coleman and his colleagues have recently pro-
duced the most comprehensive and thorough study
ever done of regional, residence, and racial differ-
ences in test performance and of aspects of the
environment of public school children thought to be
relevant to the quality of education (6). Consider-
able information was collected, including data on
individual students, their teachers and guidance
counselors, and their schools. Perhaps most im-
portant, the data were collected on all children in
grades 1, 3, 6, 9, and 12 in c sample of the nation's
schools. Reasonably complete information was
available from 70 percent of the high school princi-
pals and from 67 percent of the high school classes
whose students were tested. Special cheeks appear
to show that though sampling biases were intro-
duced, they do not affect the outcome substantially.

Within any grade studied, all students in the
sample took the same set of tests._ Thus the data
within-,a class are essentially comparable. The data
we shall sumtharize at this point are the results
of the tests of (1) verbal ability, (2) nonverbal
ability, (3) reading comprehension, and (4) mathe-
matics- achievement. There is no »Cell' to make-a
deep analysis' of these tots here, It is enough to
point out that the science of test-building,is quite
well - developed. These tests, taken together, detect
differences among students in their abilities to
understand what they read, to make logiCal deduc-
tions and inductions, -and to manipulate numbers
and mathematical symbols. These abilitieslearned
or unlearnedas c the basic mental skills needed
for coping with and contributing to contemporary
urban - industrial society. Them are but two glaring
omissions in the teststhe failure to assess the indi-
vidual's capacity to cooperate with others, and his
ability to communicate orally and in writing. These
omissions are, unfortunately, characteristic of much
of the otherwise admirable work of modern educa-
tional testing.

Standard tests of each of these four variauses
(and some others we are ignoring here because they
seem less basic) were administered to each student
in each of the five grades (1, 3, 6, 9, and 121, except
that the first graders did not take reading compre-
hension and mathematics achievement tests. The
test data which are most important for present pur-
poses were reduced to percentile and T-score form
(X = 50 and a = 10) and are ;,resented in graphs.
Most of the results reported here are from analysis
of the graphs.

Test response data are presented for residence
(metropolitan and nonmetropolitan location of
school), race (whites and Negroes), region (South;
Southwest, North, and Westsometimes Northeast,
Midwest, and West).3 In addition, data are pre-
sented for various minority groups: Puerto Ricans,
Mexicans. Indians, and Orientals. These groups, un-
like the others, are not subdivided by region and size
of place. To anticipate a bit, the Orientals tended
to perform about like the whites For this reason
we have taken no special note of them in the ensuing
presentation, a.tisough the other minorities receive
some attention.

We have studied the crucial tables from the
Coleman report (6rpp. 221-245) and have sum-
marized the main apparent effects:of metropolitan-
nonmetropolitan location, region, and race for each
of the above tests.

(1) VERBAL -A131LITYThose attending metro-
politan schools appear to outperform those attend-
ing nomnetropolitan schools at all grade levels
tested:-1, 3,'6, 9, and 12. For the lower grades (1
and 3) there is no discernible effect of region. For
the higher grades (6, 9, 1.nd 121 the Northeast and
Midwest appear to be highest, the-South lowest, and
other regions in between. Whites outscore Negroes in
all grades; this is the most outstanding effect. In
the 6th and 9th grades the Puerto Ricans, Mexicans,
and Indians do poorly, but this effect is not present
in the 12th grade, possibly because the lower scorers
have dropped out.

(2) NONVRRBAL ABILITY Little if any »ietropoli-
tan-noninetropolitan effects are noticeable for grades
1 and 3. In grades 6;9, and 12 the metropolitan fire
higher. Neither is there any obvious effect of region
in grades 1 and 3 except for an analogies test in
grade, 3, -where the Northeast and -Midwest were
high, and the South low, with others between. This
latter regional pattern also holds for grades 6, 9,
and 12 -except that for grade 6 the Southwest is
about as low as the South. Whites systematically
outscos. Negroes, and in grades 6 and 9=the Puerto
Rican, Mexicans, and Indians are again low.

(3) READING commtEnEssuixAgain, there is
not much, if any, effect of metropolitan-nonmetro-
politan location of the child's school (an index.of the
rural-urban variable) on reading comprehension for
grades 3 and 6. First graders did not take this test.
In grades 9 and 12, however, the metropolitan stu-
dents tend to be higher than the nonmetropolitan.
Next, there is no discernible regional effect in the
data on 3d graders. But among 6th, 9th, and 12th
graders, those from the Northeast and Midwest

'The Nottheast evidently includes New England and the
()tiler Eastern Seaboard States south through Washington.
D.C. The Midwest evidently includes all other States bor-
dering on the Great Lakes plus Iowa. Kansas. Missouri.
Nebraska. and lie Dakotas. The South includes Arkansas
and all States on oi east of the Mississippi River not already
identified. The Southwest includes Arizona. New Mexico.
Oklahoma. and Texas. The remaining States including
Alasla and Hawaii constitute the West.
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tend to outperform those of other regions, while
those from the South (and in the case of grade 12,
the Southwest) tend to perform at a lower level than
the others. Again, whites systematically outper arm
Negroes. In grades 6 and 9 the other minorities
(Puerto Ricans, Mexicans, and Indians) are low,
but as on previous tests this effect does not persiqt
into grade 12.

(4) MATHEMATICS ACHIEVEMENT Tile pattern of
influences on mathematics achievement of students
is similar to the patterns we have already discussed.
By the 6th grade, metropolitan students tend to be
outscoring the noninetropolitan students, though
there is little difference among 3d graders. There is
no regional difference in mathematical achievement
in the 3d grade. But in the 6th grade the northern
children make higher scores and the southern anfl-'4
southwestern children make lower scores, with west-
erners in between. In the 9th and 12th grades, the
northerners and westerners appear to be about equal
to each other and score higher than the southern and
southwestern students. Again, whites systematically
outperform Negroes, and the low scores for Puerto
Ricans, Mexicans, and Indians which persist through
grades 3, 6, and 9 are no longer evident in grade 12.

There is one unusual fact about the mathematics
achievement data. The distribution for Mexicans,
Puerto Ricans, Indians, and all categories of
Negroes is sharply skewed in the 6th grade. This
skewing results from a large proportion having ex-
ceedingly low scores which are about equal to each
other; the high scorers are much more variable. The
same phenomenon is obseived in the 12th grade
metropolitan western and nonmetropolitan south-
ern Negroes. It appears in no other grades or cate-
gories of students, and on no other tests. One could
hypothesize that since mathematics is a difficult sub-
jector is thought to bea poor performance in
mathematics is one of the earliest symptoms of
readiness to drop out of school. A great many
minority group members, we might suppose, are al-
-ready disheartened with school by the 6th grade.
This is reflected in their mathematical test perform-
ance, and they drop out at the first opportunity.
This eliminates most dropout-prone Mexicans,
Indians, and Puerto Ricans, as well as many such
Negroes. In the noninetropolitan South and the
metropolitan West quite a few dropout-prone
Negroes remain to continue into high school, when
the same sort of discouragement sets hi" by the time
they reach the 12th grade. This too, is reflected more
clearly in their performince in mathematics, a
"hard" subject, than in other subjects over which
they were tested. We than return to this type of
issue in the next-major section.
--(5) SUMMARY OF TEST RESULTS-41'1 The major

finding of the research reviewed here is that at all
levels and for all types of tee' the performance of
Negroes is quite a bit low .an that of whites.
Indeed, Coleman and his associates show that the
gap between whites and Negroes often widens as the
students progress into higher grades. Puerto Ricans,
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:Mexicans, and Indians also tend to do progressively
more poorly up to a point between the 6th and 9th
grades, after which their performance improves,
probably because the poorer students have dropped
out of school. (b) The rural-urban variable is flit=
proximated here by a metropolitan-noninetropolitan
classification. Differences on this variable are less
pronounced than on race. But they exist among 9th
and 12th graders for all four tests, among 6th
graders for mathematics and nonverbal ability, and
among 1st and 3d graders, as well, for verbal
ability. (c) Similarly the southern, and sometimes
the southwestern, students perform less well than do
all others, especially northerners, from the 6th
through the 12th grade on all four tests. There is

little if any effect of region among 3d graders on
any of these tests or among 1st graders on the two
tests they took (verbal and nonverbal ability).

Thus, racial differences exist at all levels and for
all tests. But, on the whole, residence and regional
effects begin to show after the 3d grade. And in all
cases it is the categories that are presently or his-
torically the most ruralthe Negroes, the south-
erners, and the nonmetropolitanswhich show the
poorest test performance.

Summary

The first section explained the sociologist's con-
tention that occupational prestige is the key vari-
able by which to approach the measurement of
occupational achievement levels. Secondary data
were then presented to show, among other things,
the ties of education to occupational prestige.. The
present section shows first that there are, or were,
large differences in prestige levels of nonfarm occu-
pational achievement of people reared in rural and
urban areas. These differences justify an investiga-
tion of rural-urban,-an.! related regional and race,
variations in school behavior. Even so, because the
data are based on adults of some years ago, we do
not really know whether today's rural youth are still
entering the nonfarm occupational structure at un-
usually low levels, but it would be surprising if they
were not.

Data on school years completed by the adult
population in 1960 really refer to events that hap-
pened years earlier when these adults were of school
age. There are substantial differences between
people of urban, rural nonfarm, and farm origins.
They also show substantial regional and race dif-
ferences. Regional differences are in this order: the
West (highest), Northeast, North Central, and
South (lowest), Nonwhites were much lower than
whites.

Data on school enrollment of 16- and 17-year-olds
in 1960 are more up to date. They show relatively
small differences in enrollment rates by residence,
and there was no important difference at all be-
tween urban and farm youth, though these were a
little higher than rural nonfarm youth. Differences
between regions were a little greater, in this order:
West (highest), North Central, Northeast, and



South (lowest ). White-nonwhite differences were not
very large either, though they existed. They were
almost negligible in the South and tended to be
especially large in the Northeast.

Test performance data (verbal and nonverbal
abilities, reading comprehension, and mathematical
achievement 1, of children in school in 1965 are obvi-
ously still more up to date. They show relatively
small differences favoring metropolitan students
over nonmetropolitan. (Data are not aavilable for
rural nonfarm or farm students as such.) Also,
students from Northern States tend to score higher
than those of the Southeast and, to a lesser extent,
the Southwest (excluding California). The sharpest
differences. however, are br !ween whites and other
major minority groups: Negroes, Mexicans, Puerto
Ricans, and Indians. Moreover, the higher the school
grade the farther behind their peers the Negroes fall.
One can infer this would be true of the other minori-
ties, except that the poorer students among them
may drop out of school earlier, leaving the high
scorers to inflate the test averages.

It thus appears that there are some important
trends occurring. Rural-urban differences, as such,
in precollege school enrollment may no longer be
very pronounced. Regional differences in enrollment
may also be disappearing. Race differences in at-
tendance seem to be dropping, too. We cannot say
for certain whether the "learning gaps" are being
closed. From test data it appears the rural-urban
differences as such- are not very great; and that
regional differences are not either, though nonmetro-
politan and southern students have lower scores than
others. The race_ gap in attendance is closing, but
race differences in learning may not be doing so,
especially among Negroes in the South and South-
west and among Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, and In-
dians (6, pp. 257, 258, 272). Interestingly, there is
very little racial difference in college enrollment
rates of high school graduates (26).

Despite the fact that they are not so different
in the externals, such as years of school completed
and school enrollment, the rural southern and south-
western Negroes are clearly the students who are
least prepared for satisfactory achievement in the
modern occupational structure.

Variations in Educational Achievement

Clearly, if we arc to understand the occupational
achievement process, we must formulate a valid ex-
planation of the educational achievement process.
Not that we lack theories relating to occupational
achievement. On the contrary, there are several.
The current ones are reviewed by Borow (3).
Among the more influential of these are Ginzberg
et al., Roe, and Super. Ginzberg et al. stress stages
of occupational decision-making, in which each later
stage is more reality-oriented than the former. These
begin during the elementary school years and con-
tinue until the person is established (14). Roe cross-

classifies occupations according to level and func-
tion, and then attempts to match personality needs
(developed early in life) with job characteristics
(31). Super has stressed the key role of the self-
concept in determining the individual's occupational
behavior (41). The need for objective evaluations of
recent large-scale educational programs has proba-
bly been partly responsi;)le for an increasing
emphasis on interrelating research and theory re-
garding psychological aspects of vocational
development, one which should begin to bear fruit
within a few years. No definitive publication has yet
come from the newer lines of thinking.

In any case, there are at least three related aspects
of most such psychological thinking which make it
less useful for present purposes than would be hoped.
First, these are theories of "vocational" development
as a whole, not simply theories of occupational
achievement. Frequently, their major thrust is to
understand and improve the adjustment of the indi-
vidual rather than to determine the process by
which people are allocated to different social
statuses. This leads to a relative neglect of the occu-
pational achievement process in itself.

Second, most of the theoretical work gives insuf-
ficient attention to the occupational hierarchy.
Rather than seeing the occupational achievement
process as one of entering and becoming stabilized
at a point on or region Of a continuum of occupa-
tional prestige, thus anchoring achievement in the
societal system of stratification, most writers see
the individual as selecting a relatively unique occu-
pation or class of occupations, one which is not
rigorously ordered by a clear specification of its
relation to other locations.

Third, and most fundamental, experimental psy-
chological researchers deliberately treat each indi-
vidual organism as if it existed in exactly the same
environment as every other organism, and as if the
only environmental influences bearing upon it were
those provided by the experimenter. We may call
this "the assumption of the isolated individual." In
psychology, it is the equivalent to the physicist's
experiment in a vacuum, or to the chemist's experi-
ment conducted under "standard conditions." As a
methodological ideal for studying certain kinds of
behavior, it is highly appropriate. Unfortunately, it
pervades much psychological thinking where it is
not appropriate, including occupational choice. But
the occupational achievement process is enacted in
a world in which people influence each other, and in
which some influences wane while others wax. A use-
ful thoory must be able to identify and specify the
changing effects of each of the variables needed to
describe the interplay between each person and hiS
changing social environment.

SOCIAL: PSYCHOLOGICAL PERSPECT1VEThe present
position attempts to allow enough individual plas-
ticity to account for major changes in the person's
modes of reacting to his environment, while at the
same time avoiding the assumption of infinite plas-
ticity. Three assumptions are made about the great
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majority of youths whose school behavior is the con-
cern of this section: (1) That most of those who do
well or who do poorly in school are usually so simi-
lar in the biologic aspects of mental ability that, for
the most part, we can assume that environmental
factors are ultimately responsible for variations
among them in achievement. (2) That the behavior
of people is directed by the ways they conceive of
themselves, by their goals, and by the available in-
formation that might aid them in achieving their
goals. (3i That self-conceptions, goals, and other
information are learned in and sustained by inter-
action with others. We shall elaborate each of these
points.

(1) One of the major learning tasks in the life
of any person is largely finished even before he or
she enters school. It is a task of huge proportions,
yet practically all 4- or 5-year-olds have, for the
most part, completed it. Children in all societies,
even the so- called primitive groups, perform it well.
Most of the best and the poorest students differ little
in this respect from other youngsters: they have
learned a language.

What does it mean for a child to learn a language?
It means that he has learned an enormous number
of details and general rules. He has learned a vo-
cabulary of words and how to put them together into
an ordered system. He has learned a grammar. It is
true that ordinarily he makes more mistakes with
his grammar than do adults, but his mistakes are
so few that he can understand his parents, his
friends, and otherseven strangers. He can usually
respond or initiate to them so that they understand
the meanings he attempts to convey. To the child,
learning a language is as natural as expkring his
neighborhood. As adults, we cannot recall our own
first experiences in learning our native language, but
we remember when we tried to learn a foreign
language. Perhaps we studied it for 2 or 3 years in
high school or college. We remember the great
difficulty we had and the hours we worked to learn
the words, to conjugate the verbs, and above all to
place subjects, predicates, etc., in their proper places
in sentences. But for all our hard work, we know
very well that our understanding of the language is
still superficial. If we do not realize it while we are
in school we soon find out when we meet someone
who handles the language fluently.

Yet the child learns the language of those around
him so thoroughly that, despite a few idiosyncra-
cies in grammar and pronunciation, he is a master
of it. He speaks and listers almost effortlessly ; cer-
tainly he does not usually struggle to remember
what a certain word means, as most of us do when
we use a language other than our own.

Most students have few if any major physical im-
pediments to seeing, hearing, speaking, understand-
ing, getting around. They know a language; they
have already proven that they can learn exceedingly
difficult material because they learned the language.
And they daily prove to us that their fundamental
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intellectual capability has not eroded because they
continue to communicate with a directness and facil-
ity that would astonish us if we ourselves were not
so accustomed to it.

Surely, when poor students have already mastered
so complex a subject as a language, it is wise to look
toward social factors rather than biological factors
such as brain damage or poor heredity to explain
the fact that they are not doing well.

(2) All psychological points of view on behavior
conceive of the person as an active agent. Some such
points of view stress organismic factors which limit
abilities. Others stress "deep" motivations, de-
veloped in the early years, of which the person is
unaware. The social-psychological view used here
differs from the last two in that it assumes that man
acts on the basis of the way he conceptualizes his
environment, himself, and his future alternatives.
Among his alternatives he may select some; these
becqine goals. When he works toward achieving a
goal, his conceptions of himself and his environ-
ment direct the ways he goes about it. His style or
level of behavior, then, is to be explained largely
in terms of things he hopes will come to-be rather
than in the terms either of variations in native
ability or of motivations developed long ago.

This does not mean that individual differences in
personality are necessarily trivial or uninfluential.
It does mean that most of the ones we know about
are learned. When we look for factors influencing the
process of differential education achievement, we
shall be especially concerned with those that may
vary the alternatives a young person can see as
possibilities. We shall also be concerned with factors
which make him conceive of himself as unable to
learn, and to factors which make him think good
schoolwork is meaningless.

(3) Most psychological factors in educational
achievement are learned, directly or indirectly, in
the person's contacts with other people. Teachers',
parents', and friends' responses to the young person's
attempts to interact play a major part in determin-
ing his view of himself. If they let him know they
think he is stupid, he learns to think he is stupid.
If they let him know they think that he is bright,
he learns to think he is bright. If those around the
young person have and share with him a rich knowl-
edge of the world, he too will ordinarily develop a
rich knowledge of the world. This will provide him
with many goal alternatives from which to choose,
and a wealth of information to make his choices
rational. On the other hand, if those around the
young person.do not have or do not share with him
a very adequate knowledge of the world, his alterna-
tives will be few and the information on which to
base his attempts to enact them will be inadequate.

It should be stressed that a social psychological
point of view is somewhat different from the indi-
vidualistic position, to which we have referred, that
seems to dominate much of contemporary educa-
tional psychology. One variety of the individualistic



position in the extreme, holds that the performance
of students depends largely on inherited abilities. In
turn these abilities are thought to he due primarily
to genetic defects in his parents. Another variety
holds that behavior orientationsability for one
are developed in early life and are not particularly
changeable. These individualistic positions hold, in
effect, that little if anything can be done about a
student's poor school performance. The social-psy-
chological position on the other hand, holds that a
person's knowledge, goals, and self-conceptions
determine how well he does, and that in turn these
variables are almost entirely due to factors in the
social environment. Parents, for example, influence
the education of their child, not primarily through
the genes, but because they may or may not stimu-
late him, may or May not help provide appropriate
goals and self-concepts for him, may or may not
provide effective help in teaching him. Other people
influence him in the same way.

This is not to say that mental ability is unim-
portant. Off the contrary. intelligence scores are
correlated with performance in school at all levels.
But intelligence is not a simple phenomenon. To be
sure, there is evidence of genetic effects on it, but
there are important, and perhaps changing, environ-
mental influences on it as well (13, pp. 191 -207;`
39, pp. 584-586).

Environmental Influences

If we want to understand and to affect educa-
tional achievement we must understand the system
in which the person's achievement behavior is eon-
ducted, which is the same thing as determining the
variable4aspects of his environment that influence
his behavior as he progresses through school. We
are only beginning to learn how to analyze these
factors systematically. Obviously, we must have
concepts for describing the environment. One main
distinction we draw here is between the general
environment and the effective environment.

The general environment

By the term "general environment" we mean to
indicate all variables describing the amount and
accuracy of information which, objectively, is read-

; ily accessible to all or most persons in a geographic
area. For the topic of educational and occupational

t achievement, the term refers to all such information
= indicating what a person might do in order to be
successful in school or at work. Geographically, for
a given topic like success in school or at work, the
bounds of such an area would be determined by dis-

:"covering lines indicating major changes in most im-
portant variables describing the amount and quality
of information objectively available on the topic.
This has never yet been done with any prtosion.

t Nevertheless approaches have been made, though
not necessarily deliberately. One of the most in-
formative large-scale examples is provided by Cole-

man and his associates, in the study of regional
differences in educational facilities (6).

Other examples, on a much smaller scale, are
provided by Sewell and Armer (34) on neighbor-
hood contexts as possible influences on college plans,
and by Haller and Sewell (18) on local area and
school class as possible influences on farm boys'
occupational choices. To get a. bit ahead of the data,
large-scale general environments, such as regions of
the nation, seem to have profound influences on
everyone but small differential effects on particular
individuals. Small-scale general environments, such
as local areas or neighborhoods, are not very in-
fluential (18, 34).

EDUCATION AND THE GENERAL ENVIRONNIENT-ID.-
formation relevant to success in school and in the
work-a-day world is objectively available to the
young person from a variety of sources. Television
sets are in nine-tenths of the homes of the United
States, excellent roads connect practically all ;:arts
of the country, and schools serve every hamlet.
Communication outlets provide the possibility that
all would have equal access to the information
necessary for everyone to have equal advantage.
Nevertheless there are differences among sectors
of the population. Schools that are far from major
population Leaters and schools in -poorer economic
areas sometimes lack the facilities and the teachers
to -motivate and teach the students well. Neverthe-
less data 'from the Coleman report show that most
such differences, except for the rural South, are no
longer very _great (6, pp. 36-217). Also, areas iso-
lated from the population centers may have some
what fewer occupational 'alternatives available for
the young person and his family to choose among.-In
such areas, the connections between education and
the occupational structure may not be so clear. This
is doubtless partly because well-educated youth who
are born and reared in the area, and are therefore
known well by local people, usually take jobs else-
where (27, p. 116). They must even leave home in
order to become educated and stay away in order to
find a job that can let them express their education.
The outcome is that the general environment of such
places is somewhat poorer in information which
young peOple need in order to make satisfactory
educational and occupational adjustments later on
(.15. 32; 35; 37). Almost everyone in the area is
influe'ieed in this waythe child, his parents, his
teachers, his friends.

But whether or not they live in population centers,
the child, his family, and his friends belong to a cer-
tain racial group and socioeconomic stratum. With
a long history of poor educational facilities and
ill-prepared teachers, Negroes and members of some
other minority groups such as Indians, Mexicans,
and Puerto Ricans, tend on the average to be poorly
educated. The same is true of those from the lower
socioeconomic strata. -A person's interactions may
be restricted to others like themselves. Because of
this, their goals and beliefs regarding education are
usually much like others of their group.
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We have dwelt upon the general environment at
length for a reason. Large-scale general environ-
ments have important effects on everyone within
them because they litni or provide the information
everyone has to share with everyone else. But they
have little or no effect on variations among persons
within such an environment. Factors in the effective
environment do this. Moreover, despite much specu-
lation about their effects, small-scale general en-
viromnents have little effect on the people withili
them.

The effective environment

By the "effective" environment we mean those
parts of the person's social environments which vary
substantially from individual to individual and
which account for individual differences in be-
havior. The elements of a person's effective en-
vironment consist of the information presented to
him and emphasized as important for him by other
peoplexliose_judginent lie respects. These people are
preliaps more precisely called "significant others"
(40), although some have referred to them as "ref-
erence groups." The exact persons who perform this
function vary to some degree from individual to
individual and from one type of behavior` to another.
The evidence that parents, peers, and school per-
sonnel frequently become significant others regard-
ing educational and occupational decision-making is
available in brief summaries (5, pp. 17 -18; 38). The
concept of significant others has not yet received
the attention needed to make it most useful for
research. Nevertheless, variables' based upon it,
especially the individual's-conception of the=expec-
tations of significant others, are among those most
highly and systematically- related to educational
and occupational choice behavior (8; 19). There
are other important aspects of the effective environ-
ment, too, such as t% information a youth receives
about himself from tne grades his teachers give him,
or the respect or disrespect accorded to him by
eth:r6 with whom lie interacts.

Stages in Educational Achievement

The young person is constantly being evaluated
by others. Students receive good marks if they do
well in school according to the Standard of the
teachers and if they are conscious of being highly
esteemed by others. Those who do poorly are pun-
ished by low marks, and are in other ways con-
stantly reminded of their Voor work. They know
that in the context of school behavior they are not
esteemed by others. To the child in school, a large
part of the day-to-day process of educational
achievement consists of being rewarded or punished
for conforming to or deviating from the expecta-
tions of teachers and others.

The stages

Ignoring for the moment the learning the student
really receives, there are from this perspective two
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main variables describing educational achievement:
getting better or poorer marks and reenrolling or
"dropping out." As used here, the last variable also
includes passing from one grade to another and
graduating, as well as school leaving at graduation
time rather than in the middle of a school year. In
elementary school one cannot, in most States, leave
school; attendance is compulsory. Students who get
good marks arc advanced. Sometimes those who do
not are held back and become "over i.ge in grade."
In most States there is a special age or school year
at which a youth can legally leave school. After that
age students may leave at any time, and- those who
are not doing well frequently choose this course.
Usually this occurs at the _more "respectable"
periods, the end of a school year or after a gradua-
tion point. The recurrence of a series 'of- points at
which legal and "respectable" school leaving may
occur, forms the boundaries between what we are
calling stages in the -educational achievement proc-
ess. These- are continuing beyond the legal miniinum
requirement, (indexed by leaving- or hot leaving
school in the early days of highi school),.continuing
beyond high school (indexed by enrolling in a post-
high school program ofeducation)-, completing a cer-
tain number of -years of college, graduating from
college, and ,obtaining a higher degrie-in a univer-
sity. (It should be recognized that these stages are
somewhat arbitrary and should not be reified.)
Marks are given at all levels and may, therefore, be
used as indications of achievement during any one
stage. -Reenrollment or termination at the end of a
stage is of course another way to measure educa-
tional achievement, as is the number of years of
education completed.

Emergence of achievement variables

The concept of stages implies that new variables
come into 'xistencc at different points in the young
person's progress. During the first years, the basic
causal variables, other than the attitude of the
teachers toward the student, are evidently intelli-
gence (learned or unlearned) and family socioeco-
nomic status. Shortly afterward the child's concep-
tion of himself as a !camela self-conception, in
turn, learned from othersbegins to exert an influ-
ence on his performance. Being over age in grade
begins to exert a negative influence on the child
while he is still in grade school. Perhaps as early as
the later elementary grades, parents may begin
to formulate and communicate to the child their
expectations regarding college, which in turn influ-
ence the young person's college plans. Levels of
occupational aspiration are also developing at this
time. This concept, which is explained later, refers
to the level of the occupational prestige hierarchy
toward which the young person orients himself: At
this ,point, college plans and levels of occupational
aspiration are already correlated with grades in
school (grade point average, or GPA), but they are
probably dependent variables rather than independ-
ent variables at this time.



By the later years of high school, one's concep-
tions of his ability to learn, his college plans, and
his levels of occupational_ aspiration are all prob-
ably functioning to some extent as independent vari-
ables, influencing grades and dropout behavior (and,
later, college enrollment and years of college
completed). Parental encouragement to attend col-
lege probably also begins to exert its influence at this
time.

Level of occupational aspiration

Most of the variables used here, such as college
plans, are almost self-explanatory. This is not true
of the concept "level of occupational aspiration."
As we have noted, occupations are arranged in a
hierarchy of prestige. Youngsters in school learn
to conceive of a certain limited range of points along
this hierarchy as ,appropriate to them. When this
happens we say the person has a level _of occupa-
tional aspiration. Knowledgeable- students connect
college plans and the occupational aspiration. There
is- reason -to believe that level of occupational aspi-
ration is _one of the more important, variables
influencing both level of educational- aihievement
and level of occupational achievement (17, pp. 5-
16 and 20-40). For example, in one sample r=
+.64 (17, p.'115). Ma youth conceives of himself
as oriented toward occupations such as minister,
doctor, lawyer, owner of a large business, etc., he is
said to have relatively high levels of occupational
aspiration. If he conceives -of himself as oriented
toward Occupations of the level of eleetrieian, owner
of-a small business, plumber, etc., lie has aspirations
in lower middle range. If he conceives of hiniself
as oriented toward jobs that do not require any par-
ticularly scarce skills, such as common laborer, as-
sembly line worker, etc., he is said to have a

ci relatively low level of occupational aspiration. The
same is true of most of those who are 'lust going to
get a job." They, too, have relatively low levels of
occupational aspiration. A person's level of occupa-
tional aspiration is largely independent of the par-

', ticular job he is considering. That is, as time goes
.;-._on many young people change the particular occu-
pation they are thinking of entering. Yet most of
these changes are from one occupational choice at a
certain level in the prestige hierarchy to another
occupational choice at about the same level. For

t example, a certain professor of history grew up in-s
tending to be a lawyer; he changed his specific occu-

=pation but the prestige level is air ut the same. Simi -
larly, a certain boy who wanted to be a minister

1,==eventually became a chemist; the fields of his.
-choices are quite different, but the prestige rank is
similar. Still another wanted a job as a semiskilled
worker in a factory but he now drives a delivery

Struck ; again the jobs are different but the prestige is

How does level of occupational aspiration vary
=with age, and when does it begin to influence educa-
tional plans? One research project looked into levels

of occupational aspiration of urban children in the
different grades, from the 5th to the 12th (30). It
was found that 5th graders had already developed
fairly consistent prestige levels of occupational
aspiration. That is, on the average, all the children
selected occupations that were fairly close together
in prestige. A boy, for example, who was interested
in a high prestige occupation was also interested in
other high prestige occupations, while a boy who
was interested in a low prestige occupation was also
interested in other occupations at roughly the same
low level. Those in later grades are still more con-
sistent. In fact, childrens' levels of occupational
aspiration seem to become more and more consistent
at least until they finish the 12th grade. At all grade
levels, children whose measured intelligence, social
class status, or school marks were higher, were some-
what more consistent in levels of occupational
aspiration than were students whose measured intel-
ligence, social class status, or school marks were
lower: Also, apart from consistency, the average
levels of occupational aspiration of 5th and- 6th
graders was found to be higher than those of 8th
through 10th grade students. There is a marked rise
in levels of occupational aspiration among 11th
and-12th graders, probably, because of the loss of
low-aspiring high - school dropouts.

Data on the Educational Achievement Process

Some of the details of the educational achieve-
ment process will now be suggested. They are based
on scattered' evidence from secondary sources as
well as on a certain amount of relatively systematic
correlational data. The evidence, though incomplete,
tends to be consistent and therefore suggests leads
for research that needs to be conduded in order to
determine more completely the exact nature of the
educational achievement process as well as its con-
tribution to the process of occupational achievement.

Sources of data

The correlational data, presented in table 1, are
taken from a number of sources, some of which are
unpublished. For a number of years a small group
of researchers at the University of Wisconsin and
Michigan State University have been conducting
projects relating to a small number of comparable
variables to the educational achievement, variables
relevant for various stages of the educational
achievement process. These, plus closely related
work of others, are presented.

Fink measured a series of variables on 355 eighth
and ninth graders in Grand Rapids in 1960. Two
years later, after the age at which they could
legally leave school, he traced them to determine
which ones were still in school and which had
dropped out (11). These data also provide informa-
tion on grades during late elementary and early
junior high school. Haller and Miller studied 432
17-year-old boys in I.enawee County, Mich., in
1957, obtaining data on grade point averages
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(GPA) and other variables (17,pp. 115-1171. Sewell
and his colleagues studied all 431 junior and senior
boys in school in Jefferson County, Wis., in 1948,
noting their GPA's among other things (33). These
same youth were followed in 1955 and the number
of years they completed in college was recorded.
Nam and Cowhig present data on the college enroll-
ment of a nationwide sample of 1,170 youth who
were high school graduates in 1960 (26). Diekema
has analyzed GPA data on a sample of about 500
Michigan State University freshmen who enrolled
in 1960 and were followed up 2 years -later (8). In
1957, Little took a random one-third sample of Wis-
consin high school seniors (22). Followed by Sewell
and his collaborators, these data provide the number
of years of college completed by Wisconsin farm
boys, and the highest level of educationcollege and
noncollegeobtained by males and females (32-
35; 37).

Analysis of the educational achievement process

The interpretation now presented is based on the
correlation coefficients in table 1, together with
other data. AILdata are interpreted in the frame of
reference already stated. Naturally, the value of
each correlation coefficient is not exact; each is an
estimate of the degree of relationship between a pair
of variables.

During the first few years of school, a child goes -
to- school because no one around him _questions
whether he should. His view of the world of work is
certainly irrelevant to his education. He knows
nothing of the connections between school and work.
It is like our wearing clothes or speaking English:
We do it because everyone around us does so, and -
everyone expects us to do so, too. When there is com-
plete unquestioned consensus about g ,ing to school,
the child simply goes.

When he begins school he has already completed
the major part of his biggest learning task: he knows
a language. To this point lie has no conception of his
learning ability; he just learns. But after he is in-
school he will interact with teachers, parents, and
other students in situations where the focus is de-
liberately on learning. He will be praised when
teachers and others think he is learning, and he will
be blamed when they think he is not. The teacher

'will respond more to some children than to others.
If, over a period of. time, a child tends to do the
things that win the approval of the teacher, he will
learn that ,the teacher thinks he is a good student.
If his grades and his conversation about school win
the approval of his parents and-others, he will learn
that they, too, think lie is a good student. Since he
learns what he is from what others tell him about
himself, in this case he will learn to think of him-
self as a capable student. On the other hand, if
teachers, parents, and others think of the child as
a poor student, lie will think the same of himself.
Note that in column A of the table there is a high
correlation ( +.65) of grades with intelligence.

However, although these two factorsdoing well in
school and thinking one is a good studentarc
closely related, they are not identical. It appears as
if the child's performance can make him think of
himself as a better student. In turn, as we shall see
in the next paragraph, such a self-conception can
evidently improve his learning.

Since both of these factors are important, it should
be possible to change long-term educational per-
formances by varying short-term performances and
by varying self-conceptions of ability. Probably
the best way to do so would be to work through
significant others. This has been tried and as far as
can be determined, it has been successful. Brookover
and his coworkers at Michigan State University
designed an experiment to change the child's con-
ception of himself as a learner, thus expecting to
improve his, performance in schwa, They used sev-
eral experimental treatments, measuring both per-
formance in school and self-concept as a learner
before and after the treatments. Under one experi-
mental treatment, the parents of children were
brought together to learn how to take responsibility
for their children's schoolwork. After a number of
months the children's conceptions of their ability.,
and their grades in school had both increased sig-
nificantly. No significant changes occurred in any
other experimental groups (4).

By the time the child is in the, eighth or ninth
grade, his conceptio) his ability is quite well
established. Also, m it less in accord with his
GPA, he has begun t. Jrmulate his levels of occu-
pational aspiratie "r= +.49) and his college
plans (r= +.48). : parents are already begin-
ning to have college -expectations for him = (r =
+ .23), and his -family's socioeconomic status is
exerting its influence (r = + .22). Finally, presag-
ing what is to come later if he is over age in grade,
his grades tend to be low (r = - .30). A circular
reaction-7poor performance, leading to conceiving
of oneself as a poor student, leading to poor per-
formance--has been developed. But this is only part
of the story. A whole series of group stereotypes and
related self - conceptions have developed by then,
and the child's behavior is influenced accordingly.
Because pupils who do poorly in school often are
held back a year or so, people tend to respond to
each student who is over age as if he were unintel-
ligent. Because, on the average, the Negro children
or other minority group members do not do as well
in school as do the whites; people tend to treat each
such child as if he were a poor student. As we have
noted, when practically everyone treats a person as
if he were stupid, he usually learns to think of him-
self as stupid. Factors such as these mount tip. Chil-
dren from minority groups or the lower strata often
come to be over age in grade; and the influences of
this factor then compound the influence of the
others.

At a certain time, often about age 16, the law
in most place says that a student may quit school
if he chooses. Continuation (the reverse of dropping
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out) is perhaps the most immediate important effect
of being over age in grade (r = .35) and of low
grades (r= .30). And, of course, once the child
has dropped out, it is almost impossible, practically
speaking, to reenter. Dropping out of school is but
slightly correlated with being from a lower socio-
economic stratum (r= +.10), and with having
parents who do not expect the child to go to college
(r= +.20). So also is a low level of occupational
aspiration (r = +20) and college plans (r =
+.21), factors to which we shall return later.
And the same is true, to a slight degree, of being
of the Negro race (11) (r = +.15;= data not pre-
sented in table 1).,No one of these factors is itself
very highly predictive of dropping out of school.
It is our interpretation-that all of them function in
one of these ways: (1) H a youth has a certain level
on some of these variables, it is a source of embar-
rassment for him, making him feel compelled to
leave4o avoid being ashamed. This is probably why
race, lower class status, low grades, and especially-
being over age in grade are correlated =with drop-
ping out. (2) The other factois,-low expectations of
parents or low levels of occupational aspiration, sig-
nify that school tends to be meaningless to the
youngsters who are not doing well and to their
parents also. In short, some youngsters£ probably
tend to believe they have little to gain by- staying
in school, and that they have much to lose namely
self- respect and the esteem of others.

As children grow older they usually begin to grasp,
even if dimly, some of the connections between
school and later life. Some see these' connections
earlier and more clearly than others. As a conse-
quence, each tends to develop a level of occupational
aspiration and £a plan regarding college. If they
learn well the connection between schooling and
the world-of work, then their educational behavior
their number of years in school and-their grades
comes partially under the control of their level of
occupational aspiration and their college plans, al--
though other variables continue to function. The
influence of GPA and these two variables, it should
be said, are probably still circular at this time. Note
that among Michigan-17-year-olds (column C of
the table), GPA was correlated +.50 and +.53
with levels of occupational aspiration and college
plans, respectively. Though lower, the correlations
of the same variables -for the Jefferson County
sample- are also worthy of Consideration (level of
occupational aspiration: +.27 ;, and college plans:
+.35). It is noteworthy that intelligence is still of
importance (r= +.49 and r= +.44 for the two
samples), and that parental encouragement for col-
lege is beginning to assume some relevance (r =
+.28 and r +.29). The correlation of socioeco-
nomic status with GPA is also positive (r = +.22
and r= +.11).

The data (column D) appear to show that college
plans assume, as we would expect, greater impor-
tance in influencing college enrollment of high school
graduates (r= +.57). Also correlated with col-
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lege enrollment are intelligence (r = +.40), high
school grades (r = 4 -.37), and family socioeco-
nomic status (r = +.32). We interpret this to
mean that in this stage, college plans have become
a clear independent variable, and that the socioeco-
nomic status may also be more influential than
before. Intelligence continues to play an important
role.

In ,the next stage, the early= years of 'college
(column 0), intelligence and grades in high school
are by far the most highly correlated- with college
grades. Evidently among these factors, academic
ability is the only one influencing this particular
educational achievement_ variable. Other variables
such as college plans, level of occupational aspira-
tion, and parental encouragement for college no
longer distinguish sharply among students._ They
performed their function when they helped sepa-
rate those who were and were not college bound:

The data-in columns F1, F2, and G1 all concern
Wisconsin males- who were first .studied as high
school- juniors or seniors. (The sample in F2-is a
subsample of G1). They include not only those who
started to college but also those who did not. On
the whole, they show a remarkably even pattern,
in which four variables-stand out as especially im-
portant: intelligence, parental encouragenient for
college, college plans, and level of occupational
aspiration. Ordered by sample for a given variable,
the respective correlation- coefficients are: intelli-
gencer +-21, +A4, +.49; parental encour-
agement-r= +.40, _+.48, +.48; college plans-

- r = -1-.40, +.43, -1-.69;- and level of occupational
aspiration=r +.52, + .42, +.45...Socioeconomic
status joins these variables in importance in-sample
Ga (r= -1-.44), a sample in which college plans
have an especially_high correlation (r= +.69).

Data for females (column G2) are a little differ-
ent. ,College plans is the highest correlate (r
+15). Parental encouragement and socioeconomic
status arc also noteworthy (r= +.48 and +.50),
and to a lesser extent, so are the ability variables,
intelligence (r = +.38); and high school grades
(r + .33). Level of occupational aspiration is of
still less importance these girls (r = +.29).

Levels of occupational aspiraticin, college plans,
and parental encouragement are _ three variables
which apparently tend to propel a youth into col-
lege and to sustain him at least at a minimal level
of satisfactory performance while there. Ability
and socioeconomic status seem also to be of im-
portance in influencing a youth to attend college
and sustain him while there. But once in college, as
far as sheer quality of performance (grades) is con-
cerned, the ability factors are of paramount im-
portance (column E).

Summary

High ability and several other favorable factors
yield good performance in the elementary years.
If a youth becomes over age or is otherwise con-
sistently and seriously embarrassed in school, he



will drop out as soon as he can. If he continues in
high school his performance (grades) seems more to
he -a -function of ability than any other factor
studied here. During the late elementary years and
during high school, new independent variables are
forming: the youth's college plans and levels of
occupational aspiration, and his parents' expecta-
tions for him. These later factors largely determine
whether he will enter college, although staying there
depends not only'on them but also on ability. Doing
well in college,- once there, depends largely upon
academic ability.

Improving Occupational and Educational
Prospects for Rural People

Education for Tomorrow's Occupational
Structure

.As we have seen here) educational achievement
appears to be the main factor influencing oecupa-
tiOnal achievement. There is no reason to believe
that the trend toward upgrading the whole of the
occupational structure is going to taper off. The best
guesS is that it will continue and that education will

_become even more important for occupational
achieveinent than it is today. Obviously, the sectors
orthe society that are receiving the-woreFeffuca-_
lion will have to improve. On a gross basis, these are
largely the people of the rural South and Southwest
=especially the Negroei, Indians, and Mexieans--
as-well as the Puerto Ricans, who are mostly in the
Metropolitan North.

Variables forintroducing Change

There can be no doubt but that present programs
to erase the obvious inequities--improving facilities
such as libraries, making-school attendance com-
pulsory, upgrading teachers, providing trained coun-

selorsshould proceed- more- rapidly in the areas
mentioned above, which are farthest behind.-

_But the rate of change of the whole process can
very likely be stepped up if we draw upon the major
interpretations Presented here.

(1) We need to learn how to identify the persons
who are now "significant others" in each individual's
educational and occupational decision-making. At
the University of-Wisconsin, research is now under-
way to accomplish this objeetiye. When this is
done we can organize ways of utilizing these people
to improve the young person's performance in
school and his self-conception as a learner,- and to
raise levels of occupational aspiration and college
plans of those who can meet the intellectual
requirements.

-(2) We need to find ways to reduce or eliminate
the sense of shame that seems to come with being
an over age student. Some older youngsters Are not
very intelligent, but being over age is evidently
influenced by a number of factors not directly con-

nected with ability. There is reason to believe
minority group members, whose performance is
quite low, frequently leave because they are over
age. Reducing this factor might therefore go a long
way toward equalizing the educational and b se -
quent occupational achievement of these _people.

(3) Although the -correlation between : pparent
ability and educational achievement is high along
the whole course of the achievement proCess, it is
not 'nearly as high as it might be. In all probability
there are, at all stagesiquite a few students of high
potential whose achievement levels could be raised.
It might be possible to work out techniques
identifying the more promising of these and to elp

them improve their performance.

Organizing to Control Strategic Variables

"(1) Asstiming we can learb to identify "signifi-,
cant others," we will need to learn how to utiliie
them to influence the individual. If they can be pro=
vided with relevant information and can be en-
couraged to try to exert their influence on the youth,
it-might well be possible to raise the performance

levels of many more people than we can by depend=
ing entirely on the traditional direct contact of
teacher with student. One possibility would be for
cooperation among the- school personnel who know
what needs to be imparted to the student, and the
State extension personnel who are experts in-mobi-
lizing local groups tb solve=probleros. This would
be especially useful in rural areas.

12) ,Conquering the shame of being over age in
grade appears to be more difficult. Perhaps special
classes geared to reasonably bright people who haYe
fallen'behindrather than being-geared to dullards
-7-might be -organized in areas with high dropmit
rates. Separation of these people from others might
reduce the shame one feels within the school situa-
tion. Providing them with intrinsically interesting
but difficult material might simultaneously increase
the desire to attend-school.lt might also decrease
the shame one feels about his special school status
when he is outside of school.

(3) Improving the educational, and hence occu-
pational, achievement of bright students whose
performance is poor requires, first, that the teachers
know which students these are. Probably the best
way to do this would be to develop- an ability-
performance discrepancy score system for standard
tests of ability and achievementAppropriate agen-
cies might then identify the "significant others" of
these students, as in (1) above, and work through
them to modify educational behavior.

Needed Research

The heart of this.paper is the section on the edu-
cational achievement process. Unfortunately, the
research we have as a basis is less than ideal. The
work already done can be improved by using multi-
variate analysis techniques with data already avail-
able. It is hoped that this can be done soon.
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Although the data presented in table I were taken
from reasonably well-conduetal projects, we shall
have to raise our research sights considerably in
order to obtain the most useful data. Consider these
facts. With one exception each of these studies takes
a sample from but one area rather than from the
country as a whole. Also in every case, the part of
the life span covered is short; the longest is 7 years.
By now most of the variables used can be validly
and reliably measured, but there are great varia-
tions in the validity and reliability of the ones
presented. Next there must be other important inde-
pendent variables, some of which may develop dur-
ing the course of the student's tilde in school, which
should be measured. Finally, while the develop-
mental scheme here presented is probably useful, it
is not perfect. What is needed is a more systematic
specification of the educational achievetne it vari-
ables operating at any one stageperhaps even
breaking down to year-to-year intervals rather
than, or in addition to, gross stages. At least three
educational achievement variables should be meas-
ured at all levels: grades, standardized achievement

z test= scores, and school continuation. Ideally, all
these facets should-be built into at least one nation-
wide longitudinal research project beginning with
the preschool child and ending with the adult.

Even better would be a- series of such projects,
each a few years-apart. The aim of these would be
to ,provide a constant flow of dependable infOrma-
tion about the changing nature of the educational
and occupational Itchievement process. In effect, this

-Work would help guide investment decisions regard,,
ing the education, 1 process and thellow of qualified
manpower into tl,e various levels of the occupational
structure.

Summary

Occupational achievement is the process by which
persons are selected into various levels of the occu-
pational prestige hierarchy. The ma'n mechanisms
providing the selection are to be found in educa-
tional achievement. There are large differences
among racial, regional. and residential categories
in educational achievement. To some extent these
are due to differences in the quality of educational
facilities and personnel. Especially influential arc
the gaps between the rural South and Southwest and
racial minority groups on the one hand, and all the
rest of the population on the other hand. But it is
clear that most of the variability among persons is
not accounted for by these factors. A set of social
psychological concepts was specified and was
brought into a relation with one another in a hypo-
theticat schema t.,f stages of the educational achieve-
ment process. The data presented were reasonably
consistent with the schema. The key independent
variables are ability, socioeconomic status, and the
influence of others, especially certain "significant
others." Certain variables developed in the earlier

'168

process arc thought to become independent variables
later. One of the most important is one's conception
of his ability to learn. Unfortunately, this variable
was identified after all the research presented here
was underway. Others are level of occupational asp=
ration, parental encouragement for college, and
college plans. The concepts, the schema of stages,
and the data lend themselves quite readily to infer-
ences regarding ways of modifying individual pat-
terns of educational achievement, and a few such
suggestions were made. It is to be emphasized that
definitive research on the educational achievement
process must be conceived and executed on a much
broader, deeper, and longer scale than has ever been
done to date. When progress has been made on this
problem these educational data might be linked,
through Measurements on particular persons,, to
occupational achievement Icita. An appropriate

_general conceptual Scheme, perhaps expanding or
the one presented herein, might provide a more coin=
prehensiVe, yet detailediew of the whole occupa-
tional achievement process than has yet been
possible.
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Chapter 12

Interrelations Between the Farm Labor Force
and Changes in the Total Economy

0. EDWARD SCHUH, professor of agricultural economics, Purdue University

The market for agricultural labor has important
linkages to the nonfarm sector of the economy. The
demand for agricultural labor is a derived demand
derived from the demand for agricultural prod-
ucts. As the relative demand for farm products

_shifts, so does the relative demand -for farm labor,
other things remaining constant. And if the demand
for agricultural products expands at a slower rate
than the demand for other products, so will the de-
mand for farm labor expand at a lower rate than
the demand for nonfarm labor, other things being
equal. Such shifts are transmi` to the farm labor
market through changes in the relative price of
farm products. -

The prices of other inputs used in farm produc-
tion also affect the demand for labor. As the prices
of other inputs change, the demand for labor shifts
in the opposite direction. And if new, more produc-
tive_inputs are introduced into the-agricultural pro-
duction function, the demand for labor will decline,
other things being equal. Such changes are chan-
neled into the farm labor market through the capi-
tal market, defined broadly so as to include all non-
labor inputs.

On the supply side, the agricultural labor market
is linked to the nonfarm sector through the civilian
labor force, the level of unemployment, and the
price of labor in the nonfarm sector. Given an in-
crease in the size of the civilian labor force, more
labor will be supplied to agriculture, other things
being equal. And given a rise in nonfarm incomes
relative to farm incomes, less labor will be supplied
to agriculture. Finally, given the secular shift of
labor out of the farm sector, a rise in unemploy-
ment, which reflects fewer job opportunities, causes
the labor flow to slow up, thereby increasing the
supply of farm labor over what it would have been,
and depreSsing farm wage rates.

The purpose of this paper is to examine these
interrelations between the farm labor market and
the nonfarm sector of the economy. This will be
done principally through the use of an econometric
model of the farm labor market, which contains the
major linkages specified above.

The basic model is a six-Croatia demand-supply
model which explains the levels of employment and
labor returns for the three components of the agri-

cultural labor force: hired labor, unpaid family
labor, and operator labor. Linkages to the nonfarm
sector of the economy are specific -I as exogenous
variables.

The paper is organized in four parts. Background
information which shows the major changes taking
place in the farm labor market is provided in the
first part. The second part presents an econometric
model of the market for agricultural labor, and
utilizes it, including estimates of its rediced form
transformation. to analyze the impact of the gen-
eral economy on the agricultural labor market. The
third part summarizes the results from other studies
which complement the findings from this basic
model. ILl.rief analysis of the impact of minimumj
wage legi,:lation on the farm labor market is then
made, and the paper ends with some concluding
comments.

Background

Farm employment declined from 13.4 million in
1920 to 5.6 million in 1965. As a proportion of the
labor force, it declined from 26 percent in 1929 to
9.7 percent in 1961, (table 1), and even further by
19(G. Similarly, farm population as a percentage of
total population declined from 25.1 percent in 1929
to 8.1 percent in 1961. The most rapid decline has
occurred since World War II in both the farm labor
force and farm population.

This decline in farm labor force has been almost
cor'inuous since 1929. It slowed somewhat during
the Great Depression, and the labor force actually
increased in a number of years. However, farm
population tended to increase somewhat more dur-
ing this interval, suggesting that many who re-
turned to the farm in this period did not find em-
ployment.

The agricultural labor force can he broken down
into three components: hired labor. unpaid family
labor, and ouerator labor. Each of these compo-
nents, measured in year-equivalents. has been de-
clining over time (table 2), However, they have
not been declining at the same rate. The most
rapid decline has been in the unpaid family labor
component. while the slowest decline has been in



TABLE 1.-Changes in the farm labor force and farm population relative to changes in the civilian labor
force and total population, 1929-61

Year
Farm labor Civilian labor

force force

Farm labor
force as per-
centage of

civilian
labor force

Farm popu- Total popu-
lation lation

Ffirm pop-
lation us per-

centage of
total

population

7'housands Thousands Percent Thousatuls Thousands Percent
1929 12,763 49,180 26.0 :30,580 121,770 25.1
1934 12,627 52,230 24.2 32,305 126,374 25,6
1939 ............ 11,338 55,230 20.5 :10,840 130,880 5.6
1944 10,219 54,630 18.7 24,815 -1:33,915 18.5
1949 9.964 62,100 16 0 24,194 149,304 16.2
1954 8,639 64,470 13.4 19,011' 161,884 11.7
1959 7,342 69,390 10.6 16,592 177,135 9.4
1961 6,919 71,600 9.7 14,803 183,057 8.1

Sources: Farm Labor Force and Civilian Labor Force:
See Appendix. Farm Population: Farm Population Esti-
mates for E110-6e. USDA, ERS, No. 130, Oct. 1963 (table 1).

the operator labor component. This would indicate:
(1) that different forces affect the utilization and
movement of the components of the agricultural
labor force, and/or (2) that the same forces ore
having a different impact on the three components.
_Tile price of agricultural labor, as measured by

the agricultural wage rate, has been rising over
time (table 3). In the period since 1935-39 it has
risen both in relation to the price of agricultural
products and in relation to the price of other inputs.

Additicoal data in table 4 help both in under=
standing the secular decline in agricultural employ-
ment, and in understanding, at least in part, the
difference in rates of e e among the various
components of the fan'. Jor force. The table
shows the disparity in labor incomes between
iv. .1 and urban sectors. Despite the fact that
annual incomes have risen in both sectors, and a
sizable shift in employment has taken place, the

Total Population: Statistical Abstract of the U.S. U.S.
Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census. 1965
(table 2).

gap between the two sectors remains large.' More-
over, although each measure of labor income has
been rising since 1930, it is clear that the returns to
hired firm labor have lagged behind those of both
family fannworkers and factory workers.

Farm people receive an important source of their
income from nonfarm sources (table 5). Personal
income of the farm population from nonfarm
sources increased significantly from the 1930's to
the 1940's. In absolute terms it has more or less
plateat.,c1 since 1949.

On the other hand, personal income from non-
farm sources as a -percentage of all sources was -a:

"'Correction" 9f2the data for such differences as cost of
living, number of dependents, race, and sex would reduce
this difference. but not eliminate it. See Ruttan (7). (Italic
numbers in parentheses indicate references listed at the end
of this paper.)

TABLE 2.-Composition of the agricultural labor force for selected years, number, and indices

11920 = 1001

Year Hired labor
Unpaid family Operator

labor' labor 2
Total agricultural

labor

Thousands Index Thousands !mkt Thousands Index Tho.isaruls Index
1920 3,391 100 3,523 100 6,518 100 13,432 100
1930 :3,190 94 2,761 78 6,546 100 12,497 93
1940 2,679 79 1,950 55 6,350 97 10,979 82
1950 2,329 69 1,949 55 5,648 87 9,922 74
1959 1,952 58 1,293 37 4,097 63 7,342 55
1964.... . 1,604 47 1,034 29 3,472 53 6,110 46
1965. 1,484 44 751 21 3,374 52 5,609 42

Sources: Farm Employment, USDA. Statis. Bill. 334; Farm Labor, AMS, USDA; and Farm Income Situation, ERS,
USDA, July 1965.

' Unpaid family labor = family labor - operator labor.
'Operator labor = numbor of farms.
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TABLE 3.Index of prices received and prices paid for selected inputs, 1 ^35-59

Price. index 1935-39 1940-44 1945-49 1950-54 1955-59

Prices received by farmers
Price of

Fertilizer
Machinery .
Labor
Land (alone)

All costs ........ .

100 144 231

00 106 132
100 102 130
100 178 3:33

100 112 188
100 122 184

252

150
173
395
254
220

22I

151
191
455
:325
229

Source Heady E. 0., Agricultural Policy Under Economtc Development. Iowa State I:nivel:Ay Press. Ames. 1962.
(p. 61.)

its peak in 1934, probably in large part due to the
relative decline in farm incomes. This percentage
declined through 1944, but has been gradually ris-
ing since.

An important source of this nonfarm income of
the farm work force is actually nonfarm employ-
ment. For example, in 1960, hired workers who did

25 days or more of farm wagework spent about 17
percent of their working days at nonfarmwork and
received about 22 percent of their yearly earnings
from nonfarmwm.k. The comparable figures for
1947 were 15 and 19 percent, respectively, (10,
table ti), which indicates soul, trend in the direc-
tion of more off -tarn) work.

TABLE 4.Comparison of farm and nonfarm income for selected years. 1920-64

[1920 = 1001

Average animal farm
income per family worker'

Average annual wage per Average annual wage per
employed factory worker 2 hired farmworker 3

Year
Current
dollars Percent

Current
dollars Percent

Current
dollars Pei cent

1920... ... . .... .. .. 8 708 100 $1,353 100 528 100
1930. .. ...... .. .... .487 69 1,196 88 369 70
1940 506 71 1,298 96 384 73

.1950 1,693 239 3,033 994 1,207 229
1959 2,108 298 4,594) 339 1,476 280
1964 2,872 406 5,354 396 1,688 :320

Sources: Farm Income Situation, Econ. Res. Sere.. USDA.
July 1965; and Farm LaborI'SDA.

' Net income of farm operators including government
payments divided by the year equivalents of family farm-
workers.

= Average weekly earnings of production workers or hon.-
supet vismy employees in manufartming, multiplied by 52.

'Expenses for lined faun labor including cash wages and
value of perquisites divided by the number of hired farn.-
makers.

TABLE .5. Role of nonfarm income in the income of farmers for selected years, 1934-64

Personal income front Personal income from
Year farm sources nonfarm SOltret's 2

Personal infinite from
nonfarm sour-es as

Personal income front percentage of -11
all sources MON'S

Millions .1/i/n,ms Percent
1934 3,188 S 2.186 * 5.371 40.7
1939. .. 4,751 2,610 7,361 35.5
1944.... 12,201 1,435 16,636 26.7
1049 13,284 6,192 19,176 31.8
1954. .. ..... 12.509 5,931 18,113 32.2
1959. . .... 110)9 7.051) 18.039 39.0
1964. 11.1*.:1 6,757 17,881 37.8

Sculley: Farm Income Situntion,ERS. VS1).1 .N11%. 1965

(tables 114. 411. and 1011.)
' Gross farm ityne It -Auction ext.' h- net

income of nonresident operators. phn wagis salmi( and,
other labor income of farm resident woke!:
dons of farm reident operators and %%oilier- r,. -wed
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insurance.
.111 income !crewed by farm ii...ident from nonfarm

surli a.. wages and salarie- 1: no nonfalin
nonfarm business and pmfessiimal income. rents from

nonfarm 1141 o.4; te. di% Mend,. Iniele-t. loyalties. unem-
ployment compete-anon. and social -twin ay payments.



A similar trend is discernible when farm oper-
ators are considered. The percentage of farm oper-
ators reporting 100 or mote days of off-farm work
has risen from 23.3 percent in 1949 to 29.8 percent
in 1959 (11, p. 781. Off-farm work is particularly
important for farms where the value of farm prod-
ucts sold is less than $2,500; here the change was
from 32.6 to 46.1 percent in the comparable period.
In the case of other members of the farm operator's
family, 21.6 percent of all farm operators reported
other members of their families performed work
off the farm in 1959, as compared to 15.9 percent
in 1954 (11, p. 81 I.

Hence, employment conditions in the nonfarm
sector exert a very direct influence on the farm
labor force. Employment opportunities and rising
wage rates can lead to higher income levels for
farm people through their direct participation in
the nonfarm labor market.

An Econometric Model of the Market for
Agricultural Labor

Statistical estimates of the structural equations
in the market for agricultural labor= are presented
in table 6. The model assumes that the level of
employment and price of labor for each component
of the "farm labor force are determined in a market
which can be described by a demand-and-supply
equation. These markets are assumed- o be inter-
dependent or jointly dependent. Hence the model
is a six- equation simultaneous system.

Distributed lags have been introduced into each
equation, on the assumption that demanders and
suppliers of farm labor do not adjust immediately
to changing economic conditions. This will permit
the derivation of both long-run and short-run
elasticities.

Time-series data were used-in fitting the model.
(See appendix for sources and description of data.)
The data were converted to logarithms for fitting,
and hence the estimated coefficients provide direct
estimates- of the elasticities. Theil-Basinann esti-
mating procedures were used to account for the
simultencity in the system. In each equation, iden-
tification conditions are fulfilled.

The following is an equation-by-equation discus-
sion of the stat'stical results.' (Elasticities will be
discussed below.)

The demand for hired labor

The demand for hired labor equation was formu-
lated with three endogenous variables and three
exogenous variables. The quantity of hired labor

2 This model and a more extensive analsis of it are being
published elsewhere. II i take . from Tyrchniewiez

'The reader not inlet r.qteil m thr statistical results can
go directly to the next sec on without a serious loss of
continuity.

was. postulated to be a function of the agricultural
wage rates, Y.2,; "real" farm prices; ; a time
trend, X9; and the quantity of operator labor, Yr,.
The last variable is included to determine to what
extent labor switches back and forth between the
hired and operator components.° Its basic assump-
tion is that the greater the employment of operator
labor, the less demand for hired labor. The lagged
dependent variable is included to test the hy-
pothesis of a distributed lag adjustment mechanism.

In the model, all coefficients have the expected
signs. and all are significant at the 1- percent level
with the exception of the coefficient for operator
labor. The coefficient for this variable is greater
than its standard error. The coefficient for the
lagged variable Li Significantly different from both
zero and one, which lends support to the distributed
lag hypothesis.

The coefficient of multiple determination is .984
and the Durbin-Watson statistic is 1.801. Hence,
we are not able to reject the null hypothesis of no
serial correlation in the calculated residuals.

The supply of hired labor
The supply of hired labor equation was formu-

lated with three endogenous variab and four
exogenous variables. The quantity o. aired labor
supplied was postulated to be a function of the
agricultural wage rate, Y?; the expected compen-
sation per employed worker in the nonfarm sec-
tor, X10; the size of the civilian labor force, X3; a
trend variable, X9; the em-ployment of unpaid fam-
ily labor, Y3; and the lagged dependent variable.
The employment of unpaid family labor was again
used to test for substitution effects among the com-
ponents of the labor force, and here tested the hy- ,,--
pothesis that an increase in the employment of
unpaid family labor reduces the supply of hired
labor. The lagged dependent variable again tests
the distributed lag hypothesis.

All coefficients have the expected sign, and all are
significantly different from zero at the 1-percent
level. The coefficient of the lagged variable is sig-
nificantly different from both zero and one, which
supports the distributed lag hypothesis.

' lieeatise of the serious conceptual and qtat;stical diffi-
culties in measuring the prices of other inputs. especially
when they are capital good, a broad index Of the price of
nonlahor inputs is used and introduced into the model as a
deflator of the priers received for farm products. In this way
the effect of these pike changes are accounted for, but in
a tallier aggregative way. This is the rase in earl) of the
demand equations.

"I'npaid family labor was also included it (Abet formula-
tions of the model, but did not appear with a signifivant
coefficient.

'Given the way this variable is constructed it measures
the expec'.ed income to be received in the nonfarm sector
on the assumption that if employed the migrant receives
the average compensation in the nonfarm sector and if
unemployed hr receives zero income. The probability of
bring unemployed is assumed to be given by the rate of
unemployment in tle general economy.
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The coefficient of multiple determination is .991
and the Durbin-Watson statistic is 2.64. The latter
indicates that the null hypothesis of no serial cor-
relation in the calculated residuals cannot ne re-
jected.

The demand for unpaid family labor

This equation was formulated with three endog-
enous variables and three exogenous variables. The
quantity of hired labor demanded was postulated to
be=a function of the agricultural wage rate, Y2, (a
proxy for the "price" of unpaid family labor)-;
"real" farm prices, X2; a trend variable, II; the
quantity of hired labor, Y1; and the lagged de-
pendent variable, The quantity of hired employ-
ment tests the hypothesis that an increase in the
employment of hired labor reduces the demand for
unpaid family labor. The lagged dependent vari-
able tests the distributed lag hypothesis.

All of the coefficients have the expected sign,' and
all are significantly different from zero at the 5-
pm cent level- or better. Two coefficients are sig-
nificantly different from zero at the Hiereeni, level
The coefficient of the lagged dependent variable is
significantly different from both zero and or, which
lends support to the distributed lag hypothesis.

The -coefficient of multiple determination is .958,
and the Durbin-Watson statistic is 1.728. The latter
indicates that the null hypothesis of no serial cor-
relation in the residuals cannot be rejected.

The supply of unpaid family labor

This equation is formulated with three endog-
enous variables and four exogenous variables. The
quantity of unpaid-family labor supplied is postu-
lated to be a function of the agricultural wage rate,
Y2, (a proxy for the "price" of unpaid family
labor) ; the expected compensation per employed
worker in the nonfarm sector, Xm; the :ize of the
civilian labor force, NA, a trend variable; the
lagged dependent variable; and the quantity of
hired labor, Y. The last is the substitution vari-
able, and tests the hypothesis that an increase in
the demand for hired labor reduces the supply of
unpaid family labor. The lagged dependent variable
tests the distributed lag hypothesis.

Alt coefficients have the expected sign, and all
except one are significantly different from zero at
the 5-percent level. The coefficient for the lagged
dependent variable is significantly different from
both zero and one, which supports the distributed
lag hypothesis. The coefficient for the eivil;an labor
force has the expected sign, but is not sirificantly
different from zero at usually accepted levels. Farm
population had been used as an alternative to the
civilian labor force in early estin tes of the model,
but in general resulted in poorer overall results.

The coefficient of multiple determination is .959
and the Durbin-Watson statistic is 1.66. The latter
results in an inconclusive test for serial correlation
in the calculated residuals.

The demand for operator laho
This equation was specified with three endog-

enous variables and three exogenous variables. The
quantity of operator labor demanded was postu-
lated to-be a function of the agricultural wage rate,
Y.; "real" fa.m prices, X2; a time trend, X9; the
quantity of hired employment, Y1; and the lagged
dependent variable. The quantity of hired employ-
ment tests for substitution effects among compo-
nents and tests the hypothesis that an increase in
the employment of hired labor reduces the demand
for operator labor. The lagged dependent variable
tests the distributed lag hypothesis,

The-coefficients of all variables have the expected
sign and are significantly different from zero at the
1-percent level. The coefficient of the lagged de-
pendent variable is greater than one (although not
significantly so) and significantly greater than zero
at the 1-percent level. This implies a negative co-
efficient of adjustment, and suggests that there
tends to be an overadjustment to changing eco-
nomic conditions in the demand for operator labor.
However:lye have little confidence in this coeffi-
cient, because the Durbin-Watson statistic indi-
cates serial correlation in the calculated residuals.
This suggests that the coefficients of the lagged
dependent variable might be badly biased.

Attempts were made to correct this problem both
by differencing the variables and refitting, on the
assumption that the error term was being generated
by a first-order Markoff process with a p of one,1
and by using the Durbin-Watson statistic as an
estimate of the serial correlation. and introducing
this into the male! explicitly by an appropriate
differencing.s Neither procedure improved the sta-
tistical results.

The coefficient of multiple determination .999,
but this may be biased upward because of the serial
correlation in the residuals.

The supply of operator labor
This equation was specified with three endog-

enous variables and four exogenous variables. The
quantity of operator rare) supplied was postulated
to be a function of net farm income to family labor
per family worker, 173; the size of the civilian labor
force, Xa; the expected compensation per employed
worker in the nonfarm sector, X10: a trend variable,
X9: the lagged dependent variable, and the quantity
of hired labor, /11. The last is the substitution vari-
able and tests the hypothesis that an increase in the
employment of hired labor reduces the supply of
operate, labor. Tire lagged dependent variable tests
the ,listributeil lag model. And in this equation, net
farm income was uscd as a measure of the price of
labor.

'Sea. Fuller and Martin (1) for an explanation of why
this anat. by a viable ;alternative.

As saaggesteal by Goldberger (4. pp. 238,y. 941-244,
and ?,,5-4;6).
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All coefficients again have the expected signs and
all except two are significant at the 1-percent level.
One of these, the price of agricultural labor, is sig-
nificant at the 5- percent level, and the other, the
civilian labor force, is not significantly different
from zero, although it does have -the expected sign.

Problems arise again with the coefficient of the
lagged dependent variable. The coefficient is again
greater than one, which suggests a negative co-
efficient of adjustment. The calculated residuals are
serially correlated, which indicates that the param-
eter estimates may be biased. Alternatives similar
to those in the demand for operator labor equation
were tried, but again to no avail.

The coefficient of multiple determination is again
exceedingly high, .999, but this may be biased up-
ward because of the serial correlation in the re-
siduals.

The Impact of the Nonfarm.Sector on the-
Agricultural Labor Market

As the models were formulated, there are basi-
cally four variables through which changes in the
nonfarm sector are transmitted to the agricultural
labor market. The statistical support for these
hypothesized influences is quite good. The coeffi-
cient for real farm prices is significantly different
from zero in each demand equation, and has the
expected sign. Hence, shifts in the demand -for
farm products, other things remaining equal, will

,produce shifts in the demand for agricultural labor
in the same direction. This is the only unambiguous
way in which nonfarm influences of vet the market
for farm labor through the demand side, given the
models proposed.

On the supply side, there are three variables
po-tulated, although two of these are combined.
The level of unemployment was used to correct the
compensation received per nonfannworkers, so that
this variabh. is in a sense an expected value of what
the laborer can expect to receive when he moves to
the nonfarm sector. This variable also had sig-
nificant coefficients in each of the three supply
equations, and again with the expected- sign. The
coefficients indicate that...increases in the expected
nonfarm income lead to reductions in the quantity
of labor supplied to agriculture, other things being
equal.

The remaining nonfarm influence on the farm
labor market is through the civilian labor force.
This variable had a coefficient significantly differ-
ent from zero only in the supply for hired labor
equation, out it had the expected sign in all three
supply equations. This suggests that increases in
the civilian labor force, other things being equal,
lead 4'. increased supplies of labor to agriculture.
The influence is not strong on the supply of unpaid
family labor and the supply of operator labor,
although alternative variables such as the farm
population worked no better. _
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che remaining variables that may be -reflecting
nonfarm influences on the farm labor market are
the trend variables. These are discussed in more
detail in a later section.

The Structural Elasticities and Their
Implications

The elasticities obtained from this model are
summarized in table 7. Since the model was-fit in
logs, the estimated coefficients provide direct esti-
mates of the elasticities. Both short-run and long-
run elasticities are provided for the hired labor and
unpaid family labor components. This distinction
was not made for the operator labor model, since
the coefficient of the lagged variable implies long-
run elasticities that are opposite in sign from the
short-run elasticities. The ()flowing discussion-con-
centrates on the influence of the nonfarm variables
on the farm labor market,

Expected nonfarm income

Expected nonfarm income was a strong variable
in every supply equation. The short-run elasticity
was greater than 1 for the hired and unpaid family
labor components. This implies that a given in-
crease in nonfarm income relative to farm wage
rates would result in a proportionately larger de-
cline in the quantity of labor suppiied to agricul-
ture, other things being equal. In addition, this
elasticity was more than double that of agricul-
tural wages for the hired and unpaid family labor
markets. In the case of operator labor, the difference
was much greater. This implies that members of the
agricultural labor itirce are more responsive to
changes in nonfarm income than to changes in re-
turns to agricultural lalx r. Although part of this
difference maybe due to the fact that a wage rate
concept. is used in agriculture and an income con-
cept is used for the nonfarm sector, the fact that
the difference is even greater when income concepts
are used in both sectors (operator labor supply)
suggests that the differences are not simply the
result of different measurement concepts.

If wage rates and incomes in the nonfarm sector
continue to increase, the supply curves for th three
types of farm labor will shift to the left. Since the
comparable demand curves are generally more in-
elastic, these leftward shifts of the supply curves
:an have a sizable impact in rain ng labor incomes
in agriculture.

Real farm prices

The short -run elasticity of qua' !Ay of farm !alum
demanded with respect to real farm prices was less
than one. Hence, changes in real farm prices have
less than proportional effects on the quantity of
labor demanded, other things twine equal.
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Civilian labor force

The response of quantity of labor supplied with
respect to changes in the civilian labor force is in-
elastic in the short run for all three components.
This indicates that increases in the civilian labor
force, other things being equal, result in a less than
proportional increase in the quantity of labor sup-
plied to agriculture.

The trend variable

The trend variable appears to be an important
shifter of both the demand for and supply of the
three components of the agricultural labor force.
The persistent negative coefficient on the trend
variable indicates that whatever it is measuring is
having a negative influence over time; that is, less
labor is being demanded in and supplied to agri-
culture, other things being equal.

In -the demand equation, the negative coefficient
of the trend. variable is consistent with the follow-
ing interpretations: (1 ) the trend variable may be
picking up the effects of technological change; (2)
it could be reflecting changes in the quality of farm
labor over time, especially since the educational
level of the farm labor force has risen over time;
and (3) it may be picking up the effects of a con=
sistent measurement error in some of the variables.
There is no sound basis for choosing among these
alternatives.

In the supply c,-iuritions, the persikent negative
coefficient of the trend variable is also subject to a
number of interpretations. ) It may be measuring
the effects of a strongerprefeiwee or taste for non-
farm employment, and not only. becaut. of differ-=
enees in relative incomes, but also because of fac-
tors such as better working conditions, shorter
hours, and more prestige. (2) It may be picking up
aspects of industrialization that are not included
in--the wage and income variables, e.g., availability
of jobs, improved transportation systems,-and im-
proved communications. (3) It may be measuring
the effects of consistent measurement or specifica-
tion errors in some of the variables. (4) And finally,
it may be reflecting the effects of higher levels of
schooling, which provide larger alternatives for the-
labor force, and raise the level of mobility. Again,
we have no sound basis for choosing among these
alternatives.

The distributed lag hypothesis

In general the statistical results tend to support
the distributed lag hypothesis, except in the ease of
operator labor, where the coefficient of the lagged
dependent variable is slightly, but not significantly,
greater than one. All of the coefficients for the
lagged variables were significantly different from
zero at the 1-percent level. This implies that there
is a lag in the response - economic stimuli by mem-
bers of the agricultural labor force. Differences in
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response among the components are discussed in
the next section.

Elasticities and Differences Among Components

In this section the economic implications of the
elasticities obtained are discussed, together with
some tentative analysis of the differences among the
components of the agricultural labor force. Em-
phasis again is given to the variables that reflect
the influence of the nonfarm sector of the economy
on the farm labor market.

Coefficients of adjustment

The coefficients of adjustment ranged from 53
in the hired labor demand equation to .14 in the un-
paid family labor demand equation. This means
that in the demand for hired- labor the long-run
elasticities are slightly less than twice the short-run
elasticities. The consequence of this is that it would
take about 4 years to remove 95 percent of the
initial disequilibrium if no further disequilibrating
changes occurred. A coefficient of adjustment of .14
implies that the long-run elasticities are approxi-
mately seven times as great as the short-run elas-
ticities in the demand function for unpaid family
labor, and that it would take almost- 20 years for
the initial diseqUilibrium to work itself out, if no
other changes took place.

The estimated coefficients of adjustment present
an interesting pattern among the components of the
agricultural labor force. For the purpose of this
analysis it is assumed That the coefficient of_
justmerit for both the demand and supply of oper-
ator labor-'is zero, or near zero, since the coefficient
of the lagged dependent variable was not sig-
nificantly different from one.

On the-demand side the coefficient of adjustment
is largest for the hired hibrir market, about one-
fourth as large in the unpaid family labor market,
and essentially zero in the operator labor market.
This is consistent with-the hyr. It is that the hired
labor component is the margina, labor innut in the
productiOn process, and hence is that one which
'farmers manipulate most readily. Also, it is the
only farm labor input that receives a direct pay-
ment.

In a sense unpaid family labors is also a marginal
component, but since it is directly attached to the
farm and receives no direct payment it appears
that the farmer does not respond to changes in eco-
nomic variables in his- use of this component as
rapidly as he does for hired labor. As a demander
of his own labor, he is !east responsive to factors
that influence its use.

On the supply side-the eoefficichts of adjustment
are approximately equal for hired and unpaid fam-
ily labor. This similarity, in part, suggests that
these two components have similar alternative op-
portunities, which is supported by the fact that the
two components have similar demographic char-



acteristics such as age and education. Both compo-
nents appear to be_responsive to changing economic
conditions, in part perhaps due to the fact that they
have a low average age. Operator labor, on the other
hand, is older and has fewer alternative opportun-
ities and a much stronger commitment to agricul-
ture; consequently, the supply is much less respon-
sive to economic stimuli .°

Response to farm wages or incomes
Short-run elasticities with respect to farM wage

rates ranged from .069 for operator labor to
.681 for unpaid family labor. This means that a
10-percent increase in farm wage rates would result
in only a 0.7-perceilt decrease in the quantity of
operator labor demanded, but a 6.8-percent de-
crease in the quantity of unpaid family labor de-
manded, other things being equal. Short-run supply
elasticities with respect to farin wage rates range
frinh a very-low .005 fdr operator labor to .681 for
unpaid- family labor. The ranking is the same for
both demand and supply elasticities. It is important
to note that the largest component of the labor
force (operator labor) has the lOwest elasticities,
while- the smallest component (unpaid family
labor) has the highest elasticities.

The long -run supply elasticities with respect to
farm wage rates for both hired_ and unpaid family
laborare equal to approximately 1.5, which is te be-
expected since hired and unpaid family labor are
similar. in demographic characteristics. The long-
run demand elasticitieS are very diverse, being
about .5 for hired labor and 3.0 for unpaid
family labor.

Nonfarm income
The' supply elasticities with respect to this vari-

able are again about the same for unpaid family
and hired labor, both in the long run and the short
run. For-operator labor the short-run supply elas-
ticity with respect to nonfarm income is consider-
ably less. This again supports the conjecture that
both hired and, unpaid family labor have approxi-
mately the same alternatives, and are similar in
demographic characteristics, while operator labor
is more strongly committed to agriculture and
hence not as responsive to changes in nonfarm in-
come."'

Civilian labor force
The supply of hired litho.- appears to be the most

responsive to changes in the size of the civilian

This analysis is consistent with Clawson's findings that
the hulk of the change in the operator labor force has not
come about by a transfer of farmers to the nonfarm sector,
but rather by a decline in the rate of entry into fanning..
[See Clawson (1).1 -

"The low elasticities for both farm and nonfarm incomes
in the operator labor component are consistent with Claw-
son's findings that most of the change in the farm operator
labor force has come about by a decline in the rate of entry
into farming (1).

labor force. The response is inelastic in the short
run for all three components, but practically zero
for operator labor. The fact that the agricultural
labor force has been experiencing a secular decline
almost throughout the period of the study is prob-
ablyone of the reasons for t' e very low responsive-
ness of operator labor to the changes in the size of
the civilian labor .force, especially in view of the
large additional commitments of resources needed
to be a farm operator. The hired labor and unpaid
family labor components- are made up of laborers
who transfer back and forth between the two sec-
tors to a greater extent, and hence are more respon-
sive to the changes in this variable. Hired labor is
the most responsive.

The long-run response for hired labor is relatiVely
large, 1.8. For the unpaid family labor component,
however, the response is still only slightly larger
than .5.

Analysis of the Reduced Forms

The reduced forms are the result of a trans-
formation of the system of structural equations in
such a way that each endogenous variable in the
system is expressed as a functiOn of all of the -exog:
enous variables in the system. These equations are
of interest in themselves, since they indicate how
given changes in the= exogenous variables actually
work themselves out in the marketthat is, how
the demand and supply equations interacting actu-
ally transmit these changes into ehanges in the level
of employment and wage rates or income.

In principle, these equations can be obtained in
two ways. Given knowledge of the structure, the
coefficients of the reduced form can be calculated
from the coefficients of the structural eqaations,
since they are nothing more than combinations of
the .latter Coefficients. Alternatively, they can be
estimated directly by the application. of ordinary
least squares, since each of the independent vari-
ables is hypothesized to be exogenous to the market
being considered.

Researchers differ as to which is the most appro-
priate procedure to use, since in general they will
not produce the same-results. We have chosen to
use the direct estimation route, partly because of
the unwieldiness of calculated coefficients when a
six-equation model is used, and -partly because the
coefficients obtained from using the biased struc-
tural parameters" would also tend to be biased.
It should be recognized, however, that the reduced
forms used in the following analysis are not
directly consistent with the structural. parameters
presented above, although they are unbiased esti-
mates of the direct effects of the exogenous vari-
ables on the endogenous variables. The results may
be disturbed, however, from the high intercorrela-
don among the exogenous variables.

1 Coefficients obtained from the application of Theil-
Basmann estimating procedures are biased, but they are
consistent and, relatively efficient.
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Selected parameter estimates (elasticities) and
their respective standard errors are presented in
*able 8. Only the coefficients from variables perti-
ent to our analysis are presented. The agricultural
wage rate is used as the proxy for the price of both
operator labor and unpaid family labor.'

TABLE 8.Elasticities of estimated reduced form
equations

Dependent variable

Heal Civilian
farm labor
prices - force

"Cor-
rect ed"
nonfarm
income

Hired labor employment .177 .767 .364
(.056) (.156) (.069)

Unpaid family employment .067 .335 .146
(.194) (.541) (.240)

Operator employment .003 .058 .035
(1)22) (.061) (.027)

Farm wage rate .356 .295 1.521
(.146) (A07) (.180)

The three exogenous variables appear to have a
relatively strong influence on the level-of hired em-
ployment. Real farm prices and the civilian labor
force are directly related, While-nonfarm income is
inversely related, With increases idnonfarm income
it:awing hired employment, other things being
equal.

The -exogenous variables do not appear to--have
affected the level of unpaid family ,employment-
-when evaluated in this way. Real farm prices have
a direct effect, civilian labor force_ has an inverse
effect, an& corrected nonfarm income also has a
direct effect, if the coefficients are accepted despite
Their lack of statistical significance, and if it is
recognized that these coefficients indicate the way in
which demand and supply forces work themselves -
out in the market place.

Similar comments apply to the reduced form for
operator labor. Here, -howevei, real. farm Prices
tend to have an inverse effect on operator e_ mploy-
ment, although the elasticity is very small and not
significantly different from zero. The coefficient fOr
the nonfarm income variable is greater than -its
standard error and negative, which suggests that
this variable has had' sane- influence in pulling
operator labor out of agriculture.

For farm wage rites, a measure of the return to-
labor in agriculture, the results indicate a direct
rnd significant influence from real farm prices and
nonfarm income. The response from nonfarm in-
come is-relatively large. A 10-percent increase in
this variable has historically led to a 1 5-pereont
increase in farm Wag -rates, other dd. g

-

equal.
It should be recognized that unempli. is

also accounted for in this variable. An inert, a in
unemploynient would lead to a decrease in the `` or-
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rected" nonfarm income, and hence lead to a de-
crease in agricultural wage rates, other things being
equal. Similarly, the effect on the employment of
each of the labor components would be to raise em-
ployment in agriculture, other things being equal.

An example of the magnitude of the effect of un-
employment can be obtained by considering the
data for 1950, a year that is near the midpoint of
the data, and typical of the level of unemployment
when the economy was performing rather sluggiShly
during the 1950's. Unemployment that year was
estimated to be 5.3 percent of the labor force. Had
it been,lowered to 4.0 percent it would haire raised
the "corrected" nonfarm income by 1.3 percent, and
in turn led to an agricultural wage rate some 2 per-
cent higher than was obtained that year. This most
likely understates the total effect of reducing-the-
level of unemployment, for had the unemployment
rate been-kept at 4 percent, the pecuniary compen-
sation -in the nonfarm sector. would probably have
been even higher, with a further increase in -the
farm wage rate.

Similar analyses can be made_ on the levels of
empldyment for each component. Given the esti-
=mated coefficients, the impact would have been
greatest on the hired labor compnoent, with the
smallest effect on the stock of Operator labor.
- The negative coefficient for the civilian-labor
force variable indicates that increases in this vari-
able, other things being equal, have led to-lower
agricultural wage rates. Although this is plausible,
it should be remembered that this coefficient is not
significantly different from zero.

In summary, it appears that two broad lines of
assertion can be made from this analysis. First, the
nonfarm variables considered appear to have their
most-important direct effect on the market for hired
labor. This suggests one of three alternative hy-
potheses: (1) the hired farm labor force is more-
responsive than' either operator label. or unpaid
family labor to nonfarm influences on the labor
market, (2) the structural elrqticities in the other
two equations are such that as the changes in exog-
enous variables work themselves out in the market
for the tithe* two components, they have a very
small net- effect, or (3) the intercorrelation among
the exogenous variables in the reduced forms is dis-
turbing the statistical results so that the estimated
coefficients do not give a true measure of the net
effect of these variables.

We suspect that it is a little bit of each one. With
the exception of the civilian labor force variable,
each nonfarm variable performed adequately in the
structural equations. Theii-effect in the markets for
operator and unpaid family labor did, however,
tend to be smaller than their effects in the marke,
for hired labor.

The second major assertion is that "corrected"
nonfarm income appears to have a sizable effect on
the_ farm labor inark.A. The impact on hired em-
ployment is highly significant and in the expected



direction. Its impact on the other two components
is less, though still in the expected direction. Its
impact on the farm wage rate is relatively large,
and significant, however. We have seen that this
;effect is sizable for both unemployment and
pecuniary compensation. The reason for this rather
large effect is the relatively inelastic demand for
:farm labor. Even though the employment effects
are not large, a small shift of the labor supply
curve to the left leads to a substantial rise in the
returns to labor.

A final comment on the real farm prices variable
is also pertinent. The impact of this variable is
relatively small, even though it is statistically sig-
nificant in the reduced forms for both hired em-
ployment and farm wage rates. This suggests that
raising- farm prices through price supports does not
lead to sizable increases in the returns to farm
labor. On the other hand; the data do not suggest
that the employment effect from this is very Jarge.

Some Complementary Studies

The preceding analysis was based on a six-
equation model of the market for agricultural labor.
The model has certain limitations because of the
kind of data used in fitting it and statistical prob-
leMs encountered in estimation. These problems
were basically threefold. First, despite various
attempts to isolate the effects of technical-change
on the demand for agricultural labor;it was not pos-
sible to do so. Alternative measures of technical
change were usedrin addition to making it an endog-
enous variable within the-system. All were to no
avail,-and hence our model tells us very little about
this important variable.

In addition, various studies indicate, that edu-
cation has a significant effect on farm labor, 'both
through increasing its -productivity and through
making it more employable in.alternative employ-
ment. It,- was not feasible to introduce this into a
time series analysis, however, because the data are
limited, and had interpolations been made, the re-
sulting variable would be subject to a rather slow
secular change.
. And finally, it was not possible to statistically

separate the effects of unemployment and nonfarm
incomes on the supply of labor. Hence, these two
variables were combined. into an "expected" or
"corrected" nonfarm income, and it is difficult to
know whether the resulting variable is measuring
the effects of both, or just the effect of one of the
components.

In order to extend the analysis, additional studies
will be drawn on which utilize other kinds of data
to examine the effect of these variables. It is not felt
that the omission of these variables has .seriously
biased the results in our model, since both omitted-
variables have strong trends in them, and trend
variables have been included in our models. This

should reduce the specification bias. Moreover. the
concept of "expected" income that was used for the
nonfarm sector has a strong a priori base.

Education and the labor force

In n.any respects education can be viewed as a
nonfarm influence on the agricultural labor market,
even though the decision-making process and
financing are at least partially.in the hands of farm
people. Its effect can be viewed largely as an exog-
enous variable -in the labor market.

Gisser (3) has used cross-sectional data to ex-
amine. the impact of education on farm outmigra-
tion and income. He estimated both demand and
supply curves for agricultural labor, and included
the level of schooling in both the demand and sup-
ply equations. His hypotheses were that schooling
would have a positive impact on the demand for
labor, other things- being equal, because of the in=
creased productivity of labor; while on the supply
side, the effect would be 'negative since more edu-
cation -would provide the individual with a wider
range of skills as -well as make him more aware of
alternative employment opportunities.

His statistical results were consistent-With these
hypothesized directions of influence in both -equ-
ations. In addition, the reduced form coefficients,
which- indicate how these influences work them=
selves out in the market, indicated that increasing
the level of schooling by 10 pereek in rural areas
would bring about a 6- to. 7-percent increase in ,-
farm outmigration and a rise in the farm wage rate
of 5 percent. These effects are fairly substantial.

Technology

To the extent that resources which provide re;
search and extension services important to the
raising of the level of technology in agriculture
come from outside the sector; this also can be
viewed as a nonfarm influence on the agricultural
labor market. Much of the new technology is pro-
duced by a publicly financed system of agricultural
colleges and`by private industry.

Wallace and Hoover (12) studied this aspect of
the labor market through an extension of the Gis-
ser model Also using cross-sectional data, they in-
troduced -Apenditures on research and extension as
an actin:3nel variable in the demand equation in
an -attelop to measure the effect of technical
change.

They obtained a positive and statistically sig-
nificant coefficient for the variable, indicating that
the impact of technology was to increase the de-_.
mend for farm labor, so long as product market
effects were held constant. However, when they
introduced a demand equation for agricultural
products -into the labor demand equation, they
found that the effect of technical change, when
product effects are considered, was negative so long
as the demand for the product was inelastic. They
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do not evaluate the impact of this through the re-
duced forms.

Unemployment

We draw on three studies to substantiate the in-
dependent role of unemployment in the agricultural
labor market. None of these are developed in a
structural framework, but, they do show rather
clearly the effect that unemployment has on the
supply of labor in agriculture.

The first study is by Hathaway (5) who ex-
amined the historical record of migration from
agriculture. His data provide only crude estimates
of .the effect, but they are rather convincing. The
rite of change in farm population due to migration
was 19.3 percent in the decade of the 1920's,
12.7 percent in the decade of the 1930's, and
=30.9 percent in the decade of the 1940's. The con-
trast between the 1930's and the 1940's is especially
striking.

At a later date; Sjaastad (8) correlated migra-
tion series for various time periods with the_per-
centage of unemployment of the civilian labor
=force. The aggregate unemployment rates were in-
tended to be pxoxies for the unemployment levels
prevailing in the occupations which off-farm
migrants move into in large numbers. The corre-
lations were all negative, and -some were surpris-
ingly highparticularly in view of the level of
aggregation. The negative correlation suggests that
migration rates from agriculture were suppressed
by the unemployment, rather than the migration
causing unemployment. If the latter had been the
case, the correlation would have been positive.

A more recent study by Perkins and Hath-
away (6) provides additional evidence. Using new
data made available from a special sample of em-
ployment records from the Social Security Admin-
istration for the period 1955-59, they again show
that unemployment tends to slow down the net rate
of outmigration. Net migration is used advisedly
here, for their study documents the rather high
degree of back-migration into agriculture, a phe-
nomenon which had not previously been recognized.

Minimum Wages and the Farm Labor
Market

The structural elasticities presented earlier pro-
vide a means of evaluating the aggregate effects of
minimum wage legislation. If the inininun wage is
effective, and there are no serious imperfectiOns in
the labor market (within the sector), its effect will
be to create unemployment. This will be done by
reducing the quantity of labor demanded, and in-
creasing the quantity of labor supplied.

The quantitative effects of this can be evaluated
through the 'relevant "price" elasticities from the
Structural equations for hired labor, since the dire
.effects will be in this market. For example, _a 10.
percent rise in the wage rate would result, in the
short run, in i 2.6-percent reduction in the quantity
of labor demanded; and a '6.4-percent increase -in
the quantity supplied. This Would lead to a rather
Sizable divergence between those wanting to sup-
ply their labor services to agrictilture and the- will-
ingness of farm operators to employ them.

If one considers the long -run effects, the diver-
gence will be substantially greater. After all adjust-
ments had been made to the new situation, the
quantity demanded would bt reduced by 4.9-percent
and the quantity supplied «quid increase by 15.4 -
percent. This could lead to serious problems of job
rationing, and a tendency to sell the right to work if
the law is in fact enforced.

Since the impact. of the minimum wage legislation
is likely to be greatest in the South, it is interesting
to examine the effects directly in these -regions.Jhe
relevant elasticities and effects of a 10- percent rise
in wage rates are indicated in table 9. Once again
the effects are rather substantial, especially in -the
long run. The effect on the quantity demanded
tends not to be very large, but the increase in quan-
tity supplied at these rates is quite large. If the
minimum wage legislation_ is -enforced, it can lead
to considerable frustration on the part of those who
will go looking for employment and will not be able
to find it.

TABLE 9.E/asficitie: of farm wage rates and impact of a 10-percent increase in wage rates in three south-
ern regions

Region

Demand elasticity

Short Long
run run

Effect of 10 percent wage change on

Supply elasticity Quantity demanded

Short Long
run run

Short Long
run run

Quantify supplied

Short Long
run run

South Atlantic .145 .289 .405 1.558 1.45 2.89 4.05 15.58
East South Central -.240 .956 .562 2.342 2.40 9.56 5.62 23.42
West South Central .257 .589 .491 3.507 2.57 5.89 4.91 35.07

Sources: Demand elasticities are taken from G. Edward
Sehuh and Joint R. Leeds, "A Regional Analysis of the
Demand for Hired Agricultural Labor," Papers and Proc.
Regional ScL Assoc., Vol. XI, 1963.
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Moreover, the effect of slowing down the neces-
sary rate of outinigration can have serious:long-run
effects, It would appear that a more rational policy
for solving the low income problems of farm people
would be to invest in--them in the form of addi-
tional training and schooling, so that they can ob-
tain alternative employments, and so that those
remaining will be more productive.

Some Concluding Comments

The combined studies reported here -show that
the nonfarm sector of the economy exerts its in-
fluence on the market for farm labor through at
least-the following six variables,:

-(1) Real farm. priceswhich reflect in part the
-shifting demand for agricultural products, and-lead
to direct shifts in the demand for agricultural labor.

C2) The civilian labor force=which . _lids to in-
crease the supply of labor offered to agriculture,
other things being equal.

(3) Nonfarm pecuniary incomewhich -leads to
inverse shifts in the supply of agricultural labor,
other things being equal.

(4) Unemploymentwhich has a direct effect on
the supply- of, labor offered to agriculture, other
things being equal.

(5) Technology which acts to reduce the de-
mand for agricultural labor so_ long as product
market effects are accounted for and the demand
for _agricultural products is price inelastic.

(6) Educationwhich increases the demand for
agricultural labor as long as product market-effects
are. ignored, and reduces the supply of labor offered.

If one is concerned with raising the levels of in-
comes in agriculture, a great deal can be said for
the use of appropriate monetary and fiscal policies
to maintain unemployment at a low level and the
total economy groWing,rapidly. The supply of labor
offered to agriculture appears to be responsive to
"expected" nonfarm income, and increases in this,
either through a reduction in unemployment or a
rise in per capita pecuniary income in the nonfarm
sector, lead to sizable shifts of the farm labor sup-
ply function to the left. Evaluated throrgh the re-
duced forms, this leads to proportionately greater
increases in farm wage rates, at the same time that
nonfarm incomes are growing.

The results also indicate that education can play
a major role in raising farm incomes. The effect of
this is twofold. It speeds up the migration rate, so
thlat the labor force goes to where it can be more
effectively utilized. But in addition, it raises the
productivity of the labor force remaining in agri-
culture, hence making the production of agricul-
tuirtil products possible with a smaller labor force.

The analysis on which this conclusion is based
co sidered only formal education. We would hy-
po hesize that the impact of informal schooling

such as retraining and vocational training programs
is not greatly different.

It _would appear that the flow of technology to
agriculture is creating low income problems. One
means of correcting this would be, of course, to
lower the rate of investment in the creation of new
technology. This approach would have serious distri-
butional effects, however. The reduction in research
would likely lead to a slowing down in the growth
rate of agricultural production. This would even-
tually lead to a rise in the relative Lice of food
products. The resulting higher incomes to farm
people would, therefore, come from a transfer -from
the consumer, and this would have very regressiv e
income effects in the nonfarm sector. It would ap-
pear that the other policy alternatives are more
palatable.

Farm incomes can also be raised, although, net
greatly, by price support programs which-maintain
or raise relative farm prices. This would have the
same distributional effects as the slowing, down of
technical change, however.

These, in summary form, then, are the policy
choices which evolve out of the analysis presented
in this paper. They are not by any Means exhaus-
tive, but; within _the relevant set, some would- seem
to be more rational than -others. For example,
policies whielr have other positive effects, such as
maintaining- full employment and a rapid rate of
growth in the total economy, would appear to-be
more desirable than those Which are either mere
stopgaps or have negative effects, such as slowing
down the investment in the creation of new knowl-
edge or supporting agricultural prices to raise farm
incomes.
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Appendix: Description of Data and
Sources

Y1 = employMent of hired labor in agriculture,
measured in year-equivalents. The USDA
estimates are used, as published,in the Farm
Labor bulletin.

Y2 = agricultural wage rates. The index of the
composite wage rate as estimated by the
-USDA Is used, with this being deflated by
the consuMer Trice index.

employment of unpaid family labor, meas-
ured in year equivalents. Obtained by sub-

. tractinA the number of farms from the num-
ber of family workers as published in Farm
Labor.

Y4 = net farm income to family labor per family
worker. Current operating expenses exclud-
ing hired labor, net rent -to nonfarm land-
lords, and taxes in farm property were
subtracted- from gross farm income to give
an estimate of total net income to farm
factors of production. By charging- off real
and non-real estate capital items at their
opportunity costs, a residual labor share
was calculated. From this net farm income
to total !aim': input, the expenditure for
hired labor was subtracted out to obtain the
net farm income to family labor. Dividing
this by the number of family workers gives
net farm income per family worker. The
series was deflated by the consumer price
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index. (The basic data on the residual labor
share are taken from "Regional Projections
of Technological Change in American Agri-
culture to 1980," Gordon A. NIacEaeliern,
unpublished Ph.D. thesis, Purdue Univer-
sity.)

Y5 = employment of operator labor. Estimated as
the number of farms.

X2 ="real" farm prices. The index of prices re-,
ceived by farmers deflated by the indek Of
prices.paid excluding labor.

civilian labor force, as published in the
Statistical Abstract of the-United States.

1,0= expected nonfarm ;nconie per full-time coon
farm equivalent employee.. The total com-
pcnsationitolarm employees (Farm Income
Situation) is subtracted from total com-
penSation Of all employees (Statistical Ab-
stract of the to obtain total compen-
sation to n_ onfarm employees. From -tile
number of full-time equiva!ent employees
(Nationial- Income, 1954; U.S. Income- d:-
Output, 1958; and Survey of Current Busi-
ness, July 1962) the full-time equivalents
on farms (hired farmworkers) are netted
out to obtain the number of full -time non-
farm equivalent employees. This latter
number is divided into the total compen-
sation of nonfarm employees to obtain
average annual nonfarm compensation per
full-time equivalent employee, which is de-
flated by the-consumer price index to Put it
into real tertns: This is then multiplied by
the percent of the labor force employed to
produce an expected nonfarm income.
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Chapter 13

Occupational Mobility and Migration From Agriculture
DALE E. HATHAWAY, professor of agricultural economics, Michigan State University; and BRIAN E. PERKINS,

professor of agricultural economics, University of Guelph, Ontario

Introduction

ThiS report concentrates on certain aspectS of the
prOblenis of low.income persons in rural areas. It is
pritnarily, concerned with the experience of these
persons as they-find nonfarm employnient, either in
conjunction withtheir ongoing faini employment or
as_ hey leave- farniemployment entirely,1 Low- in-
cothenpersons in agriculture are a disproportionate
portion of the rural population. Prospeets are dim
that-most of these low income perSons in agriculture
can significantly improVe their income levels in farm
employment. Therefore, this report examines- the
experience of farm-employed persons who change to
nonfarm occupations.

The data used in the study are unique in that they
also -show an examination of- the income and em-
ployinent experience of a specified group of indi-
viduals through time. Certain data used in this study
Were,,derived from iniormation furnished by the
Sociiil Security Administration. The authors did not
at airy time have access to nor did they receive any
information relating to specific individuals or re-
porting units. The computations were done by the
Department of Commerce and made available to the
authors.

The basic sample comes from the 1-percent
sample of Continuous Work History maintained for
administrative purposes by the Social Security
Adniinistration. From this sample each individual
who had covered farm employment in any year from
1957 through 1963 was selected. On those individuals
information was tabulated for each year regarding
their income and employment status. In -addition,
certain outside information regarding the areas in
which the individuals lived in each year of covered
employment was -fed into the computations, pri-
marily from 1960 census data and material derived
therefrom.

Thus, for the same individuals we had available
continuous information on covered earnings, in-
dustry of employment, location of employment, and
the characteristics of the originating or receiving
areas of employment. Whereas earlier studies had
been confined to measuring occupational mobility
relative to individual characteristics, these data

'See appendix A for an exact definition of the terms used
throughout the study.

made possible the examination of both occupational
mobility and migration; moreover, both could be
related to selected characteristics of the com-
munities involved as Well as to the individual's
characteristics.

The unique advantages of such continuous register
data are- partially offset by some disadvantages.2
Since the data are collected for Social Security pur-
poses, certain individual- characteristics; notably
education, are. not available for the persons in the
sample. In additioni certain regulations relating to
the coverage of agricultural employment results in
less than full coverage of many persons who are
often- considered as farm employed. Moreover,
among- the lowest income farm operators who are
covered, the income - reporting options make the
exact income level difficult to determine. While these
features represent considerable handicaps when
dealing with low income persons in farming, it was
felt that they were more than offset by the positive
aspects of- the data

Certain terminology is specific to this study and
therefore needs to be understood in order to com-
pletely understand the analysis which follows. The
work focuses upon mobility and migration. Mobility
is defined as moving from some form of farm em-
ployment coverage to-exclusively nonfarm employ-
ment. 'figration is,defined as a change in location
of enipjoyment, the smallest change being from
one county to another.

Employment status is defined as either farm or
nonfarm. Within the farm employment classification
are those who are exclusively farm wage workers,
those who are exclusively self-employed farm op-
erators, and those who combine one of these cate-
gories with some form of nonfarm employment.
Nonfarm employment was divided into nonfarm
wage and salary- workers and nonfarm self-
employment.3

This classification and many other decisions re-
garding the analysis were made on the basis of the

'For a discussion of the nature of the Social Security
sample and its comparability with other data relating to
farm employment see Hathaway and Waldo (4). (Italic
numbers in parentheses indicate references listed at the end
of this paper.)

'The specific combinations of classifications making up
each category are found in appendix A.
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authors' previous experience on similar research.
using some of the same data (4, 6) .

As a first step, the proportion of farm-employed
persons in a given year who changed to exclusively
nonfarm employment in the following- year were
compared by the characteristics of such individuals
and of their:county of farm employment. This pro-
portion is referred to as the off-farm mobility rata
and is expressed as a percentage. These rates were
computed for each of the six- consecutive 2-year
periods Within the years 1957-63, and for, five
regiOns of the continental United' States, excluding
AlaSka. It was anticipated that mobility rates might
differ among periods in response to changes in the
leVel Of unemployment in the economy' In' fact
these differences were relativelyminor and hot con-
sistent, mainly because the uneinployment rate was
high in all years except 1957: Accordingly, the rates
reported here are weighted averages of the six Mobil=
ityperioda.

The overall rate of off-farm mobility averaged
aboui 14 percent per year for the nation. Off-farm
mobility= rates for particular characteristics Of indi-

Niduali varied about this level. In interpretingthese
ratinit should be recognized that they refer to gross
chfiges in employment. Since a very high prOpor-
tion of farm-nonfarm movers returned to farm
employment in subseqUent years, the- net rate of
decline in the farm labor force is very much lower.

Demographic Factors
An individual's sex, race, and age-often have a

considerable influence on his incentives and willing-
ness to change jobs, and are commonly associated
With factors such as formal education and skills
which determine his earning power in different occu-
pations. Table 1 shows the estimated off-farm mo-
bility rates by sex, race, and age, by region.

For a discussion of the impact of recessions on mobility
out of agriculture see (8).

Females are usually less dependent on their job
earnings, more likely to take temporary employ-
ment, and therefore would be expected to have
higher off-farm mobility rates than males. This was
the case in all regions except the South.

Negroes in several studies have been shown to
have higher mobility rates than non;Negroes. In this
analysis the off-farm mobility rate of Negroes
was substantially higher in all regions except the
South, where the racial differences were small and
because three-quarters of all farm-employed
Negroes were, located in the South, national dif-
ferences between the race groups. were relatively
small also. The important question which arises is
whether this difference was due to race or to other
factors with which ramwas closely associated.

The well-established relation between age and
mobility was confirmed in this study: The difficulties
of obtaining and holding a- new job and of adjusting
to new employment increase with age, while -the
number of years over which an individual might
benefit from job change decline with- age. In every
region, persons in any age class had higher mobil-
ity rates than persons in the next oldest age class.
About one-third of the persons under 25 years
moved out of agriculture each year, whereas the
rate for those 25 to 34 years old was about 18
percent, for those 35 to 44 years old it was nearly 14
'percent, and for those over 44 it was less than 8 per-
cent. These wide differences in mobility rates partly
reflected differences in the distribution by farm
occupation of each age class. Mobility rate differ-
ences among age classes varied regionally (mainly
because of regional variation in the proportion of
farm operators and farm wage workers) (5).

Farm Employment Status

Five classes of farm employment were dis-
tinguished:

(a) Farm wage work only.

TABLE 1.-Gross off -farm mobility rates by demographic characteristics, and by region I

Characteristic Northeast
North
Central South Plains West Nation 2

Sex:
Male 19.5 11.1 13.5 13.0 19.5 14.0
Female 23.6 13.3 11.2 141 20.4 15.6

Race: ..

.Non-Negro 19.4 11.2 13.0 13.0 19.5 14.0
Negro 27.5 21.6 14.1 19.5 26.1 16.5

Age:
Under 25 38.1 35.5 29.3 34.5 35.3 34.3
25-34 23.5 14.5 18.9 17.0 23.9 18.5
35-44 17.2 10.7 14.1 12.1 19.2 13.5
45 and over . 10.9 6.1 7.9 6.9 10.5 7.6

Total 20.0 11.3 13.2 13.2 19.6 14.2

Based on Social Security data. The off -farm mobility
rate is the proportion of farm-employed individuals in a
given year who' in the following year were employed exclu-
sively in nonfarm jobs. Pairs of consecutive years were iden-
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tified as mobility periods. The rates in this table are
weighted averages of the rates corresponding to each of the
six mobility periods in the years 1957 to 1963.

'The continental United States. excluding Alaska.



(b) Farm self-employment only.
(c) Farm wage work and nonfarm employment.
(d) Farm self-employment and nonfarm wage

employment.
(e) Farm self-employment and nonfarm self-

employment.

Previous research by the authors provided some
evidence for the hypothesis that farm wage workers
(by virtue of lacking farm business assets and hav-
ing fewer ties to the community) are more mobile
than farm operators (6). The same study showed
that-multiple-job holding was -primarily a stage in
the off-farm mobility process rather than an alterna-
tive to off-farm mobility;Multiple-job holders were
therefore expected to be more mobile than single-
johholders because of their expefience in and bet-
ter-knowlege of nonfarm jobs. Hcnvever, multiple-
job farm operators who had nonfarm self-employ-
mentivere thought to be more able to combine farm-
work and nonfarmwork, and consequently less likely
to leave farming than those who had nonfarm wage
jobs. Without exception these hypotheses were .sup-
ported by the data on simple off-farm mobility rates
(table 2).

The variation in off-farm mobility by farm em-
ployment status was extremely wide. For the nation
as a whole, close to one-half of the multiple-job
wage workers changed to exclusively nonfarm em-
ployment each year, whereas single-job operators
had - -a mobility rate of less than 2 percent. The
mobility rates for single-job wage workers, for
farm operators with nonfarm self-employment, and
for operators with - nonfarm wage jobs only, were
about 10 percent, 19 percent, and 16 percent, respec-
tively. The very high rates for multiple-job farm
wage workers are accounted for by the highly
unstable pattern of employment which is typical of

such individuals. Included in this clasiiire seasonal,
casual, and migrant workers, and others who have
little commitment to either farm or nonfarm
employment.

Earnings While Farm Employed

The total earnings of the farm employed might be
expected to be indicative of their incentives to move
out of agriculture. Persons with low earnings while
farm employed seem to have more inducement to
seek other employment .than those with high earn-
ings. However, if the earnings of the farm employed
reflected their earning capacity in other jobs, no
relation between- this -factor and off-farm mobility
would be found. Consistent with previous research,
no relation between earnings and mobility actually
was found (6) (table 2). MoreoVer, evidence pre-
Sented in later sections suggests strongly that
earnings while farm employed are indicative of the
indiv idual's future stability of -ehiployment and
earning capacity.

Local Farm Job Opportunities

Two measures of local opportunities for farm jobs
were used: The median family income and the per-
centage of commercial farms in the county of farm
employment.5 It was supposed that individuals in

Data on- median family income and percent commercial
farms-by county was obtained from the 1960 census. Coun7
ties were classified by median family income according to
whether they were under $3,500 or $3,500 and over; in the
Northeast -and West regions. few counties had median
family incomes below $3,500. Commercial farms were de-
fined as farms with sales of 310,000 and over. Counties were
classified into three classes based on percent commercial
farms: Less than 10 percent, 10 to 29.9 percent, and 30 per-
cent or greater. In the Northeast and West regions rela-
tivly few counties had less than 10 percent commercial
farms.

TABLE- 2.-Gross off-farm mobility rates, by farm employment status and-earnings, and by region'
.

Employment status and earnings Northeast
North

Central South Plains West Nation 2

Farm employment status:
Farm wage work only 12.2 11.0 7.8 9.7 8.7 9.5
Farm self-employment only 0 ... 2.3 1.6 2.3 1.6 2.0 1.8
Farm wage work and nonfarm job 50.4 52.2 43.6 47.5 44.4 47.3
Farm self-employment and nonfarm

wage job 21.0 19.3 22.1 16.0 20.4 19.3
Farm self-employment and nonfarm

self-employment 15.9 16.5 18.9 14.2 15.1 16.4

Total 20.0 11:3 13.2 13.2 19.6 14.2

Total earnings while farm employed:
Under 1500 25.9 20.6 14.2 21.6 20.8 19.3
15004999 24.1 12.4 11.4 15.3 23.4 15.3
11,000 - 11,999 17.5 8.6 11.6 11.0 19.6 11.9
12,00042,999 17.1 10.1 16.5 13.1 19.4 13.9
33,00043,999, 17.7 11.5 15.7 11.4 18.1 13.7
14,000- 14,999 18.0 12.5 17.1 12.2 15.2 14.0
15,000- 17,499 25.1 14.2 19.8 11.7 22.7 16.1

Over 17,499 13.1 8.5 13.6 5.4. 10.5 8.6

Total 20.0 11.3 13 " 13.2 19.6 14.2

See footnotes 1 and 2, table 1.
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counties where the proportion of commercial farms
was high would be less likely to move out of farm
employment because the job opportunities and re-
turns in agriculture would be relatively high. Simi-
larly, to the extent that far:n and nonfarm family
incomes were correlated, persons in counties with
high median family incomes could be expected to
exhibit-lower eff-farm !nobility rates. In fact, the
reverse was true (table 31. Off-farm mobility rates
were lower in counties where family incomes were
lew and, with the exception of the Western regions,
lower in counties with the least commercialized agri-
culture. This unexpected result can be explained
partly by the fact that counties with a large prepor-
tion of commercial farms would employ more farm
wage workers, and, as already noted, such indi-
viduals are particularly mobile. But this evidence
does not indicate that the labor market operates
so as to move people more rapidly out of low income
farm areas and thus to reduce the disparities in
incomes within agriculture.

Occupational Mobility from Agriculture

Simple Of -Farm Mobility Rates

It is generally agreed that the decline in the size
of-the farm labor force has helped to prevent income
problems in agriculture from worsening. Moreover,
it is argued by many that mobility of labor from
farm to nonfarm jobs can be relied upon to raise
the incomes of farm-employed persons relative to
persons in other occupations, and to raise the in-
comes of the poor in agriculture relative to the more
prosperous farmworkers. Previous= research has
shown that the chances of an individual moving out
of agriculture vary greatly according to his personal

characteristics and the characteristics of his local
community (I, 2, 6, 7t. it is therefore crucial, as a
check on the argument that income problems can
be solved by the unassisted operation of the labor
market, as well as for the purpose of implementing
policies to facilitate mobility out of agriculture, to
examine the relationship of demographic and eco-
nomic characteristics to the rate of eff-farm
movement.

Proximity to employment centers

It seems reasonable to expect that the proximity
of an individual's farm employment to a major non-
farm labor market affects the ease with which he
can obtain a nonfarm job. But whether mobility and
pmximity should be expected to he linearly related
is less clear CP.

In this study, Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Areas (SMSA's) were identified as the major non-
farm labor centers! Farm employed persons were
classified according to whether they were located
-within 50 miles of an SMSA, 51 to 100 miles from
an SMSA, 101 to-150 miles, or-over 150 miles from
an SMSA. The estimated off-farm mobility rates for
each of these classes is shown in table 3. For the
nation as a whole, the rates were highest for indi-
viduals closest to an SMSA, but it also apparent
that off-farm mobility is not a simple function of
distance from major labor markets. In the North-
east off-farm mobility rates were highest in counties
most distant from an SMSA, while in the. North
Central and West regions off-farm mobility rates in
counties closest to, and in counties furthest from,
SMSAs were about the same.

An SMSA is a census definition for counties which in-
clude cities with a population of 50.000 or more.

TABLE 3.-Gross off -farm mobility rates, by median family income, percent commercial farms, and proxim-
ity to employment centers in the county of origin, and by region'

Family income, commercial farms, and
proximity to employment centerr Northeast

North
Central South Plains West Nation

Median family income:
Under 113,500 13.8 8.0 10.9 9.9 10.3
$3,500 and over 111.0 11.5 16.7 1:3.8 10.6 15.1

Percent commercial farms 3:
0.0- 9.9 19.6 11.9 11.11 14.9 30.5 12.3
10.0-29.9 18.5 12.6 13.6 11.4 21.8 13.8
30.0 and over 20.7 9.6 17.5 13.8 19.0 14.8

Proximity :
0- 50 miles 20.9 13.2 15.1 15.8 20.4 16.5

51-100 miler 16.0 11.5 12.1 11.4 17.2 11.8
101-150 miles... 16.5 11.2 11.11 11.11 20.4 12.3

Over 150 miles 24.3 13.3 12.9 19.5 14.4

Total 20.0 11.3 1:3.2 13.2 111.6 14.2

' See footnote 1, table 1.
3 The continental United States, excluding Alaska.
3 Commercial farms were defined as farms with sales of

$10,000 and over.
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Adjust.41 DifferencesiwOiffatin Mobility %ties

As already noted, the apparent influence of a
characteristic of an individual or of his county of
employment on his off-farm mobility rate could
have resulted from association between his char-
acteristic and some other. For example, is the high
mobility rate observed among farm wage workers
associated with farm occupation, or due to the
distribution oHarin occupations among age classes,
race groups, and counties differing With respect to
local farm and nonfarm opportunities.

A multiple regression analysis was used to de-
termine the influence on mobility rates of each
attribute net of the effects of other attributes. The
:variables included in this analysis were age, farm
eniploymerit status, proximity to employment
centers, and On index of rurality; all were expressed
as discrete variables, in part because employment
status is not a continuous variable and because the

-other mobility relationships were expected to be
nonlinear.? Though individuals from low income
farm areas-had not appeared to have_higher mobil-
ity rates than those from more prosperous farm
areas, it *as thought-that this factor in-combination
with a measure of the rurality of the area might be
significant. This combination, referred to as the
index of rurality, was defined to form four classes of
counties:

(1) Median family income $3,000 or over and
under 81 percent of the population rival.

(2) Median family income $3,000 or over and
81 percent or more of the populationa rural.

(3) Median family income under $3,000 and
under 81 percent of the population rural.

(41 Median family income under $3,000 and 81
percent-or- more of the population rural.
Counties in class (4) would broadly correspond to
the low income, most rural areas, while those in class
(1) would represent the most prosperous and ur-
banized farm areas. On the basis of previous analy-
ses, sex, earnings while farm employed, and the
percentage of commercial farms were not considered
sufficiently important for inclusion. With one
exception, the regressions were run only at the
national level!' A special analysis was made of the
South, which was thought to differ from other
regions in several respects. Race was considered
only in this region because most farm-employed
Negroes are in the South.

An earlier study by the authors showed that a
high rate of national unemployment was the most

'See appendix 11 for details of the multiple- regression
analysis of off -farm mobility rates.

" Regional differences in the determinants of o!' -farm
mobility rates were examined in (6). Since that study found
only minor regional differences in the determinants of mo-
bility, and since regional analysis would have presented
problems of inadequate sample site. the main regression
analysis was conducted at the national level and not by
region.

important single impediment lo mobility out of
agriculture (6). The national level of unemploy-
ment during the years covered by this study varied
as follows:

Percent Percent

1957 43 1961 6 7
1958 6.8 1962 55
1959 5.5 1963 5 7
1960 5.5

In the mobility periods 1957-58 and 1960-61 the
unemployment rate rose, in the mobility periods
1958 -59 and 1961-62 the unemployment rate fell,
While in the periods -1959-60 and 1962-63 no ap-
preciable change. in the level of unemployment
occurred. Denoting each of the pairs of mobility
periods "recession," "recovery," and "stability,"
respectively, separate regression analyses were run
on the pooled data for each pair of periods to
examine further the effects of unemployment on off-
farm mobility. However, the relatively high level of
unemployment prevalent in-all years except 1957
was reflected in few pronounced differences in
mobility relationships among periods.

Farm employment status proved to be the major
determinant of off-farm mobility rates (table 4).
The effect of farm occupation, net of the influence of
other factors, was only slightly lesi marked_than in
the comparison of simple mobility rates. Farm_ wage
workers had 'nobility rates which significantly ex-
ceeded the mobility rates of farm operators, both
between single-job holders and between multiple-
job holders, in all periods.' These results strongly
suggest that ownership of farm assets by farmers
serves-to reduce their mobility out of agriculture.
Whether asset ownership -might hinder mobility
becauke of the prospect of capital losses or because
of the prospect of foregoing future capital gains,
is less than clear.

Adjusted mobility rate differentials between
multiple - -and single-job holders were consistently
significant, both among farm wage Workers- and
farm operators (table 4). The evidence confirms
previous findings that multiple-job holding greatly
facilitates complete farm to nonfarm mobility. No
uniform" differences were apparent between the mo-
bility rates of those multiple-job farm operators who
had nonfarm self-employment and those who did
not, although the latter had significantly higher
rates in 1959-60 and 1962-63.

The influence of age on mobility was much re-
duced but still important when the relationship was
adjusted for the effectof other factors (table 5).
Young persons, after allowing for their higher inci-
dence in farm wage work and multiple-job holding,
had off-farm mobility rates which were significantly

'It is noteworthy that the evidence with regard to differ-
ences between the single-job holders is even stronger than
in the previous study undertaken by the authors, which
showed the mobility rate of single job wage workers to be
significantly higher than that of single-job operators in only
one out of four periods. See (6).
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TABLE 4.-Net differences in off -farm mobility rates among farm employment status groups, the nation,
1957-631

Off-farm mobility period'
Amount by which the mobility rate of farm wage workers

exceeded that of farm operators

Multiple-job wage workers over-

Farm operators with Farm operators with
Single-job holders nonfarm wage jobs nonfarm

self-employment

Recession, 1957-58 and 1960-61 5.9" 26.0" 24.1"
Recovery, 1958-59 and 1961-61 7.4" 24.8" 24.4"
Stability, 1959-60 and 1962-63 5.2" 24.8" :30.2"

Amount by which the mobility rate of multiple-job holders
exceeded that of single -job holders

Farm wage
workers

Farm` operators with
Farm operators with nonfarm
nonfarm wage jobs self-employment

Over single-job farm operators

Recession, 1957-58 and 1960-61
Recovery, 1958-59 and 1961-62
Stability, 1959-60 and 1962-63

:33.8" 13.8" 15.6"
:34.4" 17.0" 17.4"
37.5" 17.9" 12.6"

' Estimated from Social Security data. The estimates were
derived from multiple regressions used to adjust the simple
off-farm rates for the influence of age, proximity to employ-
ment centers, and the rurality of the county of farm em-
ployment.

TABLE 5.-Net differences in off -farm mobility rates
between age classes, the nation, 1957-631

Off -farm mobility
period r

Amount by which the mobility
rate of an age class exceeded

that of older age class

Under 25
over

25-34

25-34
over

35-44

35-44
over

45 and older

Recension
1957-58 and 1960-61 . 5.1 2.0 3.6*

Recovery,
1958-59 and 1961-62. 5.0" 3.4* 0.8

Stability,
1959 -410 and 1902-63. 6.0" 3.8" 2.0

' Estimated from Social Security data. The estimates
were derived from multiple regressions used to adjust the
simple off-farm mobility rates for the influence of farm
employment status, proximity to employment centers. and
the rurality of the county of faim employment.

= Mobility periods were differentiated into recession, re-
covery, and stability according to whether the national
unemployment rate was rising, falling, or virtually un-
changed.

"Statistically significant at the Al level ('.05 level) as
measured by a one-tailed t test.

higher than the rates for older workers, but the dif-
ferences were much less than between the
unadjusted rates. Workers under 25 years old, for
example, had simple mobility rates 27 percentage
points higher than the rates of those over 44 years
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= Mobility periods were differentiated into recession, re,
covery. and stability according to whether the national
unemployment rate was rising, falling, or virtually un-
changed.

"Statistically significant at the .01 level as measured by
a one-tailed t test.

old, but only about 11 percentage points higher after
adjusting for other factors. In general, differences
between successive age classes declined with age.
It is clear that the probability of moving out of agri-
culture declines rapidly with age.

Differences in adjusted mobility rates between in-
dividuals who were close to major labor markets and
those who were not were minor. The net mobility
rates of individuals within 50 miles of an SMSA
was uniformly higher, but not significantly so. It
would appear that mobility differences associated
with location were largely, but not entirely, due to
the greater concentration of farm wage workers
around SMSA counties.1°

Contrary to the initial hypothesis, the most rural
low income counties did not exhibit greater 9ff-farm
mobility than other areas. In fact, in the recession
periods 1957-58 and 1960-61 individuals in these
counties had significantly lower mobility rates than
those in the more prosperous and urbanized com-
munities. Thus, not only did the normal operation of
the labor market fail to result in_a more rapid rate
of adjustment in low income rural areas, but also
the rate of decline in the farm labor force in such
areas appears to have been reduced more by
recessions.

'ft Data from the 1960 census indicate that the ratio of
farmers and managers to farm laborers averaged about 3:1
in SMSA counties but about 4:1 in counties more distant
from the center.



At the national level -the impact of recession was
apparent also in the mobility rates of farm em-
ployed persons who had nonfarm wage jobs. Their
response to unemployment conditions *as greater
than that of other farmworkers, presumably be-
cause they were better informed about nonfarm job
opportunities. Business -cycle effects were not evi-
dent in mobility rate differentials among age groups.
There was some indication that the mobility of those
located within 50 miles of an SMSA was less seri-
ously reduced in recession periods.

Two sets of regression equations were fitted for
the South, one pertaining to farm operators and the
other -to farm wage workers." Both- analyses con-
firmed the findings at the national level with regard
to the effect of multiple-job holding, age, proximity
to employment centers, and rurality on mobility.
Indeed, among farm wage workers, proximity
proved to confer a significant !nobility advantage
in both recession and recovery periods. Among farm
operators, location in predominantly rural areas
tended to reduce mobility, and significantly so in
recession periods.

The mobility rate of Negro farm wage workers,
neVof the influence of ether mobility determinants,
was significantly lowe. an that of other farm wage
workers in all periods (table 6). Moreover, the lower
mobility rate among Negroes was most marked in

TABLE 6.Net difference in off -farm mobility rates
between Negro and non - Negro- farm wage
workers, the South, 1957 -631

Off-farm mobility period 2

Amount by which
the mobility rate of

Non-Negroes
exceeded that of

Negroes

Recession, 1957-58 and 1960-61
Recovery, 1958-59 and 1961-412
Stability, 1959-60 and 1962-63

7.8
5.45.9

' Estimated from Social Security data. The estimates were
derived from multiple regressions used to adjust the simple
off-farm mobility rates of farm wage workers for the influ-
ence of multiple-job status, age, proxiMity to employment
centers, and the rurality of the county of farm employment.

Mobility periods were differentiated into recession, re-
covery. and stability according to whether the national
unemployment rate was rising, falling, or virtually un-
changed.

**Statistically significant at the .01 level as measured by
a one-tailed t test.

recession periods. It is difficult to explain this phe-
nomenon except in terms of a discrimination in
labor markets against Negroes which increases dur-
ing periods of high unemployment. The apparently

" The main object of the special analysis of the South
was to examine the influence of race on m-ibility. Since
most STgroes were farm wage workers. separate equations
for each occupation were necemary to permit detailed ex-
amination of the race relation. See appendix B for details
of these equations.

opposite finding in the analysis of unadjusted
mobility rates is due to higher proportion of farm
wage workers and young persons among Negroes.

Summary
.This analysis -has demonstrated the need to ex-

amine net relationships to determine the influence
on mobility of the characteristics of individuals or
of their. community. On this basis, it is evident that
-the probability of off-farm mobility is highest, for
young, multiple-job farm wage workers located in
counties within 50 miles of an SMSA. Further, it is
clear that off-farm mobility rates are not higher in
low income rural areas, and that in recession periods
it is actually more difficult for individuals in such
areas to obtain nonfarm jobs. In the South, single-
job wage workers who are Negroes and work on
farms over 50 miles from an SMSA have a much
lower probability of moving out of agriculture than
do multiple-job wage workers who are not Negroes
and work close to an SMSA.

In -Farm Mobility Rates

Traditional sources of data on farm employment
have provided information only on net changes in
employment. Previous research using Social Security
data has shown that net changes in the size of the
farm labor force result from large gross movemer-it8--
into as well as out of farm employment (6). During
the years 1957 to 1963 the number of in-farm mov-
ers averaged close to 90 percent of the numb.: of
off-farm movers. Moreover, it has been established
that in-farm movers predominantly are persons
who had formerly been employed'in agriculture, but
who on leaving the industor had failed to establish
themselves in nonfarm jobs, and had moved back
into farm employment (6). Plainly, the inference
from these facts is that accelerated agricultural
adjustment could be achieved most easily by in-
creasing the proportion of off-farmanovers who suc-
cessfully establish themselves in nonfarm jobs.

With a view to obtaining further insights into
this problem an analysis was made of in-farm mo-
bility rates. Unfortunately the Social Security data
used in this study did not provide information about
the entire nonfarm labor force. Consequently it was
not possible to parallel the analysis of off-farm
mobility rates by estimating the probability of non-
farmworkers of given characteristics taking farm
jobs. However, by expressing the number of in-farm
movers as a percentage of all similar persons in the
farm labor force, it was possible to determine the
relative incidence of in-farm movers in the farm
labor force. In the light of previous findings, it was
expected that in-farm mobility rates would exhibit
similar differences among classes of attributes as
were found for off-farm mobility rates. But because
off-farm mobility rates are positively correlated
with the probability of remaining in nonfarm em-
ployment, it was hypothesized that the magnitude
of differences in the in-farm rates would be less.
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For example, young persons not only have a higher
probability of moving out of agriculture but also
younger workers who'clo move have a higher proba-
bility of remaining in nonfarm employment.

Estimates of average in-farm mobility rates for
the years 1957 to 1963 by age aLl race are presented
in table 7. As hypothesized, the in-farm rate differ-
entials among age classes were much less pronounced
than the corresponding off-farm differentials. In
other words, in-farm movers tended-to be considera-
bly older than off-farm movers. By contrast, differ-
ences in in-farm mobility rates between the two
race groups were not less than the off-farm differen-
tials in all regions. In the South, which accounts for
most farm-employed Negroes, the hypothesis was
'confirmed, indicating that of those who left agricul-
ture a larger proportion of Negroes remained in non-
farm employment. In-farm mobility rates among
Negroes were relatively high in the North Central
region, probably because southern Negro migrants
to the large cities of that region tended to turn to
local farm labor markets when they failed to find
nonfarm jobs.

Similarly, differences in the rate at which indi-
viduals moved into the five farm employment cate-
gories were less pronounced than the differences in
the rate of outmovement (table 8). The rate of in-

farm movement among farm wage workers was
consistently less than the rate of off-farm move-
ment, but farm operators, whether multiple- or
-single-job holders, tended to exhibit in-farm mobil-
ity rates as high as their off-farm mobility rates.

Mobility into agriculture in low income counties
and in counties with a low proportion of commercial
farms typically was only slightly less than mobility
out of such counties (table 9). By contrast, in higher
income counties and in counties with - the most
commercialized agriculture the in-farm mobility
rates were clearly below the off-farm rates. This
evidence substantiates the observation made earlier
that the farm labor forte in the more prosperous
farming areas adjusts more readily.

It is difficult to draw definite conclusions from the
estimates of in-farM mobility rates by proximity to
employment centers (table 9). However, -the gen-
eralization inferred from the other mobility rate
data holds-for these estimates also; namely, that-the
difference between off-farm and in-farm mobility
rates were highly correlate& with the leVel of- off -
farm mobility. Individuals closest to and those
farther from an SMSA exhibited the highest- off-
farm mobility rates, and these areas had the greatest
differences between off-farm and iri-farm mobility
rates.

TABLE 7.-In-farm :nobility rates, by demographic characteristics, and by region 1

Race and age Northeast
North

Central South Plains West Nation'

Race:
Non-Negro 14.4 9.9 12.5 12.2 15.9 -12.3
Negro 23.9 18.7 12.0 18.1 26.6 14.3

Age:
Under 25 21.8 23.6 19.6 26.3 21.9 22.8
25-34 20.8 15.3 19.6 17.4 21.0 18.2
35-44 14.9 9.7 14.1 11.9 17.4 12.7
45 and over. 9.4 5.0 8.1 7.3 10.6 7.6

Total 15.1 10.0 12.3 12.3 16.1 12.4

'Based on Social Security data. The in-farm mobility rate
is the proportion of farm-employed individuals in a given
year who in the preceding year were employed exclusively
in nonfarm jobs. Pairs of consecutive .wars were identified

as mobility periods. The rates in this table are weighted
averages of the rates corresponding to each of the six
mobility _periods in the years 1957 to 1963.

= The continental United States. excluding Alaska.

TABLE 8.-In-farm mobility rates, by farm employment status, and by region 1

Farm employment status
North

Northeast. Central South Plai. s West Nation'

Farm wage work only 7.4 8.2 6.2 7.7 6.2 7.0
Farm self-employment only 1.8 1.8 2.9 2.0 2.1 2.1
Farm wage work and nonfarm job 38.5 42.0 27.2 41.6 36.8 39.3
Farm self-employment and nonfarm

wage job 17.9 18.1 22.7 17.2 20.1 19.0
Farm self-employment and nonfarm

self-employment 15:3- 15.4 18.0 16.4 15.7 16.3

Total 15.1 10.0 12.3 12.3 16.1 12.4

1 = See footnotes 1 and 2, table 7.

192



TABLE 9.-In-farm mobility rates, by median family income, percent commercial farms, and proximity' to
employment centers in the county of destination, and by region'

Family income, commercial farmr, and
proximity to employment centers Northeast

Nort h
Central South Plains West Nation 3

Median family income:
Under $3,500 11.0 8.7 10.3 9.6 9.9
$3,500 and over 15.0 10.0 15.2 12.9 16.1 13.0

Percent commercial farms 3:
0.0- 99 14.6 12.1 11.1 13.4 216 11.6

= 10.0-29.9 14.7 10.8 12.4 11.4 17.4 12.2
30.0 and over 15.2 8.6 16.3 12.5 15. 7r 12.6

Proximity':
0- 50 miles 15.5 11.4 13.5 15.1 16.4 13.9

51-100 miliq -12.7 8.5 11.6 11.2 14.0 10.8
101-150 mile.; 13.5 8.4 10.7 10.9 17.6* 91.0
Over 150 miles 18.6 13.2 11.3 17.3 12.6

Total 15.1 10.0 12.3 12.3- u; 1 12.4

Sec footnote 1. table 7. Proximity to an employment center was measured as the
= The continental.United States,,exvInding Alaska. --ilimance of the county of farm employnient from the nearest
'Commercial faints were defined as farms with sales of SMSA.-

$10.000 and over.

In brief, this analysis of mobility confirms and
extends the generalization made in a previous study
by the authois, that the attributes of individuals
which determine the probability of their initial
Movement out of agriculture also determine their
Chances of remaining in nonfarm employment. It
indicates that the normal operation of labor markets
does not serve to reduce income disparities within
agriculture or between persons employed in farm
and nonfarm occupations.

Migration Patterniand Occupational
Mobility

Studies of change in agricultural employment
have invariably been limited by the data available
to either occupational mobility or migration. One of
the unique aspects of the Social Security data used
in this study is that they provide information on
both changes in the occupation and the location of
the individual's employment. This research sig-
nificantly extends previous analysis of farm labor
mobility by examining, for the first time on a
national scale, relations between the mobility and
the migration of farm labor.

In general, Social Security data indicate the State
and county of every job from which the individual
obtained coverage. Since many individuals held
more than one job in a given year, it was necessary
to decide which jobs were to be considered in meas-
uring migration. The following criteria were used
to determine the individual's location in any given
year:

(a) If the individual was employed exclusively in
nonfann jobs, the county in which his major job was
situated determined his location.

(In If the individual had coverage as a farm
operator, his location was identified with that of his
farm.

tei If the individual was farm employed but was
not a farmer, his major farm job determined his
location.

Distance migrated between consecutive years was-
measured as the direct mileage between the center
afz population in the county of origin and the
center of population in the destination county. This
procedure failed to classify as migrants those indi-
viduals who migrated- within a county, and exag-
gerated the distance migrated by those whose
mobility was associated with jobs close to county
boundaries. These differences are thought to be
minor. Further since the centers of population be-
tween most ad scent counties is more than 50 miles,
it was not posy hle to dittinguish those who migrated
50 miles or less from those who did not migrate.
Accordingly, those whose relocation was 50 miles
or less were classified as nonmigrants. Finally,
Social Security records information on job location
was incomplete for some. These records were omitted
from the migration analysis.

The Migration Patterns of Off-Farm Migration

Patently, the monetary costs and emotional effort
of changing employment arc minimized if occupa-
tional mobility is not accompanied by migration.
Moreover, it seems reasonable to suppose, and other
studies have indicated, that the monetary costs of
migration increase greatly with distance. It follows,
therefore, that farm employed persons in areas offer-
ing limited nonfarm job opportunities might be
expected to have loiver off-farm mobility rates, and
that a higher proportion of those who do move might
be expected to migrate, and migrate farther, than
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persons close to employment centers. The ability
and willingness to migrate was believed to be closely
related also to demographic factors such as sex, age,
and race, to the individual's farm occupation, to his
earnings, and to his local opportunities in agricul-
ture. To examine these notions the proportion of
off-farm movers who are migrants were compared
by each of these characteristics. To assess some of
the factors which might draw individuals to move
long distances, the change in earnings, the stability
of employment, and the industries which they
entered were compared for migrant and non-migrant
movers.

Age
-Since attachments to local communities, family

responsibilities, and personal difficulties of adapting
to new situations tend to increase with age, the pro-

portion of those who were job mobile and migrant
was presumed to be closely determined by age. These
expectations were fully confirmed. In all regions the
proportion of migrants declined consistently with
advancing age (table_ 10). Typically, about two-
fifths of the job mobiles under 25 years also mi-
grated, whereas only one quarter of those over 44
years old were migrants. The frequency of moves in
excess of 500 miles were markr-llv lower for the lat-
ter age group. The higl of long-distance
migration was frequei. ie 25- to 34-year-
olds, presumably becaus: toe jeb information on
which :IA moves are based would be more readily
availablo, to individuals well established in Vie labor
force and less readily available to persons under 25.

However, it should be noted that only about one-
third of all movers were migrants, and that less
than one-third of the migrants mover over 500

TABLE 10.- Percen tage of off -farm movers who migrated, by demographic characteristics, and by region

Region, race, and age

Distance migrated

All movers
Did not
migrate

51-150 151-500
miles miles

Over 500
miles

Northeast
Race:

Non-Negro 76.7 12.0 6.9 4.4 100.0
Negro 58.5 9.9 10.4 21.1 100.0

-Age:
Under 25 70.9 12.8 9.1 7.2 100.0
25-34 73.5 12.7 7.0 6.8 100.0
35-4d 74.7 12.2 7.1 6.0 100.0_

45 and over 82.6 9.0 4.5 3.9 100.0

Total 74.9 11.8 7.2 6.1 100.0

North Central
Race:,

Non-Negro 76.1 10.8 7.2 6.0 100.0
Negro 56.3 11.9 13.5 18.3 100.0

Age:,
Under 25 70.1 13.4 9.4 7.:3 100.0
25-34 71.3 12.1 8.4 83 100.0
:35-44 753 9.6 8.1 7.0 100.0
45 and over.... 84.1 8.2 4.:3 3.4 100.0

Total 75.7 10.8 7.3 6.2 100.0

South
Race:.

Non-Negro 72.5 11 4 9.1 7.1 100.0
Negro 61.6 12.6 12.7 13.0 100.0

Age:,
Under 25 59.4 14.0 13.3 13.2 100.0
25-34 6:3.5 1:3.2 12.1 10.6 100.0

35-44 72.512.2 8.3 7 0 100.0
4b and over 79.0 8.8 7.0 5.3 100.0

Total 69.5 11.7 10.1 8.8 100.0

I'lains
Race:

Non-Negro 58.4 14.1 16.1 10.0 100.0

Negro 51.2 18.2 21.3 93 100.0

Age:
Under 25 49.8 15.6 21.3 13.4 100.0

25-34 51.6 15.:3 19.5 13.7 100.0

:35-44 6:3.2 !3.8 13.8 9.3 100.0

45 and over 68.6 !2.6 11.9 7.0 100.0

Total 58.0 14.3 16.8 10.8 100.0
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TABLE 10.-Percentage of off -farm movers who migrated, by demographic characteristics, and by region '-
Continued

11i; and age

Distance migrated

All movers
Did not
migrate

51-150 151-500
miles miles

Over'500
miles

Race
West

Non-Negro . 55.2 15.1 15.5 14.2 100.0
Negro ...... 41.3 20.6 20.6 17.5 100.0

Age:
Under 25 55.0 16.1 14.7 14.3 100.0
25-34 ...... 49.3 1:3.9 19.6 17.2 100.0
:35-44 .

.

55.3 15.0 15.0 14.7 100.0
45 and over 54.8 15.7 13.8 11.:3 100.0

Tot al 54.8 15.3 15.6 14.:3 -100.0

Nation 2
Race:

Non-Negro 67.4 12.7 11.:3 8.7 100.0
Negro 58.7 1:3.2 1:3.8 14.:3 100.0

Age:
Under '25 60.8 14.4 1:3.7 11.1 100.0
25-34 61.:3 1:3.5 1:3.8- 11.5 100.0
" -44 68:3 12.4 10.5 8.8 100.0

4!: 31(1 over ...... 75.5 10.5 8.1 5.9 100.0

Total 66.5 12.7 11.5 9.2 100.0

' Computed from Social Security data. Distance migrated-
was measured as the_ diteet mileage between the center of
population in the county of farm employment and the cen-
ter of population in the county in whic:t the mover's major
nbufarm job was located. All movers who moved 50 miles

Ales. The incidence of long-distance migration
varied considerably by region, being most common
in States west of the Mississippi where distances
from employment centers are greater. Significantly,
long-distance migration was more frequent in the
South- than in the Northeast and North Central
regions, despite the fact that most counties arc close
to an SMSA in that region. Presumably the reason
for this was the heavy concentration of Negroes in
the South.

Race

The proportion of movers who migrated, and par-
ticularly the proportion migrating over 500 miles,
was much greater for Negroes than for non-Negroes
(table 10). In part, this phenomenon is related to
the concentration of Negroes in the least skilled
wage jobs, for which the main markets are in the
largest metropolitan areas. But it is also thought to
reflect a system of communication among friends
and relatives about job opportunities which is more
common among Negroes than among whites, and it
is consistent with a labor market in the South which
tends to discriminate against Negro workers.

Farm employment statue

Farm wage workers, having fewer ties to the local
community and possibly better information about

or less were elassified noninigiants. The proportions in
the table ate weighted averages of the six mobility periods
in the years 1957 to 1963.

=Tlw continental United States, excluding Alaska.

alternative employment, had a substantially higher
proportion of migrant movers than did farm opera-
tors (table 11). On the average, less than 20 percent
of the farm operators migrated, whereas about 40
percent of the wage workers migrated on leaving
agriculture. The regional variation among the farm
wage workers was considerable. In the western
regions migration was more common, probably be-
cause of greater use of migrant farm labor, and the
proportion of migrants was also high in the South,
due to the concentration of Negroes in the hired
farm labor force. Not surprisingly, farmers who also
had self-employment off their farms were the least
likely to migrate. More unexpected was the rela-
tively high proportion of migrant single-job farmers
compared with those who also had nonfarm wage
jobs. It would appear that the single-job farmer had
greater difficulty in finding local nonfarm employ-
ment because of the limitations of the local job
market, whereas farmers more advantageously lo-
cated for nonfarm employment were able to first
become multiple-job holders and then obtain full-
time, local, nonfarm jobs.

Earnings while farm employed

The proportion of migrants, and in particular
of long-distance migrants, tended to be strongly and
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TABLE 11.-Percentage of off -farm movers who migrated, by farm employment status, and by region'

Employment. status and region

Distance migrated

All movers
I)id not
migrate

51-150 151-500
miles miles

Over 500
miles-

Northeast
Farm wage work only 73.6 10.5 9.4 6.5 100.0
Farm self-employment only 83.6 9.4 :3.9 :3.1 100.0
Farm wage work and nonfarm job . 72.1 13.2 7.6 7.2 100.0
Farm self-employment and nonfarm wage job 87.9 7.8 :3.1 1.2 100.0
Farm self- employment and nonfarm self-employment 89.6 6.9 2.9 0.6 100.0

Total 74.9 11.8 7.2 6.1 100.0

North Central
Farm wage work only ...... 70.2 11.9 8.4 9.6 100.0
Farm self-employment only . 83.7 8.6 4.9 2.9 100.0
Farm wage work and nonfarm job 68.5 12.9 9.7 8.9 100.0
Farm self-employment and nonfarm wage job . 85.1 8.8 4.4 1.7 100.0
Farm self-employment and nonfarm self-employment 92.0 4.7 9.3 1.0 ,100.0

Total 75.7 10.8 7.3 6.2 100.0

South
Farm wage work only 62.3 12.2 12.7 12.9 100.0
Farm self- employment only 79.2 9.5 7.2 4.1 100.0
Farm wage work and nonfarm job 61.9 13.9 12.5 11.7 100.0
Farm self-employment and nonfarm wage job. 80.4 10.9 6.2 2.5 100.0
Farm self-employment and nonfarm self-employment 94.7 '2.6 2.0 0.7 100.0

Tot al .. 69.5 11.7 10.1 8.8 100.0

Plains
Farm wage work only 52.6 15.8 19.6 12.0 100.0
Farm self-employment only 74.9 12.6 8.4 4.2 100.0
Farm wage work and nonfaim job° 50.8 15.2 20.1 14.0 100.0
Farm self-employment and nonfarm wage job . 73.8 13.2 9.3 :3.7 100.0
Farm self-employment and nonfarm self-employment 89.2 6.1 4.0 0.8 100.0

Total 58.0 14.:3 16.8 10.8 100.0

West
Farm wage work only 53.8 15.1 16.2 14.9 100.0
Farm self-employment only 80.7 9.6 9.6 100.0
Farm wage work and nonfarm job 52.2 15.9 16.6 15.3 100.0
Farm self-employment and nonfarm wage job 78.5 1:3.2 5.6 2.8 100.0
Farm self-employment and nonfarm self-employment 85.9 7.4 2.0 4.7 100.0

Total 54.8 15.:3 15.6 14.:3 100.0

Nat ion 2
Farm wage work only 61.h 1:3.2 1:3.5 11.4 100.0
Farm self-employment only . 80.3 9.9 6.5 :3.4 100.0
Farm wage work and nonfarm job. 60.1 14.3 1:3.8 11.8 100.0
Farm self-employment and nonfarm wage job 81.3 10.5 5.9 2.4 100.0
Farm self-employment and nonfarm self-employment .... 91.5 4.8 2.6 1.1 100.0

Total 66.5 12.7 11.5 9.9 100.0

i 2 See footnoti 4 1 and 2, table 10.

negatively related to the earnings of movers when
they were farm employed. Data on the proportion
of migrants by earnings is shown in table 12 only
for the nation, but the regional distributions were
essentially similar. It is believed that this relation-
ship is the result of several factors associated with
earnings while farm emplo=yed. The young, the farm
wage workers, the Negroes, all have a higher pro-
pensity to migrate and tend to be concentrated in
the lowest earning classes.

196

Median family income

Differences in the proportion of migrants be-
tween movers from counties with high family
incomes and from counties with low family incomes
were relatively small and not uriform among
regions (table 13). However, the proportion of
movers from the more prosperous areas who mi-
grated over 500 miles was considerably higher. This
difference may have been due to better information



TABLE 12.-Percentage of off -farm movers who migrated, by total earnings while farm employed, the
nation'. 2

Distance migrated

All moversTotal earnings while farm employed
Did not
migrate

51-150
miles

151 -500.
miles

Over 500
miles

kinder $500 59.9 14.0 13.7, 12.4 100.0

$5004999 60.9 14.1 13.2 11:8 100.0

$1,000- $1,999 65.0 12.4 12.3 10.4 100.0

$2,00042,999 69.1 12.9 10.7 7.4 100.0

$3,000-$3,999 73.1 11.9 9.3 '5.7 100.0

$4,000-14,999 75.4 11.9 8.3 4.4 100.0

$5,00047,499 78.1 9.9 7.7 4.4 100.0

Over $7,499 82.0 6.8 6.3 5.0 100.0

Total 66.5 12.7 11.5 9.2 100.0

t I See footnotes 1 and 2, table 10.

and a greater willingness and ability to incur the
uncertainty and cost of long-distance migration on
the part of movers from such areas.

Percentage commercial farms- in county of farm
employment
Similar differences in the propensity to migrate

were found when movers were classified by the pro-
portion of commercial farms in the county in which

they had been farm employed (table 131. The pro-
portion of long-distance migrants was positively
related to the percentage of commercial farms. But
while the national averages indicate that the inci-
dence of all migration rose sharply from the least to
the most commercial farm areas, the regional varia-
tion in this relation was wide. In this relation -there
was the additional influence of farm wage workers
who are predominantly employed in the most corn-

TABLE 13.-Percentage of off-form movers who migrated, by median family income and percent commer-
dal farms in the county of origin, and by region'

Income, commercial farms, and region 2

Distance migrated

All movers
Did not
migrate

51-150 151-500
miles miles

Over 500
miles

Northeast
Median family income:

Under $3,500 100,0

$3,500 and over 74.9 11.8 7.2 6.1 100.0

Percent commercial farms:
0.0 to 9.9 71.7 13.1 12.1 3.0 100.0
10.0 to 29.9 77.0 11.5 6.7 4.8 100.0

30.0 and over 73.7 11.9 7.1 7.1 100.0

Total 74.9 11.8 7.2 6.1 100.0

North Central
Median family income:

Under $3,500 68.8 17.5 9.1 4.7 100.0

, $3,500 and over 76.2 10.3 7.2 6.3 100.0

Percent commercial farms:
0.0-9.9 74.6 12.0 8.5 5.1 100.0
10.0-29.9 77.0 11.5 6.7 4.8 100.0

30.0 and over 74.4 10.9 8.0 6.6 100.0

Total 75.7 10.8 7.3 6.2 100.0

South
Median family income:

Under $3,500 71.1 12.6 9.7 6.6 100.0

$3,500 and over 67.8 10.8 10.5 10.9 100.0

Percent commercial farms:
0.0-9.9 77.1 11.0 8.2 3.7 100.0

10.0-29.9 66.0 13.3 11.7 9.1 100.0

30.0 and over 56.8 9.4 11.1 22.7 100.0

Total 69.5 11.7 10.1 8.8 100.0
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TABLE 13.-Percentage of off -farm movers who migrated, by median family income and percent commer-
cial farms in the county of origin, and by region 1-Continued

Income, commercial farms, and region 2

Distance migrated

All movers
1)id not
migrate

51-150 151-500
miles miles

Over 500
miles

Plains
Median family income:,

Under $3,500 61.1 17.5 15.1 6.3 100.0,
$3,500 and over 57.:3 13.7 17.2 11.8 100.0

Percent commercial farms:
0.0-9 9 61.9 18.5 14.4 5.2 100.0,
10.0-29.9. 6:3.7 14.9 14.3 7.1 100.0'
30.0 and over 54.1 13.6 18.6 13.6 100.0

Total 58.0 14.3 16.8 10.8 1010.0

West
Median family income:

Under 83,500
$3,500 and over 54.8 15.3 15.6 14.3 100.0

Percent commercial farms:
0.0-9.9
10.0-29.9 62.4 12.7 13.0 12.0 100.0
30.0 and over 52.2 16.2 16.5 15.0 100.0

Total 54.8 15.3 15.1; 15.3 100.0

Nation'
Medina family income:

Under $3,500 68.7 14.2 10.8 6.3 100.0
$3,500 and over 66.1 12.5 11.7 9.8 100.0

Percent commercial farms:
- 0.0-9.9 75.0 11.9 8.0 4.1 100.0'

10.0-29.9 70.1 12.4 10.1 7.5 100.0
30.0 and over 61.3 13.2 13.4 12.1 100.0

Total 66 5 12.7 11.5 9.2 100.0

' See footnote 1, table 10._
Commercial farms were defined as farms with sales of $10.000 and over.
The continental United States excluding Alaska.

inertial fanning areas. It is not clear whether this
concentration of farm wage workers also affected
the differences in migration patterns noted between
high anti low family income counties. Nevertheless,
the significant fact is that neither low income areas
nor areas lacking a commercialized agriculture have
high migration rates, and consequentlyirthat farm
workers in such areas rely primarily on local labor
markets for nonfarm employment opportunities.

Proximity to employment centers

One of th° most interesting factors related to the
propensity of migration among movers is their
initial proximity to an SMSA. While it would seem
reasonable to hypothesize that the closer a potential
mover was to an SMSA, the less he would need to
migrate, in fact movers from counties within 50
miles of an SMSA had the highest proportion of
migrants (table 141.12 Once again, the effect of the

The extraordinarily high proportion of migrants from
counties over 150 miles from an SMSA in the North Cen-
tral region :vas associated with a very small number of
movers.
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concentration of farm wage workers around SMSA's
can be cited to help explain this phenomenon. But
there are other factors which appear to be impor-
tant. First, differences in the proportion of migrant
movers were most marked in the South and in the
Plains region. The South had a high percentage of
hired farm workers, mostly in counties close to
an SMSA, and therefore could be expected to have
higher proportions of migrant movers from such
counties. The majority of counties in the South and
in the Plains are far from large metropolitan areas
and these labor markets are the magnets for the
unskilled migrants. Moreover, the high incidence of
Negroes in the southern farm labor force, mostly in
counties close to SMSA's, contributed to the pro-
pensity for long-distance migration in that region.

Industry of nonfarm employment 1

The distribution of migrant movers among the
industries to which they moved depended on the
relative attractiveness of industries to all off -farm
movers, as well as on the relative capacity of
dustries to draw movers over long distances. To



TABLE 14.-Percentage of off-farm movers by proximity to employment centers. and by region'

Region, and proximity to employment center 2

Distance migrated

Did not
migrate

51-150 151-500
miles miles

Over 500
miles All movers.

-.Northeast
0-50 miles 73.8 12.8 7.5 5.9 100.0

51-100 miles 77.4 8.4 5.9 8.3 100.0

101-150 miles 75.2 8.3 8.3 8.3 100.0

Over 150 miles 82.8 9.5 7.1 0.6 100.0

Total 74.9 11.8 7.2 6.1 100.0

North Central
0-50 miles 71.6 12.4 8.5 7.5 100.0

51-100 miles 83.3 7.9 5.1 3.7 100.0

101-150 miles 83.4 8.4 5.9 2.3 100.0

Over 150 miles 47.5 6.8 8.5 37.3 100.0

Total. 75.7 10.8 7.3 6.2 100.0

South
0-50 miles 58.1 14.6 13.9 1 3.4 100.0

51 -100 miles 83.9 7.7 5.5 3.0 100.0

101A50 miles 79.9 11.5 .5.2 3.3 100.0

Over 150 miles 100.0

Total 69.5 11.7 10.1 8.8 100.0

Plains
0-50 miles 45.6 14.6 21.1 18.7 100.0

51-100 miles 67.6 14.1 13.9 4.4 100.0

101-150 miles 69.2 12.7 11.7 -6.4 100.0

Over 150 miles 68.1 15-.2 13.8 2.0 100.0

Total 58.0 14.3 16.8 10.8 160.0

West
0-50 miles 51.6 16.6 16.9 14.9 100.0

51-100 miles 63.2 12.0 8.6 16.2 100.0

101-150 miles 65.8 13.7 9.5 11.1 4, 100.0

Over 150 miles 51.8 12.7 26.2 9.3 100.0

Total. 5-1.8 153 15.6 143 100.0

Nat ion
0-50 miles 60.9 14.2 13.2 11.8 100.0

51=100 miles 77.6 9.6 7.5 5.4 100.0

101-150 miles 74.5 11.3 8.5 5.8 100.0

Over 150 miles 65.1 13.8 15.7 5.4 100.0

Total 66.5 12.7 U.S 9.2 .100.0

'See footnote 1, table 10.
Proximity to an employment center was measured as the distance of the county of farm employment from the nearest

SMSA.
The continental United States excluding Alaska.

examine the first question the distribution within
industries was computed for migrant and nonmi-
grant movers (table 15). Most movers found jobs
in manufacturing and in wholesale and retail trade;
construction and service industries were also im-
portant sources of employment.13 The relative im-
portance of an industry as a source of employment
did not change consistently with distance migrated.

"Service industries in this study included finance. insur-
ance, and real estate, as well as the industries classified as
service industries in the Standard Industrial Classification.

However, a higher proportion of migrants found
jobs in construction, and a smaller proportion ob-
tained jobs in manufacturing.

The capacity of industries to draw migrants is
more clearly shown by the distribution of migrant
and nonmigrant movers by industry (table 16). An
average of 43 percent of movers entering the con-
struction industry were migrants whereas only
about 29 percent of those finding manufacturing
jobs were migrants. Government employment also
tended to attract a relatively high proportion of
migrants.
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TABLE 15.-Percentage distribution among industries of migrant and nonmigrant off-farm movers, the
nation l

Industry of nonfarm employment:

Distance migrated

Did not 51-150 151-500 Over 500
migrate miles miles miles All movers

Primary,industries 3.3 2.5 3.5 2.5 3.2
Construction 11.9 19.0 18.1 17.1 14.0
Manufacturing 27.8 25.3 25.8 27.9 27.3
Utilities 5.8 5.5 4.4 5.6 5.6
Wholesale and retail trade 29.2 23.1 23.9 26.5 27.5
Services 15.2 14.5 15.8 16.2 15.4
Government 6.7 10.1 8.5 4.3 7.1

' See footnote 1, table 10.
The continental United States, excluding Alaska.
Primary industries included agricultural services. for-

estr, fishing and mining. Service industries comprised fi-
nance, insurance and real estate, as well as industries classi-
fied as service industries in the Standard Industrial Classi-
fication.

TABLE 16.-Percentage of migrant and nonmigrant off-farm movers, by,industry, the nation'. 2.

Industry of nonfarm employment:

Distance migrated

All movers
Did not
migrate

51-150 151-500
miles miles

Over 500
miles

Primary industries 70.0 10.1 12.8 7.3 100.0
Construction 56.6 17.2 14.9 11.3 100.0
Manufacturing 68.0 11.7 10.8 9.5 100.0
Utilities 69.3 12.4 9.1 9.2 100.0
Wholesale and retail trade 70.5 10.6 10.0 8.9 100.0
Services 86.5 12.0 11.8 9.7 100.0
Government 62.7 -18.0 13.7 5.6 100.0

See footnotes 1 and 2, table 10.
'See footnote 3. table 15.

Change in earnings

Comparison of the change in earnings resulting
from off-farm mobility with the distance migrated
by movers, revealed no uniform decline in losses or
increase in gains with distance migrated. The rela-
tion between earnings and migration was appar-
ently too complex to be evident in such a simple
analysis. A multivariable analysis of this relation
is discussed in a later section.

Stability of employment

Two kinds of stability were examined in relation
to distance migrated by off-farm movers. Occupa-
tional stability was measured by determining
whether the individual was still exclusively non-
farm employed, had returned to farm employment,
or had failed to obtain social security-coverage, in
the year following the mobility period. Locational
stability was gaged by determining whether the
individual was still in the same county in the year
following the mobility period.

For the nation as a whole, an average of 73 per-
cent of all movers remained in exclusively nonfarm
employment, 18 percent returned to farm employ-
ment, and 9 percent failed to attain coverage (table
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17)." Locational stability was much lower. Only
46 percent of all movers stayed in the county to

_which they had migrated. Occupational stability
was only slightly higher for migrants. The distance
migrated had little influence on the stability of em-
ployment, but did reduce locational stability. Of
the nonmigrant movers (those who moved 50 .i.iles
or less) more than 60 percent remained in the same
county, whereas of those who had migrated up to
150 miles only 15 percent stayed on in the county
to which they had moved, and only 11 percent of
those who migrated over 500 miles remained in the
same county. Thus, persons who migrated in the
process of off-farm mobility were most likely to
migrate again in the following year.

The influence of migration on stability was also
examined by the size of the city chosen by off-farm
inovers.15 A priori, it was assumed that both occu-
pational and locational stability would- increase

"The classification "no coverage" includes some indi-
viduals who were working in noncovered jobs, those who
did not meet the minimum income requirements for partici-
pation. those who were retired, disabled, or dead. as well-as
those who were unemployed.

"These relations were examined for the years 1957-81.



TABLE 17.- Occupational and locational stability of migrant and nonmigrant off -jurm movers, the
nation', 2

Occupation and location in year following
mobility period

Did not
migrate

Distance migrated

51-150 151-500 Over 500
miles miles miles All movers

Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent

Still nonfarm, same county 46.7 6.4 5.1 3.3 32.9

Still nonfarm, different county 25.6 68.6 69.0 70.9
Farm employed, same county 15.5 9.0 8..5 7.3 1:3.1

Farm employed, different county 3.3 7.4 77 9.2 4.9

No coverage' 8.9 8.5 9.7 9.3 9.0

'.See footnote 1. table 12.

The continental United States. excluding Alaska.
'The classification "no coverage" includes some indi-

with city size, because larger labor markets would
afford individuals more choices of employment. No
relation was found between occupational stability
and distance-migrated for any city site. But over 80
percent of movers going to cities with populations
of over 1 million remained in nonfarm jobs, while
less than 70 percent of those going to places of less
than 50,000 stayed exclusively in nonfarm employ-
ment (table 18). More striking was the decrease in
the proportion of off -farm movers who returned
to farmwork_with increased city size: from 23 per-
cent of those who found nonfarm jobs in places-of
under 50,000 to about 12 percent of those who had
moved to-cities Of -over--1--inillion., As might be ex-
pected, migration increased with the size of city
chosen by migrants. Employment stability-increased
with city size for migrants and nonmigrants alike.
The slightly greater occupational stability observed
among migrant movers was undoubtedly due to the

viduals who were working in noncovered jobs, those who
did not meet the minimum income requirements for partici-
pation, those who welt. retired, disabled. or dead. as well as
those who were unemployed.

fact that relatively more migrants went to the larger
cities where employment- opportunities were better.

The majority of off -farm movers did not go to
cities of 50,000 or over, although three-fifths of all
movers had had farm jobs within 50 miles of an
SMSA. The evidence adds support to the contention
that the farm labor force tends to rely on local
sources for nonfarm employment opportunities.

Conclusions

Most Off -farm movers do not migrate on leaving
agriculture. Those characteristics of the farm em-
ployed which are associated with high off -farm
mobility rates are associated also with a high pro-
pensity to, migrate; the proportion of migrants is
highest among off -farm movers who are young,
Negroes, or farm wage workers, and tends also to
he high among movers from prosperous farm areas,

TAB 7,E 18. Occupational and locational stability of off -farm movers by city size, the nation 1.2

Item

Distribution of all off-farm movers
Proportion of migrant off-farm movers

Occupation and location in year following mobility period
(percent distribution in each city size)

Still nonfarm, same county.
Still nonfarm, different county
Farm employed, same county
Farm employed, different county
No coverage'

City size of off-farm movers

I million
and over

250,000-
999,999

50,000 -Below
250,000 50,000

Percent
16.6
48.7

Percent
18.2
42.9

Percent Percent
13.8
38.9

51.4
23.9

26.4 29.7 30.5 35.3
54.2 46.2 40.7 31.9
8.2 10.7 11.8 17.9

4.1 5.0 6.4 5.1
7.1 8.4 10.5 9.9

' Cotnputed from Social Security data: Distance migrated
was measured as the direct mileage between the center of
population in the county of farm employment and the cen-
ter of population in the county in which the mover's major
nonfarm job was located. All movers who moved 50 miles
or less were classified as non-migrants. The proportions in
the table are weighted averages of the three mobility periods

in the years 1957 to 1961.
The continental United States. excluding Alaska.

'The classification "no coverage" includes some indi-
viduals who were working in noncovered jobs, those who
did not meet the minimum income requirements for partici-
pation. those who were retired, disabled, or dead. as well as
those who were unemployed.
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in close proximity to employment centers. Migrant
and nomnigrant movers differ little in their choice
of industries but migrants are attracted more than
other movers to jobs in construction and in govern-
ment. Persons who migrate when they-leave farming
are most likely to migrate again, but are slightly
less likely to return to farm employment. Short-run
occupational stability is related to the size of the
labor market; movers are more likely to remain in
nonfarm. employment" if they first find jobs in large
cities. However, the majority of movers seek em-
ployment on small local labor markets. Those who
:migrate, particularly those who migrate long dis-
tances, do so mainly to find jobs in large cities.

These observations all point to a generalization
of considerable importance; namely, that it is those
.farm-employed -persons who rely on small local
labor markets for a= nonfarm job who have the
lowest probability of successfully moving out of
farm employment.

The Migration Patterns of Nonfarm-Farm
Movers

It has already been established that in-farm
movers predominantly are persons who had previ-
ously left agriculture, but had failed to establish
themselves in nonfarm employment and returned to
farm work. It would appear to follow, therefore,
that in most respects in-farm movers and off-farm-
movers would -exhibit similar migration patterns.

Analysis of the in-farm moves revealed a slightly
higher frequency of migration than was observed
among -off-farm -moves in- most regions-.1" This pat-
tern was evident among all age groups, but was more
marked for older movers. It was also more apparent
among non-Negroes and those who became farm
operators than among Negroes and those who be-
came farm wage workers. It seems probable that
many farm operators- did not sell their farms on
leaving the farm labor force, and were thus readily
able to return to farming when laid off from their
nonfarm jobs. Most farm operators are older per-
sons and non-Negro, and persons with these char-

"See appendix C for tables showing the migration pat-
terns of in-farm moves.

acteristies would have had the strongest community
ties.

Similarly, the proportion of migrants among in-
fant' movers tended to be uniformly. but only
slightly, higher than among off-farm movers, when
movers were compared by the family income, the
percentage of commercial farms. and the proximity
to labor markets, of the county in which they were
farm employed.

In-farm movers differed significantly from off-
farm movers, however, with regard to the short-run
stability of their change in employment. On the
average, only 63 -percent of the in-farm movers
were still farm employed a )ear later, and over 20
percent had returned to excksively nonfarm em-
ployment (table 191. Moreov-A., a higher propor-
tion of migrant in-farm move:F. remained in agri-
culture although, most of they did not remain in
the same county. Clearly, migrant ip--farm movers
were predominantly wage worlers.

In brief, the migration patterns of -in-farm and
of off-farm movers were essentially similar. The
most migratory among the in-farm movers, as
among the off=farm movers, were the young, tilos(
who had farm wage work, Negroes, and those who
were farm employed in counties having relatively
high family incomes, a high proportion of commer-
cial farms, and located within 50 miles of an SMSA.
The permanence of changes to farm employment
was relatively low. The proportion of in-farm
movers, particularly migrant in-farm movers, who
remained in farm jobs for at least 2 years was sig-
nificantly he than the proportion of off-farm
movers who remained in nonfarm employment.

Change in Earnings from Occupational
Mobility

In a sense the preceding discussion regarding the
high rate of both out-mobility and back-moveinent
foreshadows the results of the analysis of the effect
that mobility has upon the earnings of the persons
involved. It seems reasonable to assume that the
majority of those who change from farm to non-
farm employment do so with the expectation of
improving their income. But, as table 20 shows dra-

TABLE 19.Occupational and locational $tabillty of 'nig, 1.,t and nonmigrant in-farm nwers. the nation t.

Occupation and locasion in year following
mobility period

Nonfarm, same county ..
Nonfarm, different county . . ....... . . .

Still farm, same county... ......
Still farm, different county
No coverage

Distance migrated

1)id not
migrate

51-150
miles

15150(1
ni;les

Met 4)0
ini1es All movers

Percent Percent NMI!! Percent Percent
18.9 0.5 S. 7.0 15.1
3.9 R 1 f, r 9.7 5.7

38.5 5.1 5.7 3,6 26.4
23.4 59.1 60.7 62.4 36.7
15.3 18.0 10.7 17.3 16.0

1. 2. 3 See footnotes 1. 2. and 3. table 18.

202



TABLE 20.Percentage of mobile persons experiencing gains and losses the first year after leaving farm em-
ployment

Mobility period

Mean
gain in
earnings

Loss over
$W)

Loss, Gain, Gain, Gaits,
$1 $4!N) $04499 $500-1591/11 over $999

Dollars Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent

1957-58 36.73 26.3 21.9 22.6 11.7 17.5

1958-59 233.62 22.7 18.4 20.5 13.8 24.6
1959-60 212.20 22.1 20.0 20.9 14.1 22M

matically, a high proportion of those who change
occupations do not improve their income in the
short-run by change.

In each of the three periods of mobility studied,
more than 40 percent of those leaving fanning in
one year had lower incomes in -their nonfarm occu-
pations the following year. Indeed, the distribution
of gains and losses was such that the average gain
for all mobile-persms in the sample was relatively
modest. A reduction in earnings appears to be the
major element in the decision of many persons who
leave farm employment to return to it after 1 or 2
years of nonfarm work.

ShortRun Earnings

In order to determine, if possible, -what factors
were associated with a change in earnings the first
year following mobility, multiple regression anal-
yses were used. Since several of the variables were
discrete variables and many of the relationships
were believed to be nonlinear, a form of dummy
variable analysis was used. The equations were run
for the conterminous United States for three periods
and, after examining the results, the regressions for
the five regions were run with the 3 years' data
grouped."

The dependent variable in this analysis was the
change in earnings, positive or negative, experienced
by an individual who was farm employed in one
year and exclusively nonfarm employed in the sec-
ond year. The independent variables used were:
race, age (four age groupings), location of county
of farm employment relative to an SMSA (four
distance groups), major industry of nonfarm em-
ployment (eight industry groups), the distance be-
tween the county of farm employment and the
county of nonfarm employment (four groups), the
employment status of the individual in farming;
and the income level of the individual in his last
year of farm employment.

A summary of the results of these analyses is
shown in table 21. Several things are apparent from
the regression results. First, the independent vari-
ables do not explain a major portion of individual
variance in change in earnings following job 'no-

" The specific regression result:4 are included in appendix
D.

bility. Second, the net effectsas measured by the
regression resultsare often quite different from
those one finds from simple cross tabulations of in-
dividual characteristics and change in earnings.
This is because persons with certain characteristics
tend to follow certain mobility and migration pat-
terns, as explained earlier. Finally, the unavaila-
bility and omission of certain variables substan-
tially reduced the explanatory power of the
regression analyses.

Despite these problems the regression analyses
were useful, because several variables turned out
to be significant and consistently related to income
change. One of these was race. Negroes had signifi-
Candy lower income gains from occupational mo-
bility than non-Negroes, both at the national level
and in all regions but-the North Central and West.
This, of course, would account in part for the sig-
nificantly lower mobility rates found for Negroes
and discussed earlier.

Another significant variable was age over 44
years. In, every region and- in the nation, persons
who were mobile after age 44 had significantly
lower gains than younger age groups. By and large
there were no significant effects forage for persons
up to age 45.

Contrary to expectations, neither location of the
county of farm employment relative to SMSA or
the distance migrated was significantly related to
gains from occupation mobility. It is believed, how-
ever, that had city size of the area of nonfarm em-
ployment been included that it would have proven
to be positively and significantly related to income
gains. The reason for this belief is covered in the
section on long-run income results of mobility.

Only two of the industries of nonfann employ-
ment seemed consistently related to income gains
from mobility. These were wholesale and retail
trade and government; both were negatively re-
lated to income gains in all regions and at the na-
tional level. In addition, in three regionsthe
Northeast, North Central, and Plainsthere was a
significant negative relationship between employ-
ment in the construction industry and income gains
from mobility.

The location of the farm employment of the job
changer gave mixed results. In the equation for the
nation as a whole, location was not significant.
However, in the Northeast, North Central, and
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TABLE 21.Results of regression analyses of change in earnings the first year following farm-nonfarm
mobility 1

Item

Conter-
minous
United
States
(1957)

North-
west

Race:
Negro
Omitted: White.

Age:
25-34 NS
35-44 NS
45 and over -
Omitted: Under 25.

Distance migrated:
51-100 miles +
101-150 miles. NS
151 miles or more NS
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Industry of nonfarm employment:
Mining NS
Construction NS
Utilities NS
Wholesale and Retail Trades -
Government -
Finance and Services NS
Military and Unknown NS
Omitted: Manufacturing.

Location relative to SMSA:
51-100 miles NS
101-150 miles NS
Over 150 miles NS
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Farm em loyment status:
Sin e-job farm wage worker NS
Multiple -fob farm wage worker +
Multiple-job farm operator-NFW NS
Multiple-job farm operator -SEO +
Omitted: Single-job farm operator.

Earnings in farming:
$1,200 to $1,799 - - NS NS
$1,800 to $2,399
$2,400 to $2,999
$3,000 and over
Omitted: Under $1,200

NS
NS

NS
NS
NS

NS

NS
NS

NS

NS
NS

NS

North
Central

NS

NS
NS

NS
NS

South Plains West

NS

- NS NS
NS -- NS

NS
NS

NS NS
NS NS
NS NS

NS NS- NS - NS- NS NS NS

- NS - NS- NS NS NS

NS

NS

NS

- NS NS- NS NS
NS NS NS

NS + +
NS
NS NS

+
NS

NS + +

NS
NS

' The signs indicate whether the relationship was significant at the .05 level and the nature of the relationship 'NS means
that the coefficient was not significantly different from zero at the .05 level.

NEW = nonfarm wage worker.
SEO = nonfarm self-employed.

South the greater distances from an SMSA were
negatively associated with income change from mo-
bility. Distance was never significant in the Plains
or Western regions where rural population is greatly
dispersed.

The beginning employment status of the mobile
worker also gave mixed results. At the national
level and in three of the regions the multiple-job-
holding wage worker received significantly higher
gains than single-job farm operators. The same held
for farm operators who were also self-employed in
the nonfarm sector before leaving farming. Thus.
it appears that nonfarmwork experience in and of
itself is not the prime factor, although significant
for farm wage workers.

The income of the individual in farming turned
out to be one of the most significant factors asso-
ciated with incomechange resulting from occupa-
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tional mobility. The relationship was negative in
the national analysis and in virtually all of the
regions; i.e., as income in farming rises, the abso-
lute level of income gain from changing jobs de-
clines. Thus, on the average, the lower income
workers in agriculture make larger absolute gains
from changing to nonfarm occupations than do
higher income workers in agriculture. This, on the
face of it, suggests that occupational mobility re-
duces disparity in incomes, but as we shall see in the
next section this is not true over a long period of
time.

The averages, however, do not tell the complete
story, for the distribution of gains and losses also
is important. Table 22 shows this distribution for
a single year which is representative of the other
years we observed. The persons with the lowest
earnings in agriculture (under $1,200) were heavily
concentrated in the groups of small gains and small



losses. As the level of earnings increased the distri-
bution of gains and losses changed, with the highest
income persons (over $3,000 most heavily concen-
trated in the large losses. As earnings rose there was
a steady rise in the proportion of job-changers who
lost $500 or more, but there wa's -not an offsetting
decline in the proportion gaining $1,000- or more.

A tabulation of gains according to the income
level of the county of farm employment did not
suggest any significant difference between low-
income and high-income counties.

All of these factors taken together seem to sug-
gest that the gains in earnings from changing from
farm to nonfarm employment are primarily a func-
tion of some individual characteristics rather than
of the areas where the individuals live. In other
words, race, age, beginning employment status, and
beginning income appear to he much more signifi-
cant than the location. of the area, the distance
migrated to nonfarm employment, or the industry of
nonfarm employment. As will be pointed out later,
initial income change appears to be an rmportant
determinant of whether the individual remains in
nonfarm employment; therefore, further identifica-
tion of the factors determining it appears highly
important.

Long-Run Earnings Experience of Mobile
Persons

It was our hypothesis that the initial change in
earnings is a relatively good indicator of the indi-
vidual's expected long-run earnings and that it
would be regarded as such by most persons who
changed occupations. Thus, we find that, especially
for low= income workers, the earnings merienc,: the
first year after mobility is an important determin ant
of the probability of the individuals returning to
farming.

The evidence suggests that there is a strong
relationship between short-run earnings change and
the long-run experience (table 23). Indications are,
however, that individuals who sustained large losses
in earnings in their first year after mobility had
higher long-run earnings than either those who had
small short-run losses or small short-run gains. This
is believed to be related to the different nature of
the individuals who had the large short-run losses;
i.e., they were mostly from those with higher earn-
ings from farm employment.

Since there is not a perfect relationship between
short-rim and long-run earnings, and since some
individuals certainly use more than a single year's
income experience as a guide to further changes
in occupation, we investigated the factors associated
with the long-run earnings after mobility.

In order to measure some of the significant net
relationships, a regression analysis similar to the one
discussed in the previous section was used. The
dependent variable in this ease was the mean earn-
ings in the years following occupational mobility. A
summary of the results is shown in table 24. rn gen-
eral, the results of this analysis were more satis-
factory, at least insofar as the explanatory power
of the Independent variables included.

-Several- variables were found to be significantly
associated with the mean earnings of persons who
left farming for nonfarm jobs. With few exceptions
they were quite consistent in 'both the national and.
regional analyses.

Race was a significant factor at the national level
and in each of the regions. Negroes had significantly
lower mean earnings than non-Negroes after
Mobility.

As in the earlier analysis, the relationship of age
to earnings was not a simple linear function. Once

TABLE 22.-Change in earnings of farm-nonfarm movers between 1957 and 1958
(Percentage of workers)

Earnings in 1957
Low;

over $499
Loss

$1-$499
Gain

$0-$499
Gain

$500-$999
Gain

over $999
Total

Under $1,200 9.7 29.9 30.7 13.6 16.1 100

$1,200 to $1,799 34.4 20.6 16.2 9.3 19.5 100

$1,800 to $2,399. 33.3 13' 19.3 12.8 21.0 100

$2,400 to $2,999 :39.2 12.7 14.9 12.9 20.3 160

$$,000 and over... 46.1 14.0 15.5 8.5 15.9 100

All moNe workers . 26.3 21.8 22.6 11.7 17.6 100

TABLE 23.-Long-run earnings of mobile workers, by size of short-run gains and losses

Change in earnings the first year after mobility

Mobility period
Loss over

$499
Loss

$1-$499 WC-a$41199

Gain
$500-$999 Over $4991

1957-58 $2,223 $1,755 $2,087 $2,564 $4,021

1958-59 2,132 1,653 2,000 2,509 3,882

1959-60 2,217 1,828 2,077 2,565 3,941
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TABLE 24.Results of regression analyses of factors related to average annual earnings of mobile farm
workers'

Item

r3onter-
minous
United
States
(1957)

North- North
west 14, Central South Plains West

Race:
Negro
Omitted: White.

Age:
25-34
35-44 .
45 and over
Omitted: Under 25.

Distance migrated:
51-100 miles
101-150 miles
151 miles or more
Omitted:-Under 51 miles.

Industry of nonfarm employment :
Mining
Construction
Utilities
Wholesale and retail trades
Finance and services
Government
Military and Unknown
Omitted: Manufacturing.

Location relative to SMSA:
51-100 miles
101-150 miles
Over 150 miles
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Farm employment status:
Single-job farm wage worker
Multiple-job farm wage worker
Multiple-job farm operator-NFW
Multiple-job farm operator-SE0
Omitted: Single:job farm operator.

Earnings in farming:
11,200,to $1,799.
$1,800 to $2.399
12,400 to $2,999
113,000 and over
Omitted: Under $1,200.

Expeliencel
Percent of years of covered employment

NS NS NS NS
NS NS NS

NS N'S NS NS NS
NS NS NS NS NS'
NS NS NS + NS

+ NS NS NS

NS NS NS NS NS
NS

NS NS- _ NS NS

NS NS NS + NS

NS NS
NS NS NS NS

7, NS NS
NS NS

+ + + + +
+ + + + ++ + .r + +
+ + + + +

NS
NS

.NS
NS
NS

NS
NS

NS
NS

NS
NS

' The signs indicate whether the relationship was significant at the .05 level and the nature of the relationship. NS means
that the coefficient was not significantly different from zero at the .05 level.

NFW = nonfarm wage worker.
SE0 = nonfarm self-employed.

again, those who were over 44 years old at the time
of mobility had significantly lower earnings in sub-
sequent years than the younger persons. There was
no apparent difference between the age groups up to
age 45. Thus, it appears that persons leaving farm
employment after age 44 incur both lower initial
gains in earnings and lower longer run earnings
after mobility than their younger counterparts.
Given these experiences it is little wonder that
the initial rate of outmovemcnt is very low among
those over 44 and that the subsequent backmove-
ment is very high. As our nonfarm labor market
has operated in recent years it has not been attrac-
tive to farm people over 44 years old.

In general it appears that the distance migrated
had no significant relationship to long-time earnings.
Although there was a significant relationship for one
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distance variable in the national analysis none of
the regions had a similar relationship, suggesting the
national equation in this case provides specious
results. Unfortunately the measures of city size
could not be included in-the regression analyst s. It
appears, however, that if they were included there
would be a significant positive relationship between
city size and long-run earnings. Gross tabulations
show such a relationship (table 25). However, as
pointed out earlier, long-distance migration is pri-
marily an action of the Negroes and the young,
characteristics which have offsetting effects in earn-
ings experience. Therefore, the main advantage of
the higher earnings associated with large cities
probably goes largely to those who leave farming in
nearby areas.



TABLE 25.-Long-term income experience of farm to nonfarm movers, 1957-58
[Mean earnings, 1957-631

City size in county of
nonfarm employment Total

Distance n-ye('

0-51 51-100 101-150 Over 151 Distance
miles miles miles miles unknown

Over 1 million $2,917 $3,159 $2,605 $3,027 $2,617 $2,482

250,000 to 999,999 2,627 2,750 2,567 2,481 2,460 2,152

-50,000 to 249,999 2,395 2,:361 :3,186 3,a5 2,089 2,599

Under 50,000 2,295 2,316 2,910 2,168 2,181. 2,153

Total 2,456 2,496 2,793 2,630 2,340 2,179

Three industries of nonfarm employment were
significantly related to long-run earnings. They
were construction, wholesale and retail trade, and
government. Persons entering these industries had
lower long-term than those entering manu-
facturing employment and the other industry
groups: These, of course, were the same industries
Which also had lower income gains the first year
after mobility, showing the close relationship be
tween the_ initial experience and the long-run
experience.

Whereas the location of farm employment had no
apparent relationship to initial income change-from
mobility, it was significant in long-term earnings
experience. Persons whose farm employment was in
locations more remote from SMSA's had signifi-
cantly lower long-term earnings than those whose
farm employment was within 50 miles of an SMSA.
This is due largely to the fact that most people who
leave farm jobs take their nonfarm employment in
the local areas. These more remote local areas often
have-lower earnings for a given occupation than do
those labor markets in and near the larger cities;
therefore, the long-term earnings of those in more
remote areas is lower even though their absolute
gains from the change is about the same.

The relationship between beginning employment
status in farming and long-time earnings after
leaving farming are not completely clear. For in-
stance, in the national analysis both single- and
multiple-job farm wage workers had lower long-
term earnings after mobility than single-job farm
operators. But, this relationship was statistically
significant in only two of the regions-the Northeast
and the South-even though farm wage workers in
all other regions had lo..er long-run nonfarm earn-
ings. Among the farm operator categories the situa-
tion was more consistent. For the nation and in
every region, persons who were multiple-job farm
operators prior to mobility had significantly lower
long-run earnings than single-job farm operators.
On the other hand, those multiple-job farm opera-
tor who had nonfarm self-employment prior to
mobility had consistently higher long-run earnings
after leaving farming.

There are plausible reasons for this. Farm opera-
tors who simultaneously hold nonfarm wage jobs

prior to leaving farming obviously have such jobs
within commuting distance of their farm. More than
likely their nonfarm job is chosen in part, with _their
farming in mind. Moreover, when they leave farm-
ing, it usually is to devote their time exclusively to
their present nonfarm job. Therefore, when -they
become exclusively nonfarm employed it is likely
to be in a job partially circumscribed by -their
earlier farm employment. Single-job_ farm operators,
however, may be less circumscribed both as to loca-
tion and type of nonfarm work since they apparently
go directly from farming to nonfarm employment.

The case of the farmers who -had -nonfarm self-
employment appears to be one of individuals who
leave farming because they believe that it prevents
their reaching their full potential in their nonfarm
employment. They have both high initial gains arid
high long-run earnings, suggesting that their expec-
tations of income-gains tend to be substantiated.

One of the most important sets of variables re-
lated to long-term earnings experience after leaving
farming is the. earnings level of the individual in
fanning. This relationship was positive and in-
creased in magnitude as one went up the earning,
scale. Thus, while low income farmworkers received
the largest average initial gains, in the long run
there was a strong positive relationship between
earnings in agriculture and subsequent nonfarm
earnings. This suggests that those characteristics
which cause an individual to be poor in fanning are
likely to have the same effect in nonfarm employ-
ment. Or to put it another way, farm-nonfarm occu-
pational mobility does not seem to close the income
gap between the poor and those betteroff-indeed it
may widen it.

A final variable in the analyses was the proportion
of years after initial mobility that the individual
had covered employment. Not surprisingly, the
higher proportion of the years that an individual
was employed, the higher average long-run earnings.
Employment stability as well as other factors is
intliortant to one's income, and it will be discussed
in the next section.

In general, long-term income is related to many
of the factors associated with the initial change in
income following occupational mobility. Age and
race had the same negative relationship to long-term
earnings as to the initial gains. Entering nonfarm
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employment in construction, wholesale and retail
trades, and government had the same depressing
effect upon long-term earnings as on an initial
change in earnings.

The proximity of an individual's farm employ-
ment to a larger urban area was found to not sig-
nificantly affect the change in short-run earnings
from mobility. Over the long run, however, those
closest to the larger labor markets had significantly
higher earnings than did those who were more
remote. This appears to be due to the higher rates
of earnings in these larger labor marktifts.18

The effect of beginning employment status was
more important to long-term earnings than to the
initial change and in general the relationships were
reversed. Previous nonfarm wage employment had a
positive. relationship to initial change in earnings for
farm wage workers and a negative relationship to
limg-run earnings of both farm wage workers and
operators.

Perhaps the greatest differences came relative to
the individual's. previous earnings in agriculture.
Initial change in earnings was negatively associated
with farm income, whereas long-run earnings experi-
ence was strongly and positively related to previous
farm income.

Occupational Instability and Income

The relationship between gains in earnings, long-
run earnings, and subsequent backmovement to
farming appear very important. Therefore, we fat-
tempted to devise a measure of employment stabil-
ity by measuring shifts between farm employment,
nonfarm employment, and no covered employment.
Using the classification described in appendix A, we
coded the employment status of each individual each
year. We then calculated the changes in this code
for each individual, summed the changes without
regard to sign and used the resulting value as an
index of instability. The lowest value of the index
(1) means the individual made a single occupation
change (farm to nonfarm) in the period understudy
and then maintained his nonfarm status continu-
ously. A high value means the individual changed
from one status to another (including no coverage)

-in almost every year.
The relationship between our index of instability

and earnings is shown in table 26. It shows that as
occupational instability rises mean earnings per
year over the 7-year period drop sharply. The
reasons for the decline in average earnings are two-
fold: the number of years of covered employment
drops sharply a ad the earnings per year of covered
employment also drop markedly. Persons subject to
high degrees of employment instability thus suffer
from two problemsfrequent unemployment and
low earnings when they are employed.

" This higher rate was noted in Hathaway (3).
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TABLE 26.Employment instability, earnings, and
years of covered employment for persons making
farm to nonfarm occupation changes between
1957 and 1958

Index of
occupational

instability

Mean
earnings
per year
1957-63

Mean
years of
covered
employ-

betweenm en t
1957

and 1963

Mean
earnings

per
year of
to
employ-

ment

1 $3,416 7.0 $3,416
2 2,968 g.0 2,968
3 2,320 6.4 2,225
4 1,073 4.8 1,565
5 631 4.0 1,104
Total, all mobile

workers in
195758 82,458 6.3 $2,731

In order to identify some factors associated with
employment instability we used regression analyses
similar to the two previous ones, with the instability

-index as the dependent variable (table 27).1°
'These analyses included the income change ex-

operienced in the first year of nonfarm employment
as an independent variable, on the belief that
persons who make gains in their first year of non-
farm employment are likely to remain in nonfarm
occupations. This assumption appears to be corect.
In the national analysis and each of the regions the
change in income the year following mobility was
positively associated with subsequent. occupational
stability.

Surprisingly, race was not associated with occu-
pational instability in any regional analysis or in
the. national one. Despite the fact that Negroes
average smaller initial gains and lower long-run
earnings upon leaving farming, there is no evidence
that they are subject to less occupational stability
or more frequent backmovement into farming than
whites.

The age of the out -mover from farming turned
out to be strongly related to subsequent occupational
'nobility. Every age group above age 24 was posi-
tively related to instability in every regional analy-
sis and the national. Moreover, for each older age
group the relationship was larger; thus, the older
the individual when he left agriculture the higher
the subsequent level of occupational instability and,
as we 'found earlier, the rate of backmovement into
farming.

Neither the distance the individual migrated to
his nonfarm employment nor the location of the

' The grouping of the 3 years in the regional analyses
probably reduced the R.2 of these regressions, inasmuch as
the maximum value under the index may be a function of
the number of years involved. Since the regional equations
were very similar to the 3-year national equations, the
grouping of years seems to make little difference.



TABLE 27.Results of regression analysis of factors relating to occupational instability of farm-nonfarm
job changers'

Item

Conter-
minous
United
States
(1957)

North-
west

North
Central South Plains West

Income change
Race :

- - - -
Negro NS NS NS NS NS NS

Omitted: white.
Age:

25-34 -I- + + NS + +
35-44 + + + + + +
45 and over + + + + + +
Omitted: Under 25.

Distance migrated:
51-100 miles + NS NS NS NS NS

101-150 miles NS NS NS NS NS NS

151 miles or more NS NS + NS NS NS

Omitted: Under 51 miles.
Industry of nonfarm employment:

Mining + NS NS NS NS -I-

Constructidn + NS + NS NS NS

Utilities NS NS + NS NS NS

Wholesale and Retail Trades .. ... + + + + NS NS

Finance and Services + NS NS- NS NS NS

Government NS NS NS NS NS NS

Military and unknown NS NS NS NS NS NS

Omitted: manufacturing.
Farm employment status:

Single-job farm wage worker NS NS _
Multiple-job farm wage worker
Multiple-job farm operator-;VFW
Multiple-job farm operator -SEO NS
Omitted- Single-job farm operator.

Earnings in farming:
$1,200 to 1,799
$1,800 to 2,399
$2,400 to 2,999
$3,000 and over
Omitted: Under $1,200.

Location relative to SMSA:
51-100 miles
101-150 miles
Over 150 miles
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

-

NS
NS
NS

-

NS
NS
NS

--

NS
NS
NS

-̂

NS
NS
NS

--

NS
NS
NS

--

NS
NS
NS

1 The signs indicate whether the relationship was significant at the .05 level and the nature of the relationship. NS means
that the coefficient was not significantly different from zero at the .05 level

NEW = nonfarm wage worker.
SEO .--- nonfarm self-employed.

originating county relative to SMSA's appeared
related to subsequent occupational stability. Long-
distance migrants or those living in areas distant
from large urban areas do not appear to be subject
to greater occupational instability, as some have
suggested.

Neither does the nonfarm industry entered by
movers seem to have a major effect upon subsequent
occupational stability. Several industries (mining,
construction, wholesale and retail trade, and fi-
nances and services) appeared related to greater
instability in the national analysis; but, with the
exception of wholesale and retail trade none of
them were so related in the regional analyses.

Beginning employment status was related to occu-
pational stability after farm-nonfarm mobility.

Hired farm workers showed significantly more sta-
bility after mobility than did single-job farm
operators at the national level and in three of the
five regions. In the Northwest and South they were
not different from single-job farm operators.

Although previous nonfarm work experience was
not found to be very significant in determining
either initial gains in earnings or long-time average
earnings after leaving farming, it turned out to be
highly significant in subsequent occupational sta-
bility. Those who had worked in nonfarm industries
prior to leaving farming had significantly more
stable occupational patterns after leaving far .ang.
Probably a combination of nonfarmwork experience
and seniority combined produce this effect, or it may
be due to the fact that multiple-job holders nor-
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malty do not cut their ties to agriculture until their
nonfarm employment situation is relatively well
established.

The individual's income in agriculture also turned
out to be significantly related to his subsequent
occupational stability. As the income from farm
employment rose the nonfarm job stability after
mobility also increased, and each higher income
class gained in this regard. The gross tabulations
did not suggest any relationship between the income
of the area of farm employment, however.

In general, occupational stability after leaving
farm employment appears to be a function of age,
previous nonfarmwork experience, income level in
fanning, and the income change experienced in the
first year of nonfarm employment. The young, the
higher income persons in farming, those with non-
farm work experience, and those making large in-
come gains in their first year of nonfarmwork tend
to have the -most stable occupational patterns.
These are the persons who leaVe farm employment
and stay out. Many of the others who take nonfarm
employment return to farming temporarily or per-
manently and thus account for the large backmove-
ment into farming discussed earlier.

Mobility, Migration, Earnings, and
Employment Stability

The interrelations between mobility, migration,
changes in earnings, and occupational stability are
many and complex. It appears reasonable to as-
sume that the major reason for both occupational
mobility and migration is primarily the hope of
economic gain. But, as we have seen, a very large
portion of the people who change from farm to non-
farm jobs do not achieve large initial economic gains
by the change. Long-run earnings appear closely
related to occupational stability and this in turn is
strongly associated with the short-run, first-year
earnings experience in nonfarm employment.

It is clear that to increase the occupational sta-
bility of farm- nonfarm job changers, two elements
are crucial. One is to improve their preparation for
nonfarmwork and the other is to find both general
and specific ways to help willing and able workers
to achieve the higher earnings they expect from
the change to nonfarmwork.

As the labor market functioned in the years we
have studied primarily the yOung have benefited
from farm-nonfarm job changes in terms of change
in earnings, long-run earnings, and occupational
stability. Given these facts, which are probably
observable to many farm people over 35, it is little
wonder that the mobility rates decline so markedly
with age and that there is a net inflow of older
workers to agriculture at times.

The labor market also appears to have operated
to the disadvantage of the Negroes in agriculture.
They has,: received lower initial gains and lower
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long-run earnings than whites. However, they do not
appear to be subject to any greater occupational in-
stability than whites.

Whereas a majority of the persons who change
from farm to nonfarm employment do so by enter-
ing the local nonfarm labor market, this opportunity
is less available to the farm-employed Negro in the
South, because of both local labor market discrimi-
nation and the generally limited nature of the
smaller labor markets for unskilled labor. As a
result, the Negro has lower mobility rates, a higher
incidence of migration if he does seek nonfarm em-
ployment, and is less likely to return to his area of
origin and to farming than the typical white em-
ployed in agriculture. This results in more concen-
tration of Negroes in the large cities and in net out -
movement from-farm employment that is as fast or
faster than for non-Negroes.

The importance of farm earnings to mobility and
future income appears complex. As mentioned,
earlier analyses by the authors on the same data
could not establish any differential mobility rate
related to income. The -current analysis may help
explain this unexpected finding.

First, the lower income groups do on the average
achieve larger first-year gains in income. This is
primarily because a given nonfarm income, repre-
sents a greater gain for those who start the lowest
However, we find that the lower income groups an
subject to much greater occupiti9nal instability
after taking nonfarm employmebt-and partially as
a result, they have significantly lower long -rur
average earnings.

One must conclude that_ in the case of long-rur
average earnings and occupational stability that thi
level of farm earnings must be serving as a proxy foi
one or more omitted variables. Some characteristic:
that account for low farm earnings must also ac
count for the occupational instability and lower
long-run earnings. One is tempted to name forma
education as the factor and it may be this, but ii
also may be initiative, ambition, and luck. In any
case, just raising the income of persons in farming
via some subsidy is not likely to improve their
experience in the nonfarm labor market and the real
factors need careful isolation. Of major importance,
however, is recognition that some crucial factors
determining farm income apparently are equally
crucial in determining nonfarm success, so that
change to nonfarm work will not in and of itself
solve the low-income problem of most of these
individuals.

The mobility rate for multiple-job farm workers
is much higher than for persons with farm employ-
ment only. But, this nonfarmwork experience does
not appear to improve an individual's short-run
change in earnings or his long-run earnings following
a change to exclusively nonfarmwork. It does, how-
ever, apparently increase his occupational stability
markedly after mobility, a factor of crucial import-
ance to the probability of moving back into farm
employment.



The location of farm employment does not appear
important to either income change from mobility or
to subsequent occupational stability. It does appear,
however, that persons in areas more remote from
larger cities have appreciably lower long-run earn-
ings. This suggests that the labor market in or near
large cities produces higher earnings for farm people
located relatively close to these urban labor markets
And who can take advantage of these better local
labor markets.

Persons from the areas classified as "low income
areas" did not appear to be handicapped in terms of
change in earnings from occupational mobility or
by greater instability after mobility. This casts
some doubt on the theory that the missing factor
accounting for much of the unexplained variation is
quaatity and quality of formal education. By and
large most individuals from these "low-income
arias" were products of the same educational sys-
tem and if this or some similar community-wide
factor were responsible it should be picked up by the
"low-income area" designation. It would appear that
our research findings would support the "adverse
selectively" for such areas however. We have meas-
ured mobility for a period which follows a long
history of mobility and migration from such areas.
It appears that over time those with certain char-
acteristics, including low farm earnings, tend to be
less successful in nonfarm employment and thus
return to their low income farm employment. Thus,
the process becomes cumulative and areas become
"low income areas" as a result of retaining or receiv-
ing such persons. Our research shows that the prob-
lems of rural "low income areas" is likely to be
perpetuated or even increased over time, because
so many persons from such areas are those wilo, for
one reason or another, are less- likely to succeed
Negroes, older workers, those with low incomes in
farmingand who usually will continue to be low
income persons if they return to farming.

Finally, long-distance migration, the worry of
many rural leaders, does not appear to produce
significantly higher financial rewards to the mi-
grants in either the short or long run. It is relatively
easy to use average aggregate data to prove- that
long-distance movement from the South to the
North and West should be highly rewarding. The
actual measurement of recent experience suggests,
however, that it does not work out that way in
practice.

On the other hand, the obvious financial attrac-
tion of the larger cities was clearly apparent in our
data. This leads to two conclusions: (1) that farm
people located close to a larger city have a sub-
stantial advantage in their quest for income im-
provement in tht, nonfarm labor market, and (2)
that long-distance migrants are likely to continue
to be attracted to large urban areas.

Conclusions and Implications

This report covers what the authors believe to be
the most extensive and comprehensive analysis done
on occupational mobility and earnings experience
through time. It has produced several conclusions at
direct variance with conventional theory and wis-
dom, and it leaves many puzzles and uncertainties.

Conventional theory tells us that occupational
mobility should tend to reduce disparities in in-
come between individuals and areas. Moreover,
casual observation suggests that the amazing reduc-
tion in the farm labor force over the past two
decades has worked smoothly and to almost every-
one's advantage. And, some conventional wisdom
has suggested that most low income farm problems
could be solved if the rate of outmovement of farm
people could be increased.

Our research results challenge many of these,
beliefs. First, we find that all other things being
equal, mobility rates from farm to nonfarm em-
ployment are lower for Negroes, older workers,
farm operators, persons from low income rural areas,
and persons in areas more remote from larger urban
areas. Many of the gross data showing otherwise
are either showing migration instead of occuptional
mobility and fail to adjust for age distributions and
other population characteristics.

Most farmworkers do not migrate far when they
change to nonfarth employment. Long-distance mi-
gration is primarily a phenomenon of the young and
of the southern Negro. And, there is no evidence that
long-distance migration pays economic dividends.
No relationship between distance migrated and
short-run and long-run economic gains was found.

An amazingly high rate of outmobility from farm
employment was found in this study, confirming our
earlier work and strengthening our belief that the
problem of agricultufal adjustment is not one which
requires a higher rate of gross outmovement. But, a
high proportion of the persons taking nonfarm em-
ployment in a given year eventually return to farm
employment at ieast for some period, primarily be-
cause their expectations of higher nonfarm earnings
are not realized. More than 40 percent of those
changing from farm to nonfarm employment in the
years studied had lower earnings in their nonfarm
job than the last year in their farm job. Most of
those with such adverse income experience return to
farm employment, thus reducing the net outmove-
ment to a fraction of those who try to leave farm -
work.

Our analysis of factors associated with change
in earnings show that Negroes, those over 45 years
old, and those with higher earnings in agriculture
receive the least initial gains. The long-run earnings
experience, however, shows that Negroes, those over
45, those located further from large cities, and those
with the lowest earnings in farm employment tend
to have the lowest average long-run earnings after
moving to nonfarm employment. Finally, older per-
sons, those without previous nonfannwork experi-
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enee, and those with low farm incomes have the
greatest occupational instability after changing to
nonfarniwork, suffering both from frequent periods
without covered employment and from low earnings
when employed. Many of these people return to
their low-income position in agriculture.

Thus, the mobility process as it has worked would
seem to operate to widen the income gap between
commercial agriculture and the low income persons
in farming. It would also appear to widen the gap
between the Negroes and whites who leave farming,
and between the income groups after they leave
their farm jobs. Thus, much of the low income prob-
lems in agriculture may be transferred to rural
nonfarm and urban poverty by the mobility process,
rather than eliminate it.

There also is little in our results to suggest that
the "low income area" problem will be solved by
the process ormobility; indeed the contrary appears
more likely. The gross occupational mobility in such
areas is lower than in more prosperous areas, proba-
bly because of the sparsity of loCal nonfarm employ-
ment opportunities in the poorer areas. Moreover,
the backmovement into farm employment in low
income rural areas is higher than for the more
prosperous areas, largely because a majority of the
individuals in the low income areas have one or
more of the characteristics that reduce the proba-
bility of their success in nonfarm employment.

The mobility process out, of farm employment
might be represented as "Many are called but few
are chosen." The problem, then, would appear not
to devise policies to increase the number of farm
people who try-nonfarm employment, but to develop
policies whereby the proportion who succeed in their
efforts at occupational mobility is substantially
increased. If the large backmovement into agricul-
ture came in spite of more rewarding nonfarm
employment, then it could be considered a value
preference. But, it does not and all indications are
that the backmovement is the result of economic
experiences. This is not to say that the nonfarm
labor market is paying less to the farm-nonfarm
movers than their productivity warrants, although
it appears likely -that discrimination is involved in
the case of Negroes and older workers. Of major
importance is to find out why farm people with
certain characteristics fare so badly in nonfarm
employment and then develop policies to either
change the characteristics of the individuals or the
nature of the labor market they must enter.

Summary of Findings

This is a report of an extensive analysis of the
impact of job mobility and migration upon indi-
viduals classified as farm wage workers or farm
operators under social security coverage. The data
are unique in that they make it possible to follow
the same individuals over a period of years.
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The main conclusions were as follows:
(1) Since many characteristicsrace, income,

farm status, etc.are interrelated, gross data on job
mobility and migration can be highly misleading.
The net effects of these characteristics can be quite
different.

(2) Occupational mobility is most commo
among the young, farm wage workers, whites, and
individuals from high income counties located close
to SMSA's.

(3) Most persons who moved into agriculture
were those who had earlier left for nonfarm jobs.
Thus, the backinovers exhibited about the same
characteristics as off-farm movers. The backmove-
ment rate was higher relative to outmovement in
low income counties than high income counties and
for older persons.

(4) Long-distance migration when changing,jobs
is a function of age, race, sex, county of origin, and
farm status before moving. The young, Negroes,
males, low income persons, and those from high
income counties were the most common long-dis-
tance migrants: Surprisingly, people employed on
farms closest to SMSA's tended to move further
when changing occupations than those located
further from our cities.

(5) The average gains in income from leaving
farm employment were low, and almost half- of all
who took nonfarm jobs in a given year made less
in their first year of nonfarm employment than in
farming. Those who suffered losses in income were
most likely to return to agriculture.

(6) Gains in income from changing jobs were
associated with the young, whites, the low income
persons in agriculture, farm wage workers, living
close to an SMSA, and living in a high income
county. Those who left farming for government or
wholesale and retail trade had smaller gains in
income.

(7) Long-term earnings after changing occupa-
tions were highest for those with steady nonfarm
employment, who were white, had high incomes in
farming before leaving farm operations, and who
were young when they left farming.

(8) Those who went to cities of over 1 million in
population had much higher long-term incomes.
Long-distance migrants did not have long-term
earnings as high as short-distance movers.

(9) Occupational stability after changing jobs
was greatest for the young, persons with higher
incomes in farming, who were farm wage workers
in agriculture, and came from high income counties.
Those who entered wholesale and retail 4racle indus-
tries subsequently had less employment stability.

(10) In general, the mobility process works less
well for those who need it the most. It appears that
it may result in a widening of income differentials
between high and low income farm people and high
and low income areas.

(11) In order to improve the incomes of the low-
est income groups more local development and



employment opportunities are needed. Most farm
people do not move far when they change jobs; but
it still pays them best to move to large cities. Until
this can be changed we can expect a continuing
influx of rural people into large cities and a widen-
ing gap between the rural poor and our urban areas.
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Appendix A: Definition of Terms
Many of the terms used in this research report

have specific meanings that are associated with the
nature of the basic data, Social Security Admin-
istration records. Therefore, the precise definitions
used are presented to avoid confusion or misunder-
standing of the results. They were developed with
an eye both to common usage of the terms and our
past experience with the data.

The employment status data is carried in the
Social Security records in the following code:

Se Ij-employment
indication Wage indication

0 None 0 None
1 Farm 1 Farm
2 Nonfarm 2 Nonfarm
3 Farm and 3 Farm and

nonfarm nonfarm

From these codes the following
were specified:

latex
value' Employment status

classifications

Self-employment
and wage
indication

00
01

10, 11

03,21,23

0 No coverage
2 Farm wage worker (FW)
2 Self-employed farm operator

(SEF)
3 Farm wage worker and nonfarm

jobs (multiple-job wage worker)
3 Self-employed farmer and self-

employed other (multiple-job
farm operator)

3 Self-employed farmer and non-
farm wages (mutiple-job farm
operator)

4 Nonfarm wage worker (NFW)
4 Nonfarm self-employed (SEO)

Used to compute occupational stability,

30,31,32.33

12, 13
02
20.22

Farm employment. Persons having any category
of farm employment during the year in question,

Nonfarm employment.Persons whose employment
was exclusively in nonfarm industries in the year
in question.

Multiple-job holdenPersons with both farm and
nonfarm coverage in-the year in question.

Occupational mobility.The movement from some
category of farm employment in one year to ex-
clusively nonfarm employment in another year
or vice versa.

Off-farm mobility.A change from some category
of farm employment to excluSively nonfarm em-
ployment.

Migration.The distance between the county of
farm employment and the county of nonfarm em-
ployment, measured by using the Census coordi-
nates for the.population center of the county.

In-farm mobility.A change from exclusively non-
farm employment to some category of farm
employment.

Industry of nonfarm employment.The industry of
employment from which the individual obtained
the highest earnings.during the year. The industry
breakdown used and the corresponding Standard
Industrial Classification Code as follows:

Standard hulustrial
Industry Classification Code
Primary industries 02, 07-09. 10-14
Construct ion 15-17
Manufacturing 19-39
Utilities 40-49
Wholesale and tend! trade 50-59
Finance. insurance, and services 60-89
Government 90-98
Unknown 99

The regions were defined as follows:
Northeast.Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire,

Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode Island, New
York, New Jersey, Maryland, Delaware, Penn-
sylvania, District of Columbia

North Central.Wisconsin, Michigan, Illinois, Indi-
ana, Ohio, Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri

South.West Virginia, Virginia, Kentucky, Ten-
nessee, North Carolina, South Carolina, Arkansas,
Louisiana, Missouri, Alabama, Georgia, Florida

Plains.North Dakota, South _Dakota, Nebraska,
Kansas, Oklahoma, Texas, Montana, Wyoming,
Colorado, New Mexico, Idaho, Utah, Arizona

West.Washington, Oregon,.California, Nevada

Appendix B: Estimates of Net Differences
in Off-Farm Mobility Rates

The probability that an individual will move out
of farm into exclusively nonfarm employment, P,
can he expressed as a function of such attributes as
Iris age, A, his farm employment status, S, his prox-
imity to an employment center, L, etc. Evidence of
the probability of off -farm mobility is given by the
proportion of farm-employed persons identified by
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having similar characteristics (for example, a simi-
lar age, employment status, and location) who
moved out of agriculture. In this analysis, there-
fore, the observation unit was a group of individuals
of common characteristics. Because the relation
between mobility -and the continuous variables, such
as age and location, was hypothesized to be non-
linear, all attributes were expressed as sets of "zero-
one" variables, each set comprising exhaustive and
mutually exclusive classes of the attribute. That is,.
the hypothesized functional relationship was of the
form, _

P =--- c aiAi + siSi -I-
1

lkLk u

where Af, S1, Lk are "zero-one" variables represent-
ing the in' age class, j" employment status group,
and k" location class, a1, sj and /k are the probabili-
ties of off-farm mobility corresponding to each
of these classes, c is an overall constant, and u is
a random disturbance term:

However, the equation cannot be fitted in this
form because the observation values corresponding
to the classes in each set sum to a common vector,
making the moment matrix singular. To avoid singu-
larity, one "zero-one" variable was omitted from
each set. This procedure has the effect of transform-
ing the fitted coefficients to estimates of differences

between the probability of off-farm mobility of
class of an attribute and of the omitted class of the
attribute. Omitting the first variable in each set, the
parameters estimated in the above example can be
written as (ai , (sj - s1), and (/k - /1). The
overall constant becomes an estimate of (c a1

si 11 , that is, of the mobility rate of the group
defined by all the omitted variables in the equation.
To obtain the estimated mobility rate of groups de-
fined by any other combination of attributes, the
coefficients of the relevant variables should be added
to the constant term.

Three different equations were fitted: (i) the off-
farm mobility rates of all farm-employed persons in
the nation as a function of farm employment status,
age, proximity to an employment center, and an
index of rurality; (ii) the off-farm mobility rates of
farm operators in the South also as a function of
employment status, age, proximity, and rurality;
and (iii) the off-farm mobility rate of farm wage
workers in the South as a function of these variables
and of race. Details of the variables are given in the
stub of the tables of results of these regressions
which follow. Each equation was fitted to data
pooled from three pairs of mobility periods, desig-
nated "recession," "recovery," and "stability," ac-
cording to whether the national unemployment rate
was rising, falling, or stable.

TABLE 28.-Results of equation (i): Determinants of off -farm mobility rates among all farm employed per-
sons, the nation, 1957-631

Number of observations
Multiple determination coefficient.
Standard error of estimate

Recession periods:
1957-58 and 1960-61

313
.815

10.38

Recovery periods:
1958-59 and 1961-62

312
.793

11.43

Stability periods:
1959=60 and 1962-63

312
.846

10.08

Independent variables
Partial regression coefficient: net difference between the mobility

rate of the given class and the omitted class of the attribute
Farm employment status:

Multiple-job wage worker
Single-job wage worker
Operator with nonfarm wage job
Operator with nonfarm self-employment
Omitted: Single-job wage workeA.

Age:

33.8'4(1.8)
-5.9"

7.9"
9.7"

34.4"(2.0)
-7.4"

9.6"
10.0"

37.5"(1.8)
-5.2"
12.7"
7.4"

25-34 -5.1"(1.7) -5.0**(1.8) -6.0"(1.6)
35-44 -7.1** -8.4" -9.8"
45 and older -10.6" -9.2" -11.8"
Omitted: Under 25.

Proximity to nearest SMSA:
51-100 miles -1.3 (1.7) -.9 (1.8) -.7 (1.6)
101-150 miles -.4 -1.2 -.1
Over 150 miles -2.4 -.2 -.9
Omitted: 0 to 50 miles.

Index of rurality of county:
Median family income $3,000 or over and

under 81 percent population rural 3.6' (1.7) -1.1 (1.8) -.8 (1.6)
Median family income $3,000 or over and

81 percent or more rural 1.3 -.4 -.1
Median family income under $3,000 and

under 81 percent rural 2.0 .0 2.1
Omitted: Under $3,000 and under 81

percent or more rural.
Constant term 14.2 17.5 15.6

Estimated from Social Security sample data.
Standard error or regression coefficients shown in parentheses.
"Significant at the .01 level (*.05 level), by a one-tailed t test.
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TABLE 29.-Results of equation (ii): Determinants of off -farm mobility rates among farm operators, the
South, 1957-63 1

Recession periods:
1957-58 and 1960-61

Recovery periods:
1958-59 and 1961-62

Stability periods:
1959-60 and 1962-63

Number of observations
Multiple determination coefficient
Standard error of estimate

36
.931

3.72

36
.916

4.49

36
.916

4.71

Independent variables
Partial regression coefficient: net difference between the mobility

rate of the given class and the omitted class of the attribute

Multiple-job status:
Operators with nonfarm wage job
Operators with nonfarm self-employment
Omitted: Single-job operators.

Age:

17.9*(1.5)
16.5"

21.2(1.8)
15.5"

22.3**(1.9)
14.9**

35-44 -.5 (1.5) -3.7. (1.8) (1.9)
45 and older -3.7" -4.5" -5.6**
Omitted: Under 35.

Proximity to nearest SMSA:
Over 50 miles -1.4 (1.2) -.4 (1.5) -.9 (1.6)
Omitted: 0-50 miles.

Rurality of county:
Under 81 percent population rural 3.3"(1.2) -.6 (1.5) 1.8 (1.6)
Omitted: 81 percent or more population

rural.
Constant term 3.3 7.3 6.1

Estimated from Social Security sample data.

Standard error or regression coefficients shown in parentheses.
**Significant at the .01 level (*.05 level), by a one-tailed t test.

TABLE 30.-Results of equation (iii): DeterMinants of off -farm mobility rates among farm wage workers,
the South, 1957-631

Recession periods:
1957-58 and 1960-61

Recovery periods:
1958-59 and 1961-62

Stability periods:
1959-60 and 1962-63

Number of observations 48 48 48-
Multiple determination coefficient .971 .958 .967
Standard error of estimate 5.19 5.98 5.26

Independent variables
'Partial regression coefficient: net difference between the mobility

rate of the given class and the omitted class of the attribute

Multiple-job status:
Multiple-job wage workers
Omitted: Single-job wage worker.

Age:
25-34
35 and older
Omitted: Under 25.

Race:
Nero
Omitted: Non-Negro.

35.7(1.5)

-10.6**(1.8)
-15.3**

-7.8**(1.5)

34.9..(1.7)

-7.7"(2.1)
-12.4**

-5.4**(1.7)

35.0**(1.5)

-8.5**(1.9)
-13.0"

-5.9"(1.5)

Proximity to nearest SMSA:
Over 50 miles -4.2**(1.5) -3.3* (1.7) -.6 (1.5)
Omitted class: 0-50 miles.

Rurality of county:
Under 81 percent population rural -.9 (1.5) -2.3 (1.7) 1.0 (1.5)
Omitted: 81 percent or more population

rural.
Constant term 25.0 22.1 19.3

' Estimated from Social Security sample data.

Standard error or regression coefficients shown in parentheses.
"Significant at the .01 level (*.05 level), by a onc-tailed t teat.
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Appendix C
TABLE 31.-Percentage of in-farm movers who had migrated, by demographic characteristics, and by

region 1

Region, race, and age

Distance migrated

All movers
Did not
migrate

51-150 151-500
miles miles

Over 500
miles

Race:
Northeast

Non-Negro 76.5 12.9 6.4 4.2 100.0
Negro 51.9 12.4 10.7 25.1 100.0

Age:
Under 25 68.8 1:3.2 9.2 8.8 100.0
25-34 71.9 13.5 6.8 7.8 100.0
35-44 73.2 13.8 6.8 6.1 100.0
45 and over 79.6 11.4 4.7 4.4 100.0

Total 73.4 12.8 6.9 6.8 100.0
North Central

Race:
Non-Negro 73.3 1L4 8.8 6.5 100.0
Negro 50.6 9.4 15.3 24.7 100.0

Age:
Under 25 67.4 14.5 10.8 7.3 100.0
25-34 70.3 11.6 10.7 7.4 100.0
35-44 72.8 10.4 8.4 8.4 100.0
45 and over 78.5 9.6 6.8 5.2 100.0

Total 72.9 11.4 9.0 6.8 100.0
South

Race:
Non-Negro. 69.7 12.3 11.3 6.9 100.0
Negro 61.8 13.1 14.2 10.9 100.0

Age:
Under 25 58.1 15.2 15.7 11.1 100.0
25-34 . 62.1 13.3 14.9 10.1 100.0
35-44 67.7 12.1 12.2 7.9 100.0
45 and over 76.2 10.6 8.2 5.0 100.0

Total 67.5 12.5 12.1 8.0 100.0
Plains

Race:
Non-Negro 57.4 14.5 16.3 11.9 100.0
Negro 53.0 20.5 19.7 6.8 100.0

Age:
Under 25 47.9 18.3 19.6 14.4 100.0
25-34 50.1 15.0 19.2 15.1 100.0
35-44 60.6 14.0 14.9 10.5 100.0
45 and over 67.1 12.2 12.9 7.8 100.0

Total 57.2 14.8 16.4 11.6 100.0
West,

Race:
Non-Negro. 51.9 14.9 14.3 19.0 100.0
Negro :37.2 14.2 23.0 25.7 100.0

Age:
Under 25 51.2 14.5 14.9 19.5 100.0
25-34 47.0 15.2 14.0 23.8 100.0
35-44 49.4 14.6 15.1 20.9 100.0
45 and over 56.3 15.1 14.:3 14.3 100.0

Total 51.4 14.8 14.6 19.2 100.0
Nation 2

Race:
Non-Negro 65.1 1:3.1 11.9 10.0 100.0
Negro 57.5 1:3.8 14.8 13.9 100.0

Age:
Under 25 57.9 15.4 14.5 12.3 100.0
25-:34 60.0 13.6 1:3.7 12.7 100.0
35-44 64.6 12.8 11.8 10.8 100.0
45 and over 71.9 11.5 9.5 7.1 100.0

Total 64.3 13.2 12.2 10.4 100.0

' Computed from Social Security data. Distance migrated
was measured as the direct mileage between center of popu-
lation in the county in which the mover's major nonfarm
job had been located and the center of population in the
county of farm employment. Individuals who migrated 50
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TABLE 32.-- Percentage of in-form movers who had migrated. by farm employment status, and by region'

Region and employment status

Distance migrated

All movers
Did not
migrate

51-150 151-500
miles miles

Over 500
miles

Northeast.
Farm wage work only 68.6 13.9 7.9 9.6 100.0
Farm self-employment only .... . 76.3 16.3 5.0 2.5 100.0
Farm wage work and nonfarm job 71.4 13.6 7.3 7.7 100.0
Farm self-employment and nonfarm wage job 84.5 8.5 5.3 1.3 100.0
Farm self-employment and nonfarm self- employment. 88.7 6.0 4.5 0.8 100.0

Total 73.4 12.8 6.9 6.8 100.0

North Central
Farm wage work only 65.5 13.0 10.9 10.6 100.0
Farm self-employment only 74.6 14.0 8.8 2.6 100.0
Farm wage work and nonfarm job 65.8 1:3.0 11.1 10.1 100.0
Farm self-employment and nonfarm wage job 82.6 9.3 5.9 2.3 100.0
Farm self - employment and nonfarm self-employment . 89.9 4.5 3.9 1.7 100.0

Total 72.9 11.4 9.0 6.8 100.0

South
Farm wage work only 60.1 13.3 14.8 11.9 100.0
Farm self-employment only . 70.2 15.3 10.9 3.6 100.0
Farm wage work and nonfartn job ...... .. .. ..... 61.1 13.7 14.4 10.9 100.0
Farm self-employment and nonfarm wage job ...... 78.7 11.1 7.7 2.6 100.0
Farm self-employment and nonfarm self-employment 88.4 5.1 5.:3 1.3 100.0

Total 67.5 12.5 12.1 8.0 100.0

Plains
Farm wage work only 48.9 18.5 18.5 14.3 100.0
Farm self-employment only 70.2 14.1 12.3 3.4 100.0
Farm wage work and nonfarm job 48.5 15.8 20.3 15.3 100.0
Farm self-employment and nonfarm wage job.. ... 71.9 12.7 10.0 5.4 100.0
Farm self-employment and nonfarm self-employment 89.5 6.4 2.8 1.3 1(10.0

Total 57.2 14.8 16.4 11.6 1(10.0

West
Farm wage work only 48.4 1:3.1 14.3 24.2 100.0
Farm self-employment only 65.3 18.1 12.5 4.2 100.0
Farm wage work and nonfarm job 48.9 15.5 15.7 19.9 100.0
Farm self-employment and nonfarm wage job.. ... 74.6 17.8 4.2 :3.4 100.0
Farm self-employment and nonfarm self-employment 83.2 6.1 4.6 6.1 100.0

Total 51.4 14.8 14.6 19.2 1(10.0

Nat ion 2
Farm wage work only 57.:3 14.5 13.9 14.4 100.0
Farm self-employment only 71.8 14.8 10.3 :3.2 100.0
Farm wage work and nonfarm job. 57.8 14.4 14.4 13.4 100.0
Farm self-employment and nonfarm wage job . .. .. 78.8 10.9 7.3 :3.1 100.0
Farm self-employment and nonfarm self-employment ... 88.8 5.4 4.2 1.6 100.0

Total 64.3 13.2 12.2 10.4 100.0

`Computed from Social Security data. Distance migrated
was measured as the dtteet mileage between center of popu-
lation in the county in which the mover's major nonfarm
job had been located and the center of population in the
county of farm employment. Individuals who migrated 50

miles or less wee classified
in the table are weighted av
in the years 1957 to 1963.

2 The continental United States. excluding Alaska.

as nonmigrants. The proportions
erages of the six mobility periods
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TABLE 33.-Percentage of in-farm movers who had migrated, by total earnings while farm employed, the
nation.1. 2

Total earnings while farm employed

Under $500
$500-$999
$1,000-$1,999
$2,000-$2,999
$3,000-$3,999
$4,000- $4,999
$5,000-$7,499
Over $7,499

......................

Total

Distance migrated

Did not
migrate

51-150
miles

151-500
miles

Over 500
miles All movers

56.4 14.3 15.4 13.9 100.0
58.6 14.6 13.4 13.4 100.0
63.1 13.0 12.7 11.3 100.0
64.9 14.0 11.6 9.5 100.0
70.0 11.6 11.0 7.4 100.0
73.5 11.6 9.4 5.6 100.0
77.9 11.3 7.3 3.4 100.0
77.3 9.8 7.1 5.8 100.0

64.3 13.2 12.2 10.1 100.0

' Computed from Social Security data. Distance migrated
was measured as the direct mileage between center of popu-
lation in the county in which the mover's major nonfarm
job had been located and the center of population in the
county of farm employment. Individuals who migrated 50

miles or less were classified as nonmigrants. The proportions
in the table are weighted averages of the six mobility periods
in the years 1957 to 1963.

2 The continental United States, excluding Alaska.

TABLE 34.-Percentage of in-farm movers who had migrated, by median family income and percent com-
mercial farms in the county of origin, and by region 1

Region, income, and percent commercial farms

Distance migrated

All movers
Did not
migrate

51-150
miles

151-500
miles

Over 500
miles

Northeast
Median family income:

Under $3,500
$3,500 and over 73.4 12.8 6.9 6.8 100.0

Percent commercial farms:
0.0 to 9.9 . 89.6 16.1 8.9 5.4 100.0
10.0 to 29.9 72.7 14.1 7.3 5.9 100.0
30.0 and over 73.8 12.0 6.7 7.5 100.0

Total 73.4 12.8 6.9 6.8 100.0

North Central
Median family income:

Under $3,500 63.6 17.0 14.2 5.1 100.0
$3,500 and over 73.8 10.8 8.4 7.0 100.0

Percent commercial farms:
0.0 to 9.9 70.2 13.2 11.1 5.5 100.0
10.0 to 29.9 74.2 10.8 7.9 7.2 100.0
30.0 and over 72.0 11.7 9.8 6.7 100.0

Total 72.9 11.4 9.0 6.8 100.0

South
Median family income:

Under $3,500 71.2 13.3 11.1 4.4 100.0
$3,500 and over 63.6 11.6 13.1 11.7 100.0

Percent commercial farms:
0.0 to 9.9 73.9 12.6 10.3 3.3 100.0
10.0 to 29.9 67.3 12.3 12.6 7.8 100.0
30.0 and over 50.2 12.7 15.6 21.5 100.0

Total 67.5 12.5 12.1 8.0 100.0

Plains
Median family income:

Under $3,500 60.8 18.6 13.9 8.7 100.0
$3,500 and over 56.3 14.0 17.0 12.7 100.0

Percent commercial farms:
0.0 to 9.9 64.0 16.5 12.9 6.6 100.0
10.0 to 29.9 63.1 14.8 14.1 8.0 100.0
30.0 and over 52.5 14.6 18.4 14.6 100.0

Total 57.2 14.8 16.4 11.6 100.0
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TABLE 34.-Percentage of in-farm movers who had migrated, by median family income and percent com-
mercial farms in the county of origin, and by region 1-Continued

Region, income, and percent commercial farms

Distance migrated

All movers
Did not
migrate

51-150 151-500
miles miles

Over 500
miles

West
Median family income:

Under $3,500
$3,500 and over 51.4 14.8 14.6 19.2 100.0

Percent commercial farms:
0.0 to 9.9
10.0 to 29.9. 60.6 1:3.4 11.2 14.8
30.0 and over 48.7 15.3 15.6 20.4 100.0

Total 51.4 14.8 14.6 19.2 100.0

Nation 2
Median family income:

Under $3,500 68.1 14.9 12.0 5.0 100.0
$3,500 and over 63.4 12.8 12.2 11.6 100.0

Percent commercial farms:
0.0 to 9.9 72.0 13.2 10.7 4.9 100.0
10.0 to 29.9 68.4 12.7 10.7 8.2 100.0
30.0 and over 58.3 1:3.7 13.9 14.2 100.0

Total 64.3 1:3.2 12.2 10.4 100.0

' Computed from Social Security data. Distance migrated
was measured as the direct mileage between center of popu-
lation in the county in which the mover's major nonfarm
job had been located and the center of population in the
county of farm employment. Individuals who migrated 50

miles or less were classified as nonmigrants. The proportions
in the table are weighted averages of the six mobility periods
in the years 1957 to 1963.

The continental United States, excluding Alaska.

TABLE 35.-Percentage of in-farm movers who had migrated by proximity to employment centers, and by
region 1

Region, and proximity to employment centers 2

Distance migrated

All movers
Did not
migrate

51-150 151-500
miles miles

Over 500
miles

Northeast
0 to 50 miles 72.5 13.4 7.5 6.6 100.0
51 to 100 miles . 72.9 11.8 6.0 9.3 100.0
101 to 150 miles 74.3 12.2 4.1 9.5 100.0
Over 150 miles 84.9 9.5 4.8 0.8 100.0

Total 73.4 12.8 6.9 6.8 100.0

North Central
0 to 50 miles 68.5 13.3 10.0 8.3 100.0
51 to 100 miles 82.2 7.6 6.4 3.9 100.0
101 to 150 miles 76.9 11.2 8.7 3.4 100.0
Over 150 miles 48.0 2.0 20.0 30.0 100.0

Total. 72.9 11.4 9.0 6.8 100.0

South
0 to 50 miles 56.6 14.8 16.9 11.7 100.0
51 to 100 miles 79.5 9.7 6.9 4.0 100.0
101 to 150 miles 76.4 12.5 8.3 2.9 100.0
Over 150 miles

Total 67.5 12.5 12,1 8.0 100.0

Plains
0 to 50 miles 46.2 15.5 19.4 19.0 100.0
St to 100 miles 65.4 13.6 14.8 6.2 100.0
101 to 150 miles 66.7 11.7 14.3 7.3 100.0
OlOr 150 miles 67.7 MR 12.7 2.8 100.0

Total 57.2 1, 16.4 11.6 100.0
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TABLE 35.-Percentage of in-farm movers who had migrated by proximity to employment centers, and by
region '- Continued

Region, and proximity to employment centers=

Distance migrated

All movers
Did not
migrate

51-150 151-500
mites miles

Over 500
miles

West
0 to 50 miles . 47.6 16.2 15.5 20.7 100.0
51 to 100 miles. 61.3 11.0 8.1 19.5 100.0
101 to 150 miles 62.6 13.7 7.8 15.9 100.0
Over 150 miles 46.4 13.0 29.0 11.6 100.0

Total 51.4 14.8 14.6 19.2 100.0

Nation'
0 to 50 miles 58.3 14.6 13.9 13.2 100.0
51 to 100 miles 74.9 1O.:3 8.4 6.5 100.0
101 to 150 miles. 70.7 12.1 10.0 7.3 100.0
Over 150 mites 63.7 14.6 15.7 6.0 100.0

Total 64.3 1:3.2 12.2 10.4 1004

' Computed from Social Security data. Distance migrated
was measured as the direct mileage between center of popu-
lation in the county in which the mover's major nonfarm
job had -been located and the center of population in the
county of farm employment. Individuals who ntigrated 50
miles or less were classified as nonmigrants. The proportions

in the table are weighted averages of the six mobility periods
in the years 1957 to 1963.

Proximity to an employment center was measured as
the distance of the county of farm employment from the
nearest SMSA.

' The continental United States, excluding Alaska. -
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Appendix D

TABLE 36.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with short-run changes in earnings of
mobile persons, the nation, 1957-58

Multiple Con elation Coefficients
R2 R Bar 2

0.0829 0.2880 0.0775
R Bar
02784

Standard Error of Estimate
170.69842097

Factor
Regression
coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Constant, 26.8083 14.7772 1.8142 0.066
Race: Negro -:30.1:372 9.0656 -0.05057 -:3.3243 0.001

Omit ted :, White.

25-34 7.4144 7.7340 0.01721 0.9587 0.340
:35-44 0.4277 8.0945 0.00096 0.0528 0.912
45 and over. -:36.0905 7.4988 -0.09:302 -4.8129 <0.0005
Omitted:, Under 25.

1)istance migrated:
51-100 miles 21.6560 10.7789 0.03024 2.0091 0.0.32

101-150 miles. .. . ........... . 18.4190 13.4504 0.02060 1.:3694 0.167
151 miles or more 2.4613 6.8605 0.0056:3 0.3588 0.719
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Industry of nonfarm employment :
Mining ................ 2.2545 17.1308 0.00202 0.1:316 0.865
Construction 1.9682 8.7:361 0.00393 0.2253 0.806
Utilities -18.468:3 12.2327 -0.02413 -1.5098 0.127
Wholesale and retail trades -15.3871 7.2333 -0.03963 -2.127:3 0.032
Financial services.. . .......... 4.9726 8.8868 0.0097:3 0.5595 0.583
Government -54.886:3 12.5804 -0.07061 -4.:3629 <0.0005
Military and unknown -21.9350 16.5811 -0.02053 - 1 .3229 0.182
Omitted: Manufacturing.
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TABLE 36.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with short-run changes in earnings of
mobile persons, the nation, 1957-58--Continued

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bar 2 R Bar Standard Error of Estimate

0.0829 U.2880 0.0775 02784 170.69842097

Factor
Regression
coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Location relative to SMSA:
51-100 miles -1.3327 6.4509 -0.00323 -0.2066 0.818

101-150 miles -11.7015 9.2512 -0.01123 -1.2649 0.203
Over 150 miles -12.1189 11.1145 -0.01649 -1.0904 0.275
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Farm employment status:
Single-job farm wage worker 15.1751 1:3.9674 0.03268 1.0865 0.277
Multiple-job farm wage worker 35.7740 12.7771 0.09955 2.7999 0.005
Multiple-job farm operator-NFW -17.0104 14.2554 -0.03132 -1.11133 0.231
Multiple-job farm operator-SE() 85.7770 15.329) 0.12884 5.5954 <0.0005
Omitted: Single-job farm operator.

Earnings in farming:
$1,200 to $1,799 -21.0883 7.9821 -0.04338 -2.6420 0.008
$1,800 to $2,3911 -29.1567 9.0660 -0.05237 -:L2101 0.001

$2,400 to $2,W1 - 47.6467 10.1094 -0.07588 -4.7131 <0.0005
$1,000 and over -94.7957 7.8264 -0.21842 -12.1123 <0.0005
Omitted: Under $1,200

TABLE 37.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with short-run changes in earnings of mobile
persons, the nation, 1958-59

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bar 2

0.1378 0.3712 0.1325
R Bar
02640

Standard Error of Estimate
167.90897615

Factor
Regression
coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Constant 65.8200 13.5038 4.8742 <0 0005
Race: Negro -40.4695 9.6366 -0.06264 - 4.1990 <0.0b95

Omitted: White.
Age:

25-34 15.2595 7.6061 0.0:483 2.0062 0.042
35-44 -9.9613 8.0811 -9.02147 -1.2327 0.215
45 and over -211.01X)1 7.5115 -0.07476 -3.9526 <0.0005
Omitted: Under 25.

Distance migrated:
51-100 miles -2.2925 9.9502 -0.00343 -0.2304 0.803

101-150 miles -4.7198 12.2363 -0.00571 -0.3857 0.701
151 miles or more -5.3388 6.8776 -0.011117 -0.7763 0.444
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Industry of nonfarm employment:
Minitig -50.2858 16.9076 -0.04468 -2.9742 0.003
Construction -17.9118 8.5415 -0.03494 -2.0970 0.034
Utilities -23.3486 12.6710 -0.02843 -1.8427 0.062
Wholesale and retail trades -40.0790 7.2445 -0.09694 -5.53Z3 <0.0005
Financial services -27.8067 8.71:31 -0.05325 -3.1914 0.002
Government -89.0595 11.1803 -0.12911 -7.9657 <0.0005
Military and unknown -31.0366 15.7233 -it 02993 -1.97311 0.046
Omitted: Manufacturing.

Location relative to SMSA:
51-100 miles -21.9074 6.4265 -0.05246 -3.4183 0.001

101-150 miles -44.7658 9.4476 -0.07113 -4.7383 <0.0005
Over 150 miles -28.7591 11.0000 -0.03886 -2.6145 0.009
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Farm employment status:
Single-job farm wage worker 35.4582 12.7777 0.07551 2.7750 0.006
Multiple-job farm wage worker 60.5585 11.3085 0.16737 5.3268 <00100:
Multiple-job farm operator -NFW -7.8093 12.6170 -0.01515 -0.6190 0.544
Multiple-joh farm operator -SE() 28.7761 14.5102 0.04115 1.9832 0.045
Omitted: Single-job farm operator.

Earnings in farming:
$1,200 to $1,799 -16.9362 7.8662 -0.03447 - 2.1534) 0.030
$1,800 to $2,399 -34.1115 11.3146 -0.05846 -3.6621 <0.0005
$2,400 to $2,999 -58.2377 10.6483 -0.08631 -5.46112 <0.0005
$3,000 and over -104.8448 7.8848 -0.23552 -13.2970 <0.0005
Omitted: Under $1,200
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TABLE 38.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with short-run changes in earnings of mobile
persons, the nation, 1959-60

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R Bar 2

0.1009 02177 0.0958
R Bar
0.3095

Standard Error of Estimate
146.09750407

Factor
Regression
coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Constant. 51.4228 12.3388 4.1676 <0.0005Race:
Negro. -33.6132 7.4258 -0.06782 -4.5266 <0.0005Omitted: White.

Age:
25-34 3.7580 6.4157 0.00990 0.5857 0.56535-44 -7.8934 6.7268 -0.02022 -1.1734 0.23945 and over -26.0721 6.2745 -0.07532 -4.1553 <0.0005Omitted: Under 25.

Distance migrated:
51-100 miles 12.5390 8.3303 0.02220 1.5052 0.128101-150 miles 0.6634 9.7849 0.00100 0.0678 0.903151 miles or more 8.4617 5.6633 0.02280 1.4941 0.131Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Industry of nonfarm employment:
Mining -43.8585 13.0926 -0.05025 -3.3499 0.001Construction -31.3733 7.4319 -0.06966 -4.2214 <0.0005Utilities 3.9855 10.5441 0.00579 0.3780 0.706Wholesale and retail trades , -34.6441 6.1262 -0.09873 -5.6550 <0.0005Financial services -25.1052 7.3957 -0.05649 -32946 0.001Government -73.6891 9.9786 -0.11662 -7.3847 <0;005Military and unknown 9.1071 11.4936 0.01220 0.7924 0.434Omitted: Manufacturing.

Location relative to SMSA:
51-100 miles -25.1118 5.4075 -0.07042 -4.6439 <0.0005101-150 miles... -33.6544 8.1188 -0.06148 -4.1452 <0.0005Over 150 miles -18.2332 9.4624 -0.02831 -1.9269 0.051Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Farm employment status:
Single -job farm wage worker 30.9234 11 .9950 0.07367 2.5780 0.010
Multiple-job farm wage worker 44.4549 10.7807 0.14047 4.1236 <0.0005Multiple-Job farm operator-NFW .. . -5.3685 12.0580 -0.01119 -p.4452 0.660Multiple-job farm-operator-SE0 21.3786 13.8716 0.03187 1.5412 0.119Omitted: Single-job farm operator.

Earnings in farming:
$1,200 to $1,799 -4.4422 6.8146 -0.01051 -0.6519 0.522
$1,800 to $2,399 -19.1404 7.6569 -0.93978 -2.4997 0.012
$2,400 to $2,999 -43.7045 8.6392 -0.07964 -5.0589 <0.0005$3,000 and over -71.81n5 6.6572 -0.19383 -10.7877 <0.0005Omitted Under $1,200.

TABLE 39.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with short-run changes in earnings of mobile
persons, the Northeast, 1957-60

Multiple-Com lotion Coefficients
R2 R R Bar 2

0.1238 0.3519 0.1122
R. Bar
02350

Standard Error of Estimate
134.09620393

Factor
Regression
coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Constant 78.4490 19.7237 3.9774 <0.0005Race:
Negro -46.0133 10.3753 -0.09989 -4.4349 <0.0005Omitted: White.

Age:
25-34 12.3001 8.6222 0.03614 1.4266 0.15035-44 -0.2418 9.7919 -0.00063 -0.0247 0.929,.
45 and over -27.4361 9.0139 -0.08226 -3.0438 0.003
Omitted: Under 25

Distance migrated:
51-100 miles 2.7089 11.8358 0.00503 0.2289 0.804101-150 miles -12.3871 16.3260 -0.01654 -0.7587 0.454
151 miles or more. 1.3958 9.2161 0.00340 0.1515 0.853Omitt/xl: Under 51 miles.

Industry of nonfarm employment:,
Mining -19.7211 18.3902 -0.02393 -1.0724 0.284
Construction -20.4928 10.5028 -0.04643 -1.9512 0.048Utilities 31.0580 15.6659 0.04491 1.9826 0.045Wholesale and retail trades -29.6935 8.1430 -0.09154 -3.6465 <0.0005
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TABLE 39.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with short-run changes in earnings of mobile
persons, the Northeast, 1957-60-Continued

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bar 2

0.1238 03519 0.1122
R Bar
03350

Standard Error of Estimate
134.09620393

Regression
Factor coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Financial services
Government... .. ..

-7.4412
-51.4838

10.0304
14.4141

-0.01799
-0.08303

-0.7419
-3.5718

0.465
<0.0005

Military and unknown -34.8486 23.0669 -0.03368 -1.5108 0.127
Omitted: Manufacturing.

Location relative to SMSA:
51-100 miles -23.2185 8.6334 -0.05926 -2.6894 0.007
101-150 miles -25.9852 18.5865 -0.03047 -1.3981 0.158
Over 150 miles -40.0894 15.8304 -0.05530 -2.5324 0.011
Omitted: Under 51 miles:

Farm employment status:
Sin e-job farm wage worker -14.9850 19.1402 -0.04193 -0.7829 0.440
Mu tiple-job farm wage worker .. ... 10.3360 17.9938 0.03482 0.5744 0.573
Multiple-job farm operator-NFW.... -42.9501 20.4446 -0.08225 -2.1008 0.034
Multiple-job farm operator -SEO -8.9045 r.Z.4571 -0.01309 -0.3965 0.693
Omitted: Single-job farm operator.

Earnings in farming:
$1,200 to $1,799 -21.3037 9.5916 -0.05270 -2.2211 0.025
$1,800 to $2,399 -30.6296 11.0826 -0.06592 -2.7638 0.006
$2,400 to $2,999 -47.7460 11.6228 -0.09685 -4.1079 <0.0005
$3,000 and over -90.7650 9.1226 -0.26621 -9.9495 <0.0005
Omitted: Under $1,200.

TABLE 40.- Results of regression equation of factors associated with short-run changes in earnings of mobile
persons, the North Central, 1957-60

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bar 2

0.1286 0.3586 C.1212
R Bar
0.3481

Standard Error of Estimate
182.89818771

Factor
Regression
coefficients

Std. err..-s
of cot.ffi, :nts

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Constant 74.6362 16.2456 4.5942 <0.0005
Race:

Negro - 161288 23.8774 -0.01174 -0.6713 0.509
Omitted: White.

Age:
25-34 -3.1204 10.2655 -0.00642 -0.3040 0.755
35-44 -10.1588 40.5139 -0.02076 -0.9662 0.336
45 and over -38.5531 9.9783 -0.09129 -3.8637 <0.0005
°Ditto& Under 25.

I)istance migrated:
51-100 miles. 39.2858 13.8383 0.04975 2.8389 0.005
101-150 miles 28.5432 16.8048 0.02971 1.6985 0.085
151 miles or more -15.6810 10.2189 -0.02792 -1.5345 0.121
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Industry of nonfarm employment:
Mining -52.3933 23.9878 -0.03869 -2.1842 0.027.
Construction. - 20.0370 11.4007 -0.03387 -1.7575 0.075
Utilities -33.8106 15.3315 -0.04058 -2.2053 0.026
Wholesale and retail trades -46.4859 9.1734 -0.10342 - 5.0675 <0.0005
Financial services -27.6239 11.4548 -0.04734 -2.4116 0.015
Government -106.9961 14.8983 -0.13678 -7.1818 <0.0005
Military and unknown -37.1000 18.6868 -0.03591 -1.9854 0.045
Omitted: Manufacturing.

Location relative to SMSA:
51-100 miles -19.8481 8.0166 -0.04465 -2.4759 0.013
101-150 miles -35.4293 11.3314 -0.05599 - 3.1266 0.002
Over 150 miles 40.7367 :36.3763 0.01945 1.1199 0.262
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Farm employment status:
Single-job farm wage worker 21.1809 15.9014 0.03708 1.3320 0.179
Multiple-job farm wage worker 57.4442 13.3302 0.14706 4.3093 .0.0005
Multiple-job farm operator-NFW -9.4003 14.0562 - 0.01980 -0.6688 0.511
Multiple-job farm operator-SE0 61.4281 16.1524 0.09330 3.8030 <0.0005
Omitted: Single-job farm operator.

Earnings in farming:
$1,200 to $1,799 -22.3785 10.4656 -0.04225 -2.1383 0.031
$1,800 to $2,399 -38.8793 11.7803 -0.06440 -3.3004 0.001
$2,400 to $2,999.... -69.5370 13.5844 -0.09894 -5.1189 <0.0005
$3,000 and over -99.2537 9.7575 -0.22827 -10.1721 <0.0005
Omitted: Under $1,200.
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TABLE 41.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with short-run changes in earnings of mobile
persons, the South, 1957-60

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bar 2

0.0958 02095 0.0875
R Bar
02958

Standard Error of Estimate
168.60522048

Factor
Regression
coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Constant 77.5767 i6.4946 4.7032 <0.0005
Race:

Negro -28.3360 7.9069 -0.07234 -3.5837 <0.0005
Omitted: White.

Age:
25-34 19.6980 9.8674 0.04439 1.9963 0.043
35-44 -0.5471 10.0291 -0.00126 -0.0545 0.911
45 and over. -38.0331 9.3784 -0.10203 -4.0554 <0.0005
Omitted: Under 25.

Distance migrated:
51-100 miles 11.7194 12.6404 0.01760 0.9271 0.357
101-150 miles -11.0651 16.5580 -0.01247 -0.6683 0.511
151 miles or more 17.2241 8.9277 0.03803 1.9293 0.051
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Industry of nonfarm employment.
Mining -0.2009 20.0620 -0.00019 -0.0100 0.940
Construction . 0.6444 10.5425 0.00133 0.0611 0.907
Utilities -0.2091 16.7280 -0.00024 -0.0125 0.938
Wholesale and retail trades -25.9647 9.0193 -0.06501 -2.8788 0.004
Financial services... ... -9.4513 10.9512 -0.01842 -0.8630 0.393
Government - 77.9476 13.8110 -0.11601 -5.6439 <0.0005
Military and unknown 25.4848 18.180:3 0.02723 1.4018 0.157
Omitted: Manufacturing.

Location relative to SMSA:
51-100 miles -25.4054 7.1411 -0.07006 -3.5576 0.001
101-150 miles -64.7478 13.8777 -0.08807 -4.6656 <0.0005
Over 150 miles -76.8391 169.1937 -0.00832 -0.4541 0.654
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Farm employment status:
Single-job farm wage worker -4.5251 15.4581 -0.00971 -0.2927 0.763
Multiple-job farm wage worker .. 1.9411 14.1144 0.00550 0.1375 0.861
Multiple-job farm operator-NFW -11.6770 15.1281 -0.02485 -0.7653 0.450
Multiple-job farm operator -SEO 6.6790 16.8775 0.01012 0.3602 0.718
Omitted: Single-job farm operator.

Earnings in farming:
$1,200 to $1,799 -12.0307 9.3153 -0.02595 -1.2915 0.193
$1,800 to $2,399 -37.3157 10.8726 -0.06868 -3.4321 0.001
$2,400 to $2,999.. -60.3454 13.3455 -0.08879 -4.5218 <0.0005
$3,000 and over ......... ... -105.0012 10.9289 -0.20997 -9.6077 <0.0005
Omitted Under $1,200.

TABLE 42.-Results of regression equation of factors associates with short-run changes in earnings of mobile
persons, the Plains, 1957-60

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bar 2

0.1202 02466 0.1122
R Bar
0.3349

Standard Error of Estimate
156.85921602

Regression
Factor coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Constant 7.4794 17.3197 .... . 0.4318 0.669
Race:

Negro -38.8193 13.9919 -0.05119 -2.7744 0.006
Omitted: White.

Age:,
25-34 9.5303 8.7482 0.02320 1.0894 0.276
35-44 -22.3480 9.1295 -0.05214 -2.4479 0.014
45 and over. -18.9873 8.3339 -0.05114 -2.2783 0.022
Omitted: Under 25.

Distance migrated:
51-100 miles 3.3920 11.5015 0.00546 0.2949 0.761
101-150 miles 14.8668 12.7298 0.02164 1.1679 0.241
151 miles or more 9.0840 7.3557 0.02461 1.2350 0.214
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Industry of nonfarm employment:
Mining -24.1504 20.1490 -0.02290 -1.1986 0.229
Construction. -21 4296 10.2262 -0.04919 -2.0956 0.034
Utilities -25.5792 14.5418 -0.03538 -1.7590 0.075
Wholesale and retail trades -23.7t 14 9.2669 -0.06450 -2.5634 0.010
Financial services -19.7526 :0.6712 -0.04247 -1.8510 0.061
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TABLE 42.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with short-run changes in earnings of mobile
persons, the Plains, 1957-60-Continued

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bar 2

0.1202 03466 0.1122
R Bar
0.3349

Standard Elroy of Estimate
156.85921602

Factor
Itegression
coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Government -60.6909 12.9611 -0.10048 -4.6825 <0.0005
Military and unknown. ... -6.1757 15.1733 -0.00814 -0.4070 0.686
Omitted: Manufacturing.

Location relative to SMSA:
51-100 miles -2.2241 7.8695 -0.00563 -0.2826 0.769
101-150 miles -7.5419 9.6065 -0.015:31 -0.7851 0.438
Over 150 miles. -6.7026 8.5506 -0.01564 -0.7839 0.439
Omitted:, Under 51 miles.

Farm employment status:
Single-job farm wage worker 51.9969 15.6720 0.11612 3.:3178 0.001
Multiple-job farm wage worker 72.1814 13.8280 0.21161 5.2200 <0.0005
Multiple-job farm operator-NFW .... -12.2425 15.&383 -0.02300 -0.7730 0.446
Multiple-job farm operator-SE0... . 96.1862 17.7672 0.13927 5.4137 <0.0005
Omitted: Single-job farm operator.

Earnings in farming:
$1,200 to $1,799 -7.6865 9.0273 -0.01718 -0.8515 0.399
$1,800 to $2,399 . ..... -18.6014 10.6307 -0.03453 -1.7498 0.076
$2,400 to $2,999. -47.3826 11.0845 -0.08419 -4.2747 <0.0005
$3,000 and over . .. -95.1821 9.3229 -0.22355 -10.2095 <0.0005
Omitted:, Under $1,200.

TABLE 43.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with short-run changes in earnings of mobile
persons, the West, 1957-60

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R RBar 2

0.0805 0.2837 0.0706
R Bar
02657

Standard E. or of Estimate
151.31291189

Factor
Regression
coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
wiights TB Sig.

Constant -54.1271 25.0585 -2.1600 0.029
Race:

Negro -26.1695 20.2733 -0.02606 -1.2908 0.194
Omitted:, White.

Age:.
25-34 ..... . 5.0769 8.7316 0.01388 0.5814 0.568
35-44 1.0325 9.3687 0.00257 0.1102 0.877
45 and over. , . . .... ..... -36.0344 8.7591 -0.09862 -4.1139 <0.0005
Omitted: Under 25.

Distance migrated:
51 -100 miles 0.7860 11.6994 0.00138 . 0.0672 0.903
101-150 miles . ... -1.5485 13.5025- -0.00083 - 0.040(3 0.919
151 miles or more -3.2388 7.3501 -0.001148 -0.4406 0.663
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Industry of nonfarm employment :.
Mining.. . . ... ... . ... -41.1354 17.2879 -0.04971 -2.3794 0.017
Construction . .... . -10.9417 10.7024 -0.02324 -1.0224 0.308
Utilities.. . ....... . -16.4138 13.7992 -0.02546 -1.1895 0.232
Wholesale and retail trades ..... . . -24.7573 8.3114 -0.07166 -2.9786 0.003
Financial services. . .. ...... . . -6.0427 10.2651 -0.01351 -0.5893 0.563
Government -45.0977 18.2778 -0.05110 -2.4673 0.013
Military and unknown 3.4565 21.4937 0.00333 0.1608 0.847
Omit led: Manufact wring.

',ovation relative to SMSA:.
5110 mi1e.; -1.4401 8.8627 -0.00332 -0.1625 0.846
101-150 miles. -18.7284 10.4775 --e.03650 -1.7875 0.070
Over 150 miles .. . .... -4.7985 12.1902 -0.00800 -0.3930 0.695
Omitted:, Under 51 miles.

Farm employment status:
Single-job farm wage worker. 125.7032 24.4884 0.32337 5.1332 <0.0005
Multiple -job faint wage worker .. , 137.8809 23.5478 0.39117 5.8554 <0.0005
Multiple-job farm operator-NF W 46.3204 30.5842 0.04574 1.5145 0.126
Multiple-job farm operator-SE() .. 137.6149 30.6463 0.13475 4.4904 <0.0005
Omitted:, Single-job farm operator.

Eranings in farming:
$1200 to $1,799 ... , -13.3131 9.9925 -0.02914 -1.3323 0.179

$1,800 to $2,399 -17.4192 11.0322 -0.03460 -1.5789 0.110

$2,400 to $2,999 ....... . . .... -27.2664 12.8460 -0.04544 -2.1226 0.032

$3,000 and over. -70..1308 9.0965 -0.18888 -7.7426 <0.0005
Omitted: Under $1.200.
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TABLE 44.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with long-run earnings of mobile persons, the
nation, 1957-58

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bar 2

0.4391 0.6627 0.4357
R Bar
0.6601

Standard Error of Estimate
171.88661985

Factor
Regression
coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Constant -94.6139 17.5483 -5.3916 <0.0005Race:
Negro -57.5662 9.1289 -0.07503 -6.3059 <0.0005Omitted: White.

Age:
25-34 5.4264 7.7970 0.00978 0.6960 0.49435-44 -8.1731 8.1810 -0.01418 -0.9990 0.31945 and over -51.0221 7.7039 -0.10214 -6.6229 <0.0005Omitted: Under 25.

Distance migrated:
51-100 miles 28.1117 10.8540 0.03049 2.5900 0.009101-150 miles 20.8497 13.5446 0.01811 1.5393 0.119151 miles or more -0.7959 6.9094 -0.00141 -0.1152 0.874Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Industry of nonfarm employment:
Mining 68.4861 17.2536 0.04775 3.9694 <0.0005Construction. -17.7643 8.7971 - 0.02758 -3.0193 0.041Utilities -13.7306 12.3202 -0.01394 -1.1145 0.264Wholesale and retail trades. ... ...... -15.0900 7.2948 -0.03019 -2.0686 0.036Financial Services 8.7259 8.9604 0.01326 0.9738 0.332Government -31.0770 .12.6709 -0.03105 --2.4526 0.014Military and unknown 2.2746 16.6971 0.00165 0.1362 0.862Omitted: Manufacturing.

Location relative to SMSA:
51-100 miles -22.4563 6.4972 -0.04223 -3.4563 0.001101-150 miles -18.8230 9.3169 -0.02403 -2.0203 0.041Over 150 miles -12.0017 11.1940 -0.01269 -1.0722 0.284Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Farm employment status:
Single-job farm wage worker -28.3610 14.1347 -0.04744 -2.0065 0.042Multiple-iob farm wage worker -23.9332 12.9974 -0.05173 -1.8414 0.062Multiple-job farm operator-NFW -65.1783 14.4894 -0.09322 -4.49&3 <0.0005Multiple-job farm operator -SEO -80.5220 15.4498 0.09395 5.2118 <0.0005Omitted: Single-job farm operator.

Earnings in farming:
$1,200 to $1,799 38.4010 8.0633 0.06136 4.7624 <0.0005$1,800 to $2,399 80.6075 9.1439 0.11245 8.8154 <0.0005$2,400 to $2,999 119.2582 10.2489 0.14753 11.6362 <0.0005$3,000 and over 267.7973 7.9747 0.47928 33.5810 <0.0005Omitted: Under $1,200.

Experiende: % of years of covered employ-
ment.

360.3612 12.0913 0.36664 29.8034 <0.0005

TABLE 45.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with long-run earnings of mobile persons, the
nation, 1958-59

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bar 2

0.4217 0.6494 0.4180
R Bar
0.6466

Standard Error of Estimate
170.87063268

Factor
Regression
coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Constant -85.8647 17.3545 -4.9477 <0.0005Race:
Negro -62.2827 9.8072 -0.07759 -6.3507 <0.0005Omitted: White.

Age:
25-34 8.4223 7.7480 0.01547 1.0870 0.27735-44 -13.7034 8.2489 -0.02377 -1.6612 0.09345 and over. -41.5638 7.7631 -0.08424 -5.3540 <0.0005Omitted: limier 25.

Distance migrated:
51-100 miles -11.3878 10.1261 -0.01372 -1.1246 0.260101-150 miles -7.7280 12.4529 -0.00752 -0.6206 0.542151 miles or more -6.2481 6.9994 -0.01127 -0.8927 0.376Omitted: Under 51 miles.
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TABLE 45.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with long-run earnings of mobile persons, the
nation, 1958-59-Continued

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bar 2

0.4217 0.6494 0.4180
R.Bar
0.6466

Standard Error of Estimate
170.87063268

- Factor
Regression
coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Industry of nonfarm employment:
Mining -35.9894 17.2087 -0.02574 -2.0914 0.0:34

Construction -28.3530 8.6925 -0.04452 -3.2618 0.001
Utilities -13.5449 12.8978 -0.01328 -1.0502 0.294
Wholesale and retail trades... -35.0845 7.3793 -0.06830 -4.7545 <0.0005
Financial services -25.0616 8.8778 -0.03863 -2.8230 0.005
Government -55.7744 11.3840 -0.06508 -4.8994 <0.0005
Military and unknown 55.8430 16.0024 0.04334 3.4897 0.001

Omitted: Manufacturing.
Location relative to SMSA:

51-100 miles -39.6595 6.5399 -0.07622 -6.0643 <0.0005
101-150 miles -35.9258 9.6143 -0.04594 -3.7367 <0.0005
Over 150 miles... -26.4380 11.1941 -0.02875 -2.3618 0.017
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Farm employment status:
Single-job farm wage worker -33.7042 13.0355 -0.05777 -2.5856 0.010
Multiple-job farm wage worker -11.5865 11.6295 -0.02577 -0.9963 0.321
Multiple-job farm operator-NF%V -43.6805 12.9208 -0.06820 -3.3806 0.001

Multiple-job farm operator-SE() 76.3473 14.7665 0.08786 5.1703 <0.0005
Omitted: Single-job farm operator.

Earnings in farming:
$1,200 to $1,799 44.6551 8.0382 0.07315 5.5554 <0.0005
11,800 to 12,399. 67.6451 9.5034 0.09331 7.1180 <0.0005
$2,400 to $2,999 107.7351 10.8782 0.12851 9.9038 <0.0005
$3,000 and over 252.8051 9.0882 0.45708 31.256.3 <0.0005
Omitted: Under $1,200.

Experience: % of years of covered employ-
ment.

374.8113 12.6602 0.36911 29.6056 <0.0005

TABLE 46.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with long-run earnings of mobile persons, the
nation, 1959-60

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R Bar 2

0.4580 0.6768 0.4548
It Bar
0.6744

Standard Error of Estimate
167.98043234

Factor
Std. errors

of coefficients
Regression
coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Constant 19.3982 -88.2681 -4.5503 <0.0005
Race:

Negro 8.5381 -48.2853 -0.06579 -5.6552 <0.0005
Omitted: White.

Age:
25-34 7.3878 3.3698 0.00600 0.4561 0.653
35-44 7.7580 -2.2055 -0.00382 -0.2843 0.768
45 and over 7.3431 -46.8807 -0.09147 -6.3843 <0.0005
Omitted: Under 25.

Distance migrated:
51-100 miles 9.5801 9.8408 0.01177 1.0272 0.305
101-150 miles 11.2509 -8.1330 -0.0082.5 -0.7229 0.477
151 miles or more.. 6.5118 6.7194 0.01223 1.0319 0.303
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Industry of nonfarm employment:
Mining 15.0545 -62.9604 -0.04871 -4.1822 <0.0005
Construction 8.5451 -37.6404 -0.05644 -4.4049 <0.0005
Utilities 12.1235 -10.1939 -0.01000 -0.8408 0.405
Wholesale and retail trades 7.0465 - 24.6592 -0.04746 -3.4995 0.001

Financial services 8.5109 -10.1062 -0.01536 -1.1874 0.233

Government 11.4774 -42.7975 -0.04574 -3.7289 <0.0005
Military and unknown 13.2154 9.5005 0.00860 0.7189 0.479
Omitted: Manufacturing.

Location relative to SMSA:
51-100 miles 6.2189 -27.1031 -0.05133 -4.3582 <0.0005
101-150 miles 9.3352 -30.3192 -0.03740 -3.2478 0.001

Over 150 miles 10.8830 -38.6993 -0.04058 -3.5560 0.001

Omitted: Under 51 miles.
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TABLE 46.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with long-run earnings of mobile persons, the
nation, 1959-60-Continued

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bar 2

0.4580 0.6768 0.4548
R Bar
0.6744

Standard Error of Estimate
167.98043234

Factor
Std. errors
of coefficients

Regression
coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Farm employment status:
Single-job farm wage worker. .. 13.7945 -- 28.8678 -0.04644 -2.0927 0.034
Multiple-job farm wage worker 12.3955 -23.9480 -0.05110 -1.1Y320 0.050
Multiple-job farm operator-NFW 13.8667 -44.0238 -0.06195 - :3.1748 0.002
Multiple-job farm operator-SPX) 15.953:3 90.7827 0.09141 5.6905 <0.0005
Omitted: Single-job farm operator

Earnings in farming:
31,200 to $1,799 7.8618 53.0307 0.08472 6.7454 <0.0005
$1,800 to $2,399 8.8531 92.1189 0.12929 10.4052 <0.0005
$2,400 to $2,999.... ... 9.9847 135.5087 0.16677 13.5716 <0.0005
$3,000 and over 7.7362 300.4725 0.54770 38.8396 <0.0005
Omitted: Under 31,200.

Experience: % of years of covered employ-
ment.

14.2056 342.47f1 0.28031 24.1086 <0.0005

TABLE 47.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with long-run earnings of mobile persons, the
Northeast, 1957-60

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R R R Bar 2

0.4905 0.7004 0.4835
R Bar
0.6953

Standard Error of Estimate
155.70309420

Factor
Regression
coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Constant -37.4766 28.8902 -1.2972 0.191
Race:

Negro -74.8961 12.0472 -0.10681 -6.2169 <0.0005
Omitted: White.

Age:
25-34 5:1081 10.0222 0.00986 0.5097 0.617
35-44 -1.0833 11.3991 -0.00186 -0.0950 0.887
45 and over -58.5794 10.6782 -0.11537 -5.4859 <0.0005- Omitted: Under 25.

Distance migrated:,
51-100 miles 5.3946 13.7429 0.00658 0.3925 0.696
101-150 miles -16.8757 18.9568 -0.01481 -0.8902 0.377
151 miles or more 7.4712 10.7012 0.01194 0.6982 0.492
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Industry of nonfarm employment :
Mining - 38.0030 2L3548 -0.03029 - 1.7796 0.072
Construction -33.4357 12.1977 -0.04970 -2.7411 0.006
Utilities 12.8516 18.1894 0.01221 0.7065 0.487
Wholesale and retail trades -29.2685 9.4915 -0.05928 -3.0830 0.002
Financial Services 9.2481 11.6549 0.01468 0.7935 0.433
Government -32.5655 16.7664 -0.03450 -1.942:3 0.049
Military and unknown -27.7859 26.8231 -0.01764 -1.0359 0.301
Omitted: Manufacturing.

Location relative to SMSA:
51-100 miles -36.7477 10.0254 -0.06162 -3.6655 <0.0005
101-150 miles -26.0948 21.5891 -0.02010 -1.2087 0.225
Over 150 miles -51.8989 18.3812 -0.04702 -2.82:35 0.005
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Farm employment status:
Single-job farm wage worker -08.9795 222254 -0.12079 -3.1030 0.002
Multiple-job farm wage worker -61.9577 20.9050 -0.13709 -2.9638 0.003
Multiple-job farm operator-NFW -86.8191 23.7608 -0.10922 -3.6539 <0.0005
Multiple-job farm operator-SE0 67.71:32 26.0966 0.06539 2.5947 0.009
Omitted: Single-job farm operator

Earnings in farming:
31,200 to 31,799 44.3007 11.1596 0.0719i) 3.9697 <0.0005
31,800 to $2,399 97.2269 12.8847 0.13746 7.5459 <0.0005
$2,400 to $2,999 135.6988 1:3.6023 0.18083 9.9762 <0.0005
$3,000 and over 275.8253 10.7637 0.53144 25.6255 <0.0005
Omitted: Under S1,200.

Experience: % of years of covered employ-
ment.

342.7341 19.4944 0.30445 17.5811 <0.0005
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TABLE 48.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with long-run earnings of mobile persons, the
North Central, 1957-60

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bar 2

0.4218 0.6495 0.4167
R Bar
0.6455

Standard Error of Estimate
177.77806663

Factor
Regression
coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Constant ...... . . . .. -101.3692 20.8717 -4.8568 <0.0005
Race:

Negro -59.2458 23.2107 -0.03638 -2.5525 0.010
Omitted: White.

Age:
25-34 16.4031 9.9799 0.02829 1.6436 0.096
35-14 8.3486 10.2395 0.01430 0.8153 0.420
45 and over -434000 9.8552 -0.08613 -4.4037 <0.0005
Omitted: Under 25.

Distance migrated:
51-100 miles 11.8260 13.4523 0.01255 0.8791 0.383
101-150 miles 9.9975 16.3344 0.00872 0.6121 0.548
151 miles or more -14.4976 9.934:3 -0.02163 -1.4594 0.140
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Industry of nonfarm employment:
Mining -4.3477 23.3180 -0.002.ti9 -0.1865 0.831
Construction -33.1976 11.0817 -0.04704 -2.9957 0.003
Utilities -24.0576 14.9059 -0.02420 -1.6140 0.102
Wholesale and retail trades -27.6659 8.921 -0.05159 -3.1005 0.002
Financial services -27.6907 11.1417 -0.03978. -2.4853 0.013
Govermitent -71.8270 14.4838 -0.07696 -4.9591 <0.0005
Military and unknown -10.4251 18:1639 -0.00846 -0.5739 0.573
Omitted: Manufacturing.

Location relative to SMSA:
51-100 miles -30.4275 7.7925 -0.05738 -:3.9047 <0.0005
101-150 miles -55.7625 11.0149 -0.07386 -5.0625 <0.0005
Over 150 miles -14.8036 35.3761 -0.00592 -0.4185 0.678
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Farm employment status:
Single-job farm wage worker -20.3820 15.4858 -0.02989 -1.3162 0.185
Multiple-job farm wage worker -6.6570 13.0214 -0.01428 -0.5112 0.616
Multiplc-job farm operator-NFW -58.7739 13.7595 -0.10273 -4.2715, . <0.0005
Multiple-job farm operator -SE( 58.6806 15.7067 0.07470 :L736(1 <0.0005
Omitted: Single-job farm operator.

Earnings in farming:
11,200 to $1,799 46.6497 10.1917 0.07382 4.5772 <0.0005
11,800 to $2,399 79.3278 11.4722 0.11014 6.9148 <0.0005
$2,400 to $2,999 102.4394 1:3.2384 0.12217 7.7381 <0.0005
$3,000 and over 255.6319 9.5510 0.49277 26.7650 <0.0005
Omitted: Under $1,200.

Experience: % of years of covered employ-
ment 383.3053 16.0299 0.35230 23.9118 <0.0005

TABLE 49.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with long-run earnings of mobile persons, the
South, 1957-60

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bar 2

0.4036 0.6353 0.3979
R Bar
0.6308

Standard Error of Estimate
178.70869334

Factor
Regression
coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Constant -64.4297 22.937:3 -2.8090 0.005
Race:

Negro -38.0827 8.3809 -0.07451 -4.5440 <0.0005
Omitted: White.

Age:
25-34 22.2138 10.4711 0.0:3837 2.1214 0.032
35-44 -0.2963 10.6573 -0.00052 -0.0278 0.927
45 and over -37.1857 10.1194 -0.07645 - :3.6747 <0.0005
Omitted: Under 25.

Distance migrated:
51-100 miles... 18.1404 13.3989 0.02088 1.3539 0.172
101-150 miles -3.6382 17.5524 -0.00314 -0.207:3 0.818
151 miles or more 22.6585 9.4627 0.0:3835 2.3945 0.016
Omitted: Under 51 miles.
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TABLE 49.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with long-run earnings of mobile persons, the
South, 1957-60-Continued

Mule Correlation Coefficients
R2 R Bar 2

0.4036 0.6353 0.3979
R Bar
0.6308

Standard Error of Estimate
178.70869334

Factor
Regression
coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Industry of nonfarm employment:
Mining. 11.0674 21.2695 0.00659 0.4263 0.67:3
Construction. -23.8818 11.1748 -0.03764 -2.1371 0.031
Utilities -21.5640 17.7306 -0.01917 -1.2162 0.222
Wholesale and retail trades . . -11.1019 9.5673 -0.02130 -1.1604 0.244
Financial services... .... ........ ... 4.8385 11.6252 0.00723 0.4162 0.680
Government -51.6963 14.6627 -0.05897 -3.5257 0.001
Military and unknown 92.4968 19.2754 0.0757:3 4.7987 <0.0005
Omitted: Manufacturing.

Location relative to SMSA: ..

51-100 miles ............ . .... -29.2342 7.5691 -0.00178 -3.8623 <0.0005
101-150 miles -25.2016 14.7103 -0.02627 -1.7132 0.083
Over 150 miles 5.3:380 179.3447 0.00044 0.0298 0.926
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Farm employment status: -
Single-job farm wage worker -46.5377 16.3846 -0.07654 -2.8403 0.005
Multiple-job farm wage worker -39.9989 14.9602 -0.08684 -2.6737 0.007
Multiple-job farm operator-NFW -35.7990 16.0365 -0.05888 -2.2324 0.024
Multiple-job farm operator -SEO.. . 74.6229 17.8920 0.09519 4.1707 <0.0005
Omitted: Single-job farm operator.

Earnings in farming:
$1,200 to $1,799 37.9058 9.9566 0.06265 3.8071 <0.0005
$1,800 to 32,399. 61.4320 11.6173 0.08665 5.2880 <0.0005
$2,400 t o $2,999.. .... .. .. ....... 102.2787 14.2216 0.11534 7.1918 <0.0005
$3,000,and over 288.5775 11.6903 0.44226 24.6852' <0.0005
Omitted: Under $1,200.

Experience: % of years of covered employ-
ment 313.6101 16.2867 0.29880 19.2556 <0.0005

TABLE 50.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with long-run earnings of mobile persons, the
Plains, 1957-60

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R Bart

0.4289 0.6549 0.4235
R Bar
0.6508

Standard Error of Estimate
158.57759486

Factor
Regression
coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Constant -21.9751 20.8828 -5.8409 <0.0005
Race:

Negro 37.432:3 14.1490 -0.03935 -2.6456 0.008
Omitted: White.

Age:
24-34 1.9622 8.8670 0.00381 0.2213 0.809
35-44 -23.1490 9.3058 -0.04305 -2.4876 0.012
45 and over -42.8360 8.6181 -0.09197 -4.9705 <0.0005
Omitted: Under 25.

Distance migrated:
51-100 miles 8.2353 11.6285 0.01056 -1-, 0.7082 0.486
101-150 miles. 12.1473 12.8693 0.01410 0.9439 0.348
151 miles or more 1.3667 7.4375 0.00295 0.1838 0.833
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Industry of nonfarm employment.:
Mining 30.3454 20.3830 0.02293 1.4888 0.132
Construction -22.9359 10.3400 -0.04197 -2.2182 0.025
Utilities -25.5715 14.7077 -0.02819 -1.7387 0.078
Wholesale and retail trades -22.4067 9.3718 -0.04850 -2.3909 0.016
Financial services -9.6204 10.8049 -0.01649 -0.8904 0.317
Government -35.2172 13.1032 -0.04648 -2.6877 0.007
Military and unknown 3.3074 15.3409 0.00348 0.2156 0.813
Omitted: Manufacturing.

Location relative to SMSA:
51-100 miles -19.2605 7.9558 -0.03886 -2.4209 0.015
101-150 miles 6.1697 9.7121 0.00998 0.6353 0.533
Over 150 miles -5.8522 8.6504 -0.01088 -0.6765 0.506
Omitted: Under 51 miles.
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ABLE 50.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with long-run earnings of mobile persons, the
Plains, 1957-60--Continued

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bar2

0.4289 0.6549 0A235
R Bar
0.6508

Standard Error of Estimate
158.57759486

Factor
Regression
coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Farm employment status:
Single-job farm wage worker -19.1548 15.9386 -0.0:3410 -1.2018 0.227
Multiple-job farm wage worker -4.5184 14.1738 -0.01056 -6.3188 0.745
Multiple-job farm operator-NFW -28.2514 16.2410 -0.04230 -1.7395 0.078
Multiple-job farm operator-SE0... 113.2252 17.9654 0.13068 6.3024 <0.0005
Omitted: Single-job farm operator.

Earnings in farming:
$1,200 to $1,799 46.6276 9.1681 0.08307 5.0859 <0.0005
$1,800 to $2,399 75.0516 10.7764 0.11106 6.9645 <0.0005
$2,400 to $2,999 121.9860 11.2739 0.17276 10.8202 <0.0005
$3,000 and over 257:2356 9.4838 0.48157 27.1238 <0.0005
Omitted: Under $1,200.

Experience: % of years of covered employ-
ment . :362.3155 14.6440 0.38708 24.7416 <0.0005

TABLE 51.- Results of regression equation of factors associated with long-run earnings of mobile persons, the
West, 1957-60

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bar2

0.4695 0 6852 0.4635
R Bar
0.6808

Standard Error of Estimate
172.87210305

Factor
Regression
coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Constant -103.3297 31.2194 -3.3098 0.001
Race:

Negro ........... . ..... -63.6059 23.1532 -0.04218 -2.7498 0.006
Omitted: White.

Age:
25-34 -8.8134 9.9870 -0.01603 -0.8825 0.382
35-44 -15.3159 10.7197 -0.02533 -1.4288 0.149
45 and over -49.9764 10.1467 -0.09100 -4.9254 <0.0005
Omitted: Under 25.

Distance migrated:
51-100 miles -3.8786 13.3635 -0.00454 -0.2902 0.764
101-150 miles -15.1444 15.4225 -0.01528 -.0.9820 0.328
151 miles or more -9.0(316 8.3968 -0.01765 -1.0792 0.280
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Industry'of nonfarm employment:
Mining -56.7876 - 19.7453 -0.04565 -2.8760 0.004
Construction -11.2041 12.2255 -0.0158:3 -0.9165 0.363
Utilities 5.8046 15.7599 0.0054;9 0.3683 0.712
Wholesale and retail trades -31.6037 9.4959 -0.06086 -3.3281 0.001
Financial services. -6.8953 11.7300 -0.01025 -0.5878 0.564
Government 3.9526 20.8746 0.00298 0.1894 0.829
Military and unknown 47.4092 24.5464 0.03035 1.9314 0.051
Omitted: Manufacturing.

Location relative to SMSA:
51-100 miles -22.9472 10.7239 -0.03524 -2.2666 0.022
101-150 miles -33.8257 11.9683 -0.04385 -2.8263 0.005
Over 150 miles 28.6813 13.9318 -0.03180 -2.0587 0.037
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Farm employment status:
Single-job farm wage worker -21.7183 28.0852 -0.0:3717 -0.7733 0.445
Multiple-job farm wage worker -16.7711 27.0725 -0.0:3165 -0.6195 0.54:3
Multiple-job farm operator-NFW -81.3316 :35.0790 -0.05:343 -2.3185 0.019
Multiple-job farm operator-SE0.. 161.2841 35.0210 0.10506 4.6053 <0.0005
Omitted: Single-job farm operator.

Eitrnings in farming:
$1,200 to $1,799 54.5351 11.4349 0.07941 4.7692 <0.0005
$1,800 to $2,399 88.1227 12.6108 0.11646 6.9829 <0.0005
$2,400 to $2,999 140.6974 14.7493 0.15600 9.5392 <0.0005
$3,000 and over

i Omitted: Under $1,200.
291.3586 10.5684 0.51981 27.5688 <0.0005

Experience: % of years of covered employ-
ment 370.2520 17.3852 0.:34644 21.8147 <0.0005
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TABLE 52.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with occupational instability after mobility
the nation. 1957

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R Bar 2 R Bar Standard Error of Estimates

0.1624 0 4030 0.1572 0.3965 3.07121638

Regression Std. errors Beta
Factor coefficients of coefficients weights TB Sig.

Constant . .. . 5.4749 0.2660 20.5840 <0.0005
Income change.... -0.0029 0.0003 -0.15219 -10.3461 <0.0005
Race:

Negro ... ... 0.0964 0.1633 0.00859 0.5900 0.563
Omitted: White.

Age:
25-34. .. 0.5545 I 0.1392 0.068:36 3.9846 <0.0005
:35-44.. . . 0.9689 0.1456 0.11501 6.65:30 <0.0005
45 and over 1.494:3 0.1:35:3 0.20459 11.0451 <0.00(15
Omitted: Under 25.

Distance migrated:
51-1(X) miles... .. ........ 0.4904 0.1940 0.0:36:38 2.5277 0.011
101-150 miles 0.2425 0.2421 0.01441 1.0018 0.318
150 miles or more ... .. . 0.0750 0.12:34 0.00912 0.6075 0.551
Onhited: Under 51 miles.

Industry of nonfarm employment :
Mining.. . .. 0.9086 0.:3082 0.04619 :3.1425 0.002
Construction 0.3814 0.1572 0.04050 2.4267 0.015
Utilities. 0.3702 0.2202 0.02570 1.6814 0.089
Wholesale and retail trades... 0.45:31 0.1:302 0.06200 :3.4800 0.001
Financial services... .. .. ... 0.3353 0.1599 0.0:3484 2.0971 0.034
Government 0.252:3 0.2269 0.01724 1.1122 0.265
Nlilicary and' unknown.... 0.1685 0.2984 0.00838 0.5648 0.579
Omitted: Manufacturing.

Locution relative to SMSA:
51-100 miles . . .., . . ... ...... 0.0167 0.1161 0.00214 0.14:36 0.857
101-150 miles. 0.:3255 0.1665 0.02842 1.9550 0.048
Over 150 miles.... ......... 0.1706 0.2000 0.012:3:3 0.8529 0398
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Farm employment status:
Single-job farm wage worker . . .. . -1.0677 0.2513 -0.12215 -4.2481 <0.0005
Multiple-job farm wage worker. -2.4076 0.2301 -O.:35592 -10.4633 <0.0005
Multiple-job farm operator-NFU' . . -1.9770 0.2565 -0.19:339 -7.7070 <0.0005
Multiple-job farm operator-SE() .. .. -0.9418 0.2768 -0.07515 - :3.4020 0.001
Omitted: Single-job farm operator.

Earnings in farming:
$1,200 to 61,74 -2.0141 0.14:37 -0.11083 -7.0557 <0.0005
$1,800 to $2,199 -3.1127 0.163:3 -0.10616 -6.81:31 <0.0005
$2,400 to $2,999 ..... - ;3.6900 0.1824 -0.14299 -9.2671 <0.0005
$3,000 and over .. .. . -1.97:3:3 0.1432 -0.24155 -1:3.7766 <0.0005
Omitted: Under $1,200.

TABLE 53.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with occupational instability after mobility,
the nation, 1958

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bar 2 R Bar Standard Error of Estimate.

0.1638 0.4047 0.1585 0.3981 2.60539273

Regression Std. errors I3eta
Factor coefficients of coefficients weights 113 Sig.

.______ _._ ----- ------
:36

---- .

Constant . 0.54 0.2101 21.6221 <0.0005
Income change -00)30 0.0002 -0.19312 -12.5721 <0.0005
Race:.

Negro . . 0.0897 0.1498 0.00881 0,5987 0.557
Omitted: White.

Age:
25-34 0.5749 0.1181 0.08328 4.8686 <0.0005
:35-44. 0.776:3 0.1254 0.10618 (1.188 <0.0005
45 and over. 1.0:382 0.1168 0.1659:3 8.8901 <0.0005
Omitted:, Under 25.

Distance migrated:,
51-100 miles.. .. 0.0828 0.1544 0.00786 0.5361 0.599
101-150 miles. 0.1998 0.1899 0.015:34 1.0523 0.29:3
150 miles or more . . 0.:3426 0.1067 0.04874 3.2097 0.002
Omitted: Under 51 miles.
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TABLE 53.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with occupational instability after mobility.
the tuition, 1958-Continued

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bar 2

0.1638 0.4047 0.1585
R Bar
0.3981

Standard Elror of Estimate
2.60539273

Factor
Regression
coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

"Industry of nonfarm employment:
Mining .. 0.4093 0.2626 0.02308 1.5584 0.115
Construction.. ... 0.2437 0.132(, 0.03017 1.8375 0.063

Utilities 0.4276 0.1967 0.03305 2.1739 0.028
Wholesale and retail trades ... 0.3746 0.1128 0.05751 3.3201 0.001

Financial services...... . 0.3028 0.1354 0.03681 2.2372 0.024

Government 0.2428 0.1748 0.02134 1.3890 0.161

Military and unknown... . ......... 0.1(1114 0.2441 0.01037 0.6939 0.495

Omitted: Manufacturing.
Location relative to SMSA

51-100 miles 0.1493 0.099!) 0.02263 1.4954 0.131

101-150 miles . . 0.1176 0.1470 0.01187 0.8003 0.429

Over 150 miles.. ... . . 0.29'311 0.1708 0.02520 1.7202 0.082

Omitted: Under 51 miles.
Farm employment status:

Single-job farm wage worker -0.6856 0.1985 -0.09268 -3.4549 0.001

Multiple-job farm wage worker. .. -1.9758 0.1770 -0.34662 -11.1623 <0.0005
Multiple-lob farm operator-NFW -1.8089 0.1958 -0.22273 -11.2393 <0.0005
Multiple-job farm operator -SE() -0.8352 0.2253 -0.07580 -3.7070 <0.0005
Omitted: Single.-job farm operator.

Earnings-in farming:
$1,200 to $1,799. -0.6352 0.1221 -0.082C6 -5.2015 <0.0005
$1,800 to $2,399 -0.7884 0.1448 -0.08576 -5.4461 <0.0005
$2,400 to $2,999 -1.0143 0.1658 -0.09542 -6.1169 <0.0005
$3,000 and over -1.4088 0.1249 -0.20087 - 11.2745 <0.0005
Omitted: Under $1,200.

TABLE 54.-Results of regression equ'ation of factors associated with occupational instability after mobility,
the nation. 1959

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bar 2 R Bar Standard Error of Estimates

0.1795 0.4237 0.1746 04178 2.15080922

Regression Std. errors Beta
Factor coefficients of coefficients weights TB Sig.

Constant 3.9822 0.1820 21.8788 <0.0005
Income change ........ . -0.0032 0.0002 --0.26685 -14.2778 <0.0005

Race:.
Negro 0.1096 -0.0361 -0.00473 -0.3299 0.738
Omitted: White.

Age:
25-34. 0.4089 0.0945 0.06994 4.3293 <0.0005
35-44. . . .. 0.5475 0.0990 0.09102 5.5276 <0.0005
45 and over .. .. ...... ... 0.8057 0.0926 0.15107 8.7055 <0.0005
Omitted: Under 25.

Distance migrated:
51-100 miles 0.3061 0.1227 0.03517 2.4952 0.012

101-150 miles. 0.0457 0.1441 0.00445 0.3169 0.747

150 miles or more .. 0.230(1 0.0834 0.04022 2.7584 0.006

' Omitted: Under 51 miles.
Industry of nonfarm employment:

Mining... . .. 0.0779 0.1930 0.00579 0.4036 0.688

Construction . 0.1009 0.1096 0.01454 0.9204 0.360
Utilities... .. . . . . . .... .. 0.1991 0.1552 0.01877 1.2828 0.196

Wholesale and retail trades... .. . 0.0673 0.0905 0.01245 0.7436 0.464

Financial services .. .. 0.2361 0.1090 0.01088 1.2487 0,209

Government ... . ... 0.0363 0.1478 0.00372 0.2454 0.793

Military and unknown. . .. 0.2115 0.1692 0.01840 1.2500 0.209

Omitted: Manufacturing.
I cation relative to SMS/U

51-100 miles 0.0321 0.0798 0.00584 0.4020 0.689

101-150 miles... . ...... -0.0840 0.1198 -0.00996 -0.7012 0,490

Over 150 miles. 0.0464 0.1394 0.00467 0.3329 0.730

Omitted:, Under 51 miles.
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TABLE 54.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with occupational instability after mobility.
the nation, 1959-Continued

Mtt Itile Correlation Coefficients
R2 R Bar 2 R Bar Standard Error of Estimate

0.1795 0.4237 0.1746 0.4178 2.15080922

Factor
Regression Std. errors Beta
coefficients of coefficients weights TB Sig.

Farm employment status:
Single-job farm wage worker -0.11131 0.1767 -0.02985 -1.0926 0.274
Multiple-job farm wage worker - 0.4:3513 0.1590 -0.29440 -9.0278 <0.0005
Multiple-job farm operator-NFW -0.2183 0.1775 -0.16474 -6.8628 <0.0005
Multiple-job farm operator-S1'0.... -0.1555 0.2043 -0.11181 -5.6568 <0.0005
Omitted: Single-job farm operator.

Earnings in farming:
$1,200 to $1,799 -1.5896 0.1003 -0.09052 -5.8768 <0.0005
$1,80C to $2,399 .. ... .... -1.0914 0.1128 -0.14720 -11.6751 <0.0005
$2,400 to $2,999 -1.1289 0.1276 -0.13351 -8.8501 <0.0005
$3,000 and over -1.31112 0.0993 -0.24370 -14.0094 <0.0005
Omitted: Under $1,200.

TABLE 55.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with occupational instability after mobility,
the Northeast; 1957-60

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bar 2 R Bar Standard Error of Estimates

0.1631 0.4038 0.1516 0.3893 2.63947832

Factor
Regression Std. errors Beta
coefficients of coefficients weights TB Sig.

Constant 3.9810 0.3898 10.2117 <0.0005
Income change -0.0039 0.0005 -0.19243 -8.5645 <0.0005
Race:.

Negro 0.2132 0.2053 0.02299 1.0:388 0.300
Omitted: White.

Age:
25-34 0.4668 0.1698 0.06811 2.7490 0.006
35-44 0.5089 0.1927 0.07374 2.9516 0.00:3
45 and over 1.1:38(3 0.1779 0.16954 6.4016 <0.0005
Omitted: Under 25.

Distance migrated:
51100.miles 0.1167 0.2:3:30 0.01076 0.5008 0.623
101-150 miles 0.0:392 0.:3214 0.00260 0.1220 0.870
150 miles or more 0.0:340 0.1814 0.00410 0.1872 0.830
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Industry of nonfarm employment :
Mining 0.2623 0.:3621 0.01581 0.7245 0.476
Construction . 0.1442 0.2070 0.01623 0.6969 0.493
Utilities 0.3517 0.3087 0.02525 1.1:393 0.253
Wholesale and retail trades.... ... 0.5410 0.1608 0.08284 3.:3637 0.001
Financial services 0.2027 0.1975 0.024:3:3 1.0265 0.306
Government 0.1651 0.2847 0.01322 0.5799 0.569
Military and unknown 0.4984 0.454:3 0.02392 1.01171 0.272
Omitted: Manufacturing.

Location relative to SNISA:,
51-100 miles
101-150 miles
Over 150 miles
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Farm employment status:
Single-job farm wage worker .
Multiple-job farm wage worker
Multiple-job farm operator -N FW .
Multiple-job farm operator-SE0
Omitted: Single-job farm operator

Earnings in farming:,
$1,200 to $1,799 -0.5921 0.1890 -0.07275 -3.1:32:3
$1,800 to $2,399 -1.0250 0.2186 -0.10957 -.1.138115 5
$2,400 to $2,999 - 1.34:1) 0.2298 -0.25350 - 5.8706
$3,000 and over' -1.7403 0.1842 -0.1:3591 - 1.4478
Omitted: Under $1,200.

0.1208 0.1703 0.01532 0.7097 0.485
0.0152 0.3660 0.00088 0.0414 9.919
0.:3541 0.:3121 0.02426 1.1:344 0.256

- 0.1211 0.:3768 -0.01683 -0.3215 0.744
- 1.3757 0.3542 -0.2:3015 -38639 <0.0005
-1.4800 0.4029 -0.141 ,77 -3.67:15 <0.0005
-1.0312 (1.4421 -0.117529 -2.3327 0.016
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TABLE 56.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with occupational instability after mobility.
the North Central, 1957-60

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bar 2

0.1630 0.4038 0.1557
R Bar
03945

Standard Error of Estimates
2.58640267

Factor
Regression
coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
weights TI3 Sig.

Constant 4.5744 0:1306 19.8407 <0.0005
Income change -0.0026 0.0003 -0.17725 -9.8148 <0.0005
Race:

Negro 0.5961 0.3:377 0.03027 1.76.52 0.074
Omitted: White.

Age:
25-34 0.3765 0.1452 0.05:370 2.59:36 0.009
:35-44 0.5714 0.1487 0.08094 :3.8425 <0.0005
45 and over 0.9470 0.1415 0.15706 6.7647 <0.0005
Omitted: Under 25.

Ilistanm migrated:
51-100 miles 0.10:36 0.1960 0.00909 0.5286 0.604
101-150 miles -0.0526 0.1378 -0.00379' -0.2211 0.809
150 miles or more 0.3:318 11.1446 0.04094 2.2950 0.021
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Iodustry of nonfarm employment:
Mining 0.3798 0.3395 0.01944 1.1187 0.262
Construction 0.3116 0.161:3 0.03651 1.9317 0.051
Utilities 0.6190 0.2170 0.05150 2.8529 0.004
Wholesale and retail trades 0.3158 0.E303 0.04869 2.42311 0.015
Financial services 0.2947 0.1621 0.03500 1.8173 0.066
Government 0.3759 0.2125 0.03.331 1.7689, 0.073
Military and unknown 0.3731 0.2644 0.02503 1.4108 0.154
Omitted: Manufacturing.

Location relative to SMSA:
51-100 miles 0.0561 0.1135 0.00874 0.4941 0.627
101-150 miles 0.0479 0.1605 0.00525 0.2984 0.759
Over 150 miles -0.5948 0.5145 -0.01968 -1.1560 0.246
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Form employment status:
Si e-job farm wage worker -0.6998 0.2249 -0.08486 -:3.1110 0.002
Mu tiple-job farm wage worker -2.0512 0.1891 -0.36.397 -10.8472 <0.0005
Multiple-job farm operator-NFW -1.6969 0.1988 -0.24528 -8.5361 <0.0005
Multiple-job farm operator-SE0 -1.1881 0.221 -0.12508 ,-5.1887 <0.0005
Omitted:, Single-job farm operator.

Eornings in farming:
$1,200 to $1,799 -0.4919 0.1481 -0.064:38 -3.3214 0.001-

$1,800 to $2,399 -0.7898 0.1669 -0.01X1611 -4.7325 <0.0005
$2,400 to $2,999 -0.7936 0.1930 -0.07827. -4.1130 <0.0005
$3,000 and over -1.2607 0.1404 -0.20098 -8.9803 <0.0005
Omitted: Under $1,200.

TABLE 57.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with occupational instability after mobility,
the South, 1957-60

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bart

0.1308 0.3617 0.1225
R Bar
0.3499

Standard Error of Estimates
2.77370731

Factor
Std. errors

of coefficients
Regression
coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Constant. 0.2725 4.0141 14.7332 <0.0005
lntome change 0.0003 -0.0026 -0.15756 -8.3655 <0.0005
Bate:

Negro 0.1304 -0.0:344 -0.0052:3 -0.2635 0.782
Omitted: White.

Age:
'2544 0.1624 0.2766 003715 1.7025 0.085
35-44 0.1650 0.6710 0.09239 4.0667 <0.0005
45 and over 0.1547 1.1236 0.17968 7.2609 <0.0005
Omitted: Under 25.

Disstance migrated:
51-100 miles 0.2080 0.2946 0.02637 1.4165 0.153
101-150 miles 0.2724 0.4527 0.0:3043 1.66111 0.092
150 miles or more 0.1470 (1.2280 , 0 (X3002 1.5516 0.117
Omitted: Under 51 miles.
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TABLE 57.-Results of regres.5ion equation of factors associated with occupational instability after mobility.
the South, 1957-60-Continued

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bar 2

0.1308 0.3617 0.1225
R Bar
0.3499

Standaid Elroy of Estimate
2.77370731

Faetor
Std. errors

of coefficients
Regression
coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Industry of nonfarm employment:
Mining.. .... ......... . 0.33(X) 0.5248 0.02968 1.5902 0.108
Construction 0.1734 0.1854 0.02272 1.0689 0.285
Utilities 0:2752 0.2569 0.01777 0.9336 0.35:3
Wholesale and retail trade' 0.1486 0.2848 0.04251 1.9168 0.052
Einanciarservices . . . 0.1802 0.2941 0.03416 1.6324 0.098
Government... . 0.2285 0.2247 0.01994 0.9832 0.:327
Military and unknown . 0.2992 -0.0462 -0.00294 -0.1545 0.851
Omitted: Manufact::.ing.

Location relative to SMSA:
51-100 miles.... . _ . 0.1178 0.01:17 0.00224 0.1160 0.874
101-150 miles. 0.2292 -0.1010 -0.00819 -0.4405 0.663
Over 150 miles 2.7835 -3.0339 -0.01959 -1.0900 ' 0.275
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Farm employment. status:
Single-job farm wage worker 0.2543 -0.00:36 -0.00046 -0.0141 0.936
Multiple-job farm wage worker.... 0.2322 -1.0117 -0.17085 -4.3573 <0.0005
Multiple-job farm operator-NEW .. 0.2489 -0.0658 -0.12:356 -3.8805 <0.0005
Multiple-job farm operator -SE() 0.2777 -0.0805 -0.00799 -0.2900 0.764
Omitted: Single-job farm operator.

Earnings in farming:
$1,200 to 31,799 .... ... ..... . 0.15:33 - 1.01 :32 -0.13026 -6.6095 ' <0.0005
$1,800 to $2,399. , . , .. , 0.179:3 -1.4870 -0.16:313 -8.2955 <0.0005
$2,400 to $2,999 0.2204 -1.4429 -0.12656 -6.5477 <0.0005
$3,000 and over . - . .... ......... 0.1828 -1.6534 -0.1971:3 -9.0455 <0.0005
Omitted: Under $1,200.

TABLE 58.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with occupational instability after mobility,
the Plains, 1957-60

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bar 2

02227 0.4719 02154
R Bar
0.4641

Standard Eno,. of Estimates
2 58859728

Factor
Regression
coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

13eta
weights TB Sig.

Constant. .. . 5.7127 0.2858 19.9861 <0.0005
Income change -0.0031 0.0003 -0.17425 -9.72:37 <0.0005
Race:

Negro. .. . 0.1758 0.2:312 0.01321 0.7603 0.453
Omitted: White.

Age:
25-34.. 0.7242 0.1444 0.1004:3 5.0156 <0.0005
35-44 1 1'"54 0.1508 0.15356 7.6604 <0.0005
45 and over 1.1.644 0.1:377 0.19708 9.3301 <0.0005
Omitted: Under 25.

lAstance .:igrated:
51-100 miles. .... 0.2953 0.1898 0.02706 1.5555 0.116
101-150 miles. -(1.0324 0.2101 -0.00268 -0.1540 0.851
150 miles or more u.1463 0.1214 0.02259 1.2053 0.2'26
Omitted: Under 51 miles.

Industry of nonfarm employment :
Mining -0.1347 0.3:326 -0.00727 -0.4049 0.685
Construction . 0.1711 0.1689 0.02238 1.0132 0.312
Utilities . 0.37:34 0.2401 0.02942 1.5549 0.116
Wholesale and retail trades 0.2187 0.15:31 0.03384 1.4287 0.149
Financial services.. .. . 0.1011 0.1762 0.012:38 0.5735 0.574
Government.... . .. 0.0047 0.2147 0.00044 0.0217 0.931
Military and unknown... 0.2:344 0.2504 -0.02137 -1.1359 0.255
Omitted: Manufacturing.

Location relative to SMSA:
51-100 miles ... ..... .. 0.1053 0.1299 0.01518 0.8105 0.423
101-150 miles ... ... 0.0179 0.1586 0.00207 i 11:31 0.876
Over 150 miles 0.0903 0.1411 0.012(X) 0.4396 0.530
Omitted: Under 51 miles.
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TABLE 58.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with occupational instability after mobility.
the Plains, 1957-60-Continued

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R Bar 2 '

02227 0.4719 0.2154
R Bar
0.4641

Standard Error of Estimate
2.58859728

Factor
Regression
coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
weights TB Sig.

Farm employment status:
Single-job farm wage worker ... ...... -1.3760 0.2591 -0.17506 -5.3099 <0.0005
Multiple-job farm wage worker -:3.0232 0.229:3 -0.50490 -13.1832 <0.0005
Multiple-job farm operator-NFW.. .... -2.239:3 0.2614 -0.23960 -8.5664 <0.0005
Multiple-job farm operator-SEO... . - 0.891)9 0.2948 -0.07423 -3.0530 0.002

Omitted: Single-job farm operator.
Earnings in farming:.

$1,200 to $1,799 -0.9057 0.1490 -0.115:3:3 -6.0790 <0.0005

$1,800 to $2,399 .... ......... .. . -0.9412 0.1755 -0.09954 -5 3621 <0.0005
$2,400 to $2,909. .. . ...... -1.:3440 0.1835 -0.1360:3 -7.3228 <0.0005

$3,000 and over .. . -1.6819 0.1567 -0.22503 -10.7306 <0.0005
Omitted:. Under $1,200.

'FABLE 59.-Results of regression equation of factors associated with occupational instability after mobility,
the West. 1957-60

Multiple Correlation Coefficients
R2 R R Bar 2

0.1790 0.4231 0.1698
R Bar Standard Error of Estimates

2.7077699

Factor
Regression
coefficients

Std. errors
of coefficients

Beta
weights T13 Sig.

Constant. 5.66728517 0.44869928 12.5859 <0.0005

Income change. -0.00360002 0.00037074 -0.19020 -9.7103 <0.0005

Race:
Negro.... ..... -0.43406034 0.36278047 -0.02284 -1.1965 0.2.30

I Omitted: White.
Age:

25-34 0.73223727 0.15620356 0.10576 4.6877 <0.1X/05

35-44 0.81581584 0.16758819 0.1071:3 4.8680 <0.0005

45 and over 1.23159670 0.15725222 0.17809 7.8320 <0.0005
Omitted:. Under 25.

Distance migrated:.
51-100 miles 0.17947076 0.20928014 0.01669 0,8576 0.:396.

101-150 miles. -0.09220326 0.24153386 -0.007'39 -0.3817 0.703

150 miles or more -0:02752479 0.13148429 -0.00426 -0.2093 0.816

Omitted:. Under 51 miles.
Industry of nonfarm employment.,

Mining 0.67607756 0.30962334 0.04:316 2.1835 0.027

Construction 0.33845575 0.19148885 0.03799 1.7675 0.074

Utilities -0.0:3081121 0.24691629 -0.00252 -0.1248 0.869

Wholesale and retail trades 0.10457497 0.14896428 0.01599 0.7020 0.490

Financial services 0.27776952 0.18363689 0.03278 1.5126 0.126

Government ...- .. .. -0.17046489 0.32738311 -0.01021 -0.5207 0.609

Military and unknown. ... -0.09554252 0.38448358 -0.00486 -0.2485 0.791

Omitted: Manufacturing.
Location reli ;ve toSMSA:

51-100 miles.... . ......... . 0.05699107 0.15853774 0.00695 0.3595 0.718

101-150 miles 0.19634656 0.18755105 0.02022 1,0469 0.296

Over 150_ miles -0.249497011 0.21806859 -0.02197 -1.1441 0.251

Omitted: Under 51 miles.
Farm employment status:

Single-job farm wage worker -1.32285546 0.44052321 -0.17979 -3.0029 0.003

Multiple-job farm wage worker -2.511:30464 0.424:31701 -0.:37642 -5.9185 <0.0005

Multiple-job farm operator-NFW.... -1.70818064 0.54736346 -0.08912 - :3.1207 0.002

Multiple-job farm operator-SE0 ..... -1.01498538 0.55057:326 -0.05251 -1.8435 0.062

Omitted: Single-job farm operator.
Earnings in farming:

$1,200 to $1,799 -0.70302105 0.17881563 -0.08130 -3.9315 <0.0005

$1,800 to $2,399 -0.75173601 0.19745128 -0.07890 -3.8072 <0.0005

$2,400 to $2,999. -1.59732225 0.23001250 -0.14065 -6.9445 <0.0005

$3,000 and over -1.99590097 0.164801:32 -0.28279 -12.1110 <0.0005

Omitted: Under $1,200.
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Chapter 14

Labor Mobility: Some Costs and Returns
PAUL R. Joi-mos, professor of economics, North Carolina State University

Of the many decisions that people make in their
lifetimes, where to work and at what to work are
among the most important. The explanation and
predictions of these choices are, of course, partly
economic problems. In a modern economy such as
that of the United States, the results of the collec-
tive location and job decisions are evident on every
highway and in every community. Some of these
decisions are still part of a great historic movement
of rural people to urban centers.

In some ways it is odd that two-thirds of the way
through the 20th century we are still seeking facts
and explanatory theories about a process that has
been going on in the Western World since at least
the 17th century. Even in 19th-century United

-States, as immigrants broke new land in the West,
New England farm people were entering mills.
The net inflow of rural people to urban places has
continued to the present. The speed of the move-
ment has not been constant, but with few exceptions
the annual net movement has been positive. Why,
then, if the process is continuously working are we
still concerned with how it works? More specifically,
why are people considering programs to pay part
of the cost of moving from public monies?

The simple answer, of course, is that a growing
modern economy requires a continual reallocation
of resources, and the spatial movement of labor is
part of this allocation. The present paper attempts
to examine in part the payoff on both private and
public account to mobility of labor.

The current mode of viewing the economics of
migration is as an investment in the human agent.
Sjaastad (12)1 has laid out the theoretical founda-
tions for such an accounting. Briefly and very
simply the theory says that observed spatial differ-
ences in earnings for like work will lead people to
invest in a move that will tend to equalize these
differences. To the individual involved this is an
investment of the same order or VI additional train-
ing, or in health services, and thus has some present
value which can be compared with its cost. Before
proceeding with this framework it may be useful to
point out a special problem of rural-urban mobility
versus migration.

Many geographic moves by members of the labor
force involve not only a spatial change but an

' Numbers in parentheses indicate references listed at end
of this paper.
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occupational change. The extent of such combina-
tions depends, of course, on how finely we define
occupations. In moves from rural or urban areas the
confounding of occupational change with geo-
graphic change is almost always present, however
gross the definition of occupation. The move is not
just from rural X county to Y city; it is also frora
farmer, farm manager, farm laborer, or sharecropper
to some other occupation.

Thus, the term migration usually refers to the
geographic move, but the term mobility can refer
to both occupational and geographic move. As
occupational change depends on a classification of
jobs, one cannot restrict the term mobility to such
changes. The term- mobility will be used here to
refer to spatial moves whatever their nature. It
should be understood, however, that all forms qf
mobility come under:the same investment rubric if
they involve an expenditure that leads to future
returns.

This definitional problem presents only empirical
difficulties, not theoretical ones. As Stigler (13)
points out, the investment in search for a better job
is of the same order as ifivzstment in migration or
in schooling or in training. For the rural poor it may
be relatively easy to aggregate the two investments,
but for a general empirical study the two present
real problems.2

The current paper represents an attempt to bring
some bits and pieces of empirical evidence to bear
on the costs and returns to.labor mobility with spe-
cific reference to the rural poor. The rural poor

,,,seem to fall in four categories: (1) -sharecroppers
(especially southern Negro sharecroppers) ; (2)
hired farmworkers; (3) migratory workers, who
can be distinguished as a group from (2) ; and (4)
subsistence and other small-size owner operators.
All of these have a nonfarm opportunity cost of
employment in nonfarm jobs.

No attempt iF made to relate directly these
groups with any particular opportunity. They each
have characteristics that should be taken into ac-
count in any specific policy proposal. Some of the
evidence mat comes from the North Carolina Fund
Pilot Mobility Study discussed later is directly
applicable to groups (1), (2), and perhaps (4).

2 See Osborn (8) and Johnson (8) for a further description
of the problem.



The coupling of location and occupation choice
in a farm to nonfarm move presents easily iden-
tifiable information on baekflows, and this differ-
ence between gross and net movements is discussed
first. After a discussion of costs, the valuation of
incomes and other externalities arc discussed. The
remainder of the paper presents some evidence on
the returns to moving, and analyzes some results
that have specific application to the rural poor.

The empirical 'nformation comes mainly from
two sources. In the summer of 1965 a sample of 250
migrants and 250 nonmigrants were interviewed in
Greensboro and Winston-Salem, N.C., for a study
done for the U.S. Department of Commerce. Data
on costs of and returns to moving were collected
from this sample, and are reported fully by Osburn
(8). The second source of data is a study done under
contract for the U.S. Department of Labor as an
evaluation study of the pilot mobility project
undertaken by the North Carolina Fund. In this
project certain rural poor (those unemployed or
earning less than $1,200 per year) have been moved
from eastern North Carolina to piedmont North
Carolina, where nonfarm employment has been
found for them.

Gross Versus Net Movements

One of the most significant findings in recent
years in the area of labor mobility has been the
documentation of a large'differenee in the gross and
net flows of labor between farm and nonfarm occu-
pations. Perkins and Hathaway (9) have very care-
fully analyzed this problem. For instance, they show
that in 1956-57 the change in the farm labor force
from a social security sample was 4.9 percent,
while the gross- off-farm movement was 15.6 per-
cent. The backflow was 10.7 percent. Although the
annual rates vary somewhat, the order of magni-
tude of the 'difference between gross and net rates
stays the same for the years 1955 to 1959. It should
come as no surprise, then, that not everyone who
moves from a rural poverty status to an urban en-
vironment will stay,

The study of the N. C. Fund Pilot .Mobility Study
presents us with some insights into this aspect of
labor mobility for the rural poor. One cause for a
return flowimproper valuation of income differ-
entialswill be taken up separately. However, the
mobility study identified those who stayed in urban
areas and those who returned. From the sample,
therefore, one can make some estimates as to rea-
sons for staying or not staying. These estimates
can be placed in a conditional probability frame-
work and any costs and benefits calculated can be
adjusted for these return probabilities.

Before going into the estimates, we should ex-
amine the general nature of the return problem.
We have been treating the decision to move, in
general, as an investment decision governed by the
usual investment choice criterion. But if all moves

are not permanent, the time horizon of the invest-
ment should be considered as determinants of
mobility.

The ordinary considerations for an investment
would indicate that costs, discount rates, and a
capital constraint are the determinants of a par-
ticular investment. In our particular case these
variables would be the cost of the move and the
cost of search for a different job. The returns are
the expected wage differences, and the discount
rates are those expected as an internal rate for the
investment and that of the market. All of this is
straightforward and is discussed in the sections on
costs and benefits. As Stigler points out (13) the
average length of a particular job may be as short
as 3 years. Therefore one cannot calculate internal
rates that extend over a working lifetime from an
investment in search. The same would probably
hold true for an investment in spatial mobility. As
shown below, the real differences in income may be
quite small for low income agricultural and non-
agricultural workers, and the baekflows may be
explained by the same choice principles as the
initial moves.

One external variable that affects these move-
ments is not part of the investment calculus of in-
dividuals. That variable is the state of aggregate
demand and unemployment in the economy. The
effect of unemployment on the rate of net out-
migration has been demonstrated by Bishop (1)
and more recently by Perkins and Hathaway (9).
It is well known that the incidence of unemploy-
ment falls most heavily on the unskilled, the non-
educated, and minority groups. Some low income
agricultural workers possess all of these attributes
in addition to their occupational characteristics.
Any change in overall economic activity that slows
the migration process will in all probability affect
this group even more. As the rationing of nonfarm
jobs becomes tighter one would expect the propor-
tion of low income, low skilled workers in the gross
outflow from agriculture to decrease.

No data are presented in this paper on this ex-
ternal effect. However, as Schultz (most recently in
(10 and many other places) and others have often
pointed out, the single most effective weapon for a
manpower policy in agriculture is probably one of
full employment in nonagriculture.

The study of the N. C. Fund mobility program
covered only a period in which unemployment had
fallen to quite low levels in relation to the average
of the preceding 5 or 6 years. The effect of low un-
employment was to ease job rationing and make
jobs easier to find, and the effect persisted over the
period. In looking at the determinants of the back-
flow then, one can ignore changes in the state of the
economy.

Two separate samples of persons relocated to
nonfarm jobs have been examined. Each sample
eame from a separate contract, and they can be
called Phase I and Phase II of the mobility pro-
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gram. In Phase II many more resources were allo-
cated to uremove and nostmove counseling, finding
and securing housing, etc. This expenditure is re-
flected in the difference in backflow-more than
half returned in Phase I whereas less than half re-
turned in Phase 11.3

In order to assess the significance of certain vari-
ables on the decision to stay or not to stay, regres-
sions were run where the dependent variable was a
dichotomous variable-stay or not stay.;

The following variables were regressed on the
stay or not stay variable: age, sex, education, mari-
tal status, size of family, number of family mem-
bers working, number of family members moved,
income, number of jobs previously held, length of
residence, and race. Age, education, size of family,
both variables for number of members working and
moved, income, number of jobs, and length of resi-
dence are continuous variables, the others are
dummy variables taking the values zero or one.
The observation was one if male, single, Negro;
zero if female, married, and Indian.

The regression results are shown in tables -1 and
2. The two phases are -analyzed separately. An F
test indicates rejection of the hypothesis that the
two samples are the same at the 1-percent level.
The results of these regressions are discussed
briefly."

For Phase I the only variable that is really sig-
nificant is length of residence despite the fact -that
the overall regression explains 82 percent of the
variation in the decision to stay. Three variables
alone explain 80 percent-these are sex, income,
and length of residence. When these are regressed
alone we get the coefficients shown in the riglithand
column of table 1.

These coefficients (subject to the discussion in
footnote-4) can be interpreted as conditional prob-
abilities. Thus, one can say that the conditional
probability of a person staying after a move is
lowered by .21 if the person is a. male; the-prob-
ability is increased by .09 for an additional month
of residence. In other words, the longer a person
resides in the area the less likely he becomes to
return home.

More of the coefficients were significant for
Phase II. If we look just at the most significant co-

'The percentages are 62 and 32 for returns. It must be
remembered that the length of time for observations is less
for Phase II.

' As discussed in Goldberger (4) and elsewhere there are
at least two statistical problems in running such a regression.
Heteroseedasticity of the errors is built into the regression.
Secondly, the fitted equation can result in predicted values
Outside the 0-1 range of the observed dependent variables.
These problems are not pursued here. The scroll(' problem
was found not to be of concern. The reader is simply warned
that not all of the assumptions necessary for performing
tests on the coefficients are met.

A more complete discussion of this evaluation will be
found in a forthcoming M.S. thesis by Richard Robbins at
N.C. State University, Raleigh. and in a forthcoming report,
to the U.S. Department of Labor.
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TABLE L-PHAS Regression results of selected
variables on the decision to stay or not to stay
in area to which relocated'

Variable Coefficient Coefficient

Age .

Sex

-.00009
(.0074)

-.2412 -.2082
(.193:3) (.0979)

Education.. -.0175
(.0271)

Marital status... .0687
(.:3056)

Size of family .0178
(.0464)

Number of family working.. .2415
(1.4565)

Number of family moved... -.0367
(.4027)

Monthly income ..... . .0025 .0018
(.0024) (.0015)

Number of previous jobs held.... -.0143
(.0700)

Length of residence .. , .0872 .0910,
(.011:3) (.0088)

Race .0658
(.1201)

Constant term -.:3418 -.24:34
It2.- .......... .8188 .8045

' Front N.C. Fund Mobility Project (34 observations).

efficients in column 3 of table 2, we see that most
of the signs go in the "right" direction. The excep-
tions are number of family and marital statusi
where the estimated coefficients indicate a- person
is less likely to stay if lie (or she) is married, and

TABLE 2.-PHASE Regression results of selected
nariables on the decision to stay or not to stay
in area to which relocated'

Variable Coefficient Coefficient.

Age .0120 .0158
(.0113) (.0092)

Sex -.2627 -.2292
(.1201) (.1090

Education... .. -.0185
(.0279)

Marital status .. -.3956 -.3405
(.2305) (.1645)

Size of family - .1549 -.1429
(.0670) (.0508)

Number of family working. -.0604
(.2709)

Number of family moved.. .1287 .1103
(.0668) (.0478)

Monthly income. .0016
(.0020)

Number of previous jobs held -.0979 -.1183
(.0598) (.0479)

Length of residence .1420 .1513
(.0236) (.0199)

Race .2804 .2909
(.1105) (.1028)

Constant term .4870 .1394
R 2 .8328 .8284

' From N.C. Fund Mobility Project (34 observations).,



the larger the family. The result can be rationalized
in part by the fact that some married persons did
not take their spouse, and thus their marital status
was conductive to residence instability.

There were no particular a priori reasons for
specifying greater desire to stay with regard to sex
or race. As in Phase I females appear more likely
to stay, and Negroes appear more likely to stay
than Indians.

The number of jobs previously held is apparently
of some significance. Holding the other variables
constant, more jobs held indicates a history of job
change that makes one less likely to remain in a
new job.

Again, as in Phase I, the longer one stays the
greater the likelihood to keep staying. It should be
noted that in Phase H the time for the observations
is shorter, and probably explains the greater ab-
solute magnitude of the coefficients.

It is interesting that income as a variable does
not enter either regression. Given the low skill levels
and low pay it might be expected that the pay
would beruniformly low and hence there would not
be enough variability to lend to any explanatory
power. Actually for- group I the average weekly
earnings were $55.53 with a standard deviation of
$28.27. For group H the average weekly earnings
were 144.32 with a standard deviation of $31.15.
Apparently lack of variation in the observed in-
comes does not account for the failure of these
variables to explain a larger net proportion of the
return decision.

The implications of the regressions would seem
to be that in an area and at a time where the de-
mand for labor was relatively- large, factors other
than simple money income differences affected job
location decisions for the rural poor. Some persons
will pay to return to their home area though the
expectation is not certain that all will get jobs
there. Males, Indians, and younger people appear
more likely to pay for this choice, other things
being equal.

The. Costs of Moving

While Sjaastad has laid outthe theoretical frame-
work for viewing migration as an investment activ-
ity, relatively little work on the empirical side has
come within that framework. Some recent work by
Osborn (8) presents the most complete accounting
of costs and returns for a sample of migrants with
w ich I am familiar. There have been earlier esti-
m tes of the costs involved in moving, notably an
A ea Redevelopment Administration study of a
n tional sample (7). However, the Osborn study
h s collected not only the direct costs of moving
b t the opportunity costs involved also.

sburn's data came from a sample of inmigrants
Greensboro and Winston-Salem, N.C. These
ily heads were interviewed in the summer of

to
fa

1965, and employment and income data were col-
lected for jobs going back to 1945. The data on
direct costs confirm the view that on the average
it does not cost very much to move around. The
average direct cost of move for 127 white families
was $117.50 and for 127 nonwhite families it was
$43.86.

These numbers obscure some important variables,
however. Seven percent of the white moves cost
over $500; 25 percent of the white moves cost be-
tween $50 and $200. Also, 38 percent of the white
moves and 33 percent of the nonwhite moves were
less than 100 miles in distance. That we see is that
it does not cost too much if we do not move too
far.

The unique part of Osburn's sample is that it in-
cludes information on foregone earnings. Thirty-
two percent of the white and fifty-three percent of
the nonwhites had-foregone earnings. For the group
that had foregone earnings,. the average for both
white and nonwhite was approximately $450. One
of the interesting facets of the foregone earnings
data is that a large proportion of those with lower
incomes had foregone earnings. Forty-two percent
of the whites and eighty-five percent of the= non-
whites who experienced foregone earnings had in-
comes of less than $4,000 per year. The inference is
that some time was spent without pay either in
moving or in job search. The average cost of this
time for those with incomes under $4,000 was $161

for whites and $415 for nonwhites .°
'Adding the foregone earnings to the direct costs

makes the average costs borne by the individuals
$266 for whites and $283 for nonwhites. These
averages -are not startling in their -magnitude, but
they may easily exceed either the savings or the
borrowing capacity of the rural poor, or both.

The costs pn private aeLaunt actually exceed the
averages listed. Some. people received less in the
new location than they did in the old. On the aver-
age, of course, all moves yielded a positive return.
Some of those whose income differential was intially
negative received a positive differential in subse-
quent years, and some respondents indicated they
knowingly accepted a negative return for a short_
period. These negative income differentials must be

added to the cost side.-
Another set of costs that does not appear in-the

personal budgets of the movers is the cost of mov-
ing borne by employers. In any estimate of the total
resource cost involved in moving these costs must
be included.1

"While not a direct test. this ditTerence would indicate a
more informal labor market for nonwhites. Since distances
are not too different. more time must have been spent look-
ing for work.

'A social accounting problem may still be present on the
returns side. We only have information on earnings of the
one wed. Prepatmably tlte employer expects some returns
for moving his employee. and it is possible that the returns
are understood.
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When these last two items of cost are added in,
the average costs for the Greensboro and Winston-
Salem movers was $492 for the whites and $478 for
the nonwhites.

The returns side of these data will not be gone
into at this point, but on the average the returns,
measured in income differentials, were $523 per year
for whites and $635 per year for nonwhites. Com-
pared with the cost figures, both of these imply
rates of return greater than 100 percent, or the
movers could recoup the costs in the first year.
These returns are subject to the following qualifi-
cations:

(1) We do not necessarily have the whole array
or movers. Some with negative or very low rates
may have gone back or moved on.

(2) The returns are confounded with those of
search for jobs and we have no direct costs of
search.

(3) Psychic costs are not included. Indeed, what
one may have is the measure of the nonmoney cost
of a move.

(4) As noted later, certain income groups may
have internal discount rates that approach 100 per-
cent..

(5) It should also be _noted that the farm-non-
farm differential discussed by Perkins and Hath-
away (9) averages $600, which is close to the aver-
age here for what are mainly nonfarm to nonfarm
moves.,

We have some other evidence on costs from the
N. C. Fund Pilot Mobility Project!'

The costs of the N. C., Fund mobility program
can be broken down in several ways. The oppor-
tunity costs of the individuals moved might best be
imputed from the cash allowances given them from
the program. In Phase I this was a grant of $51.50
plus a tow interest loan of $51.50. In Phase II the
grant was in the neighborhood of $150. These costs
underestimate the actual cost of a move under the
program.

"Some evidence which is not a matter of public record
from a- similar relocation project at Tuskegee Institute
would indicate that the average expenditure per family was
in the neighborhood of $100 to 8115 for subsistence, travel,
and dependency alluwanee.

We can look at two other costs of the program.
We can divide the total costs of the program by the
number of moves, or we can look at the direct costs
per move. This latter figure can be gotten by sub-
tracting administrative costs from a budget, of the
mobility program. If the program were other than a
pilot program, the first estimatetotal cost
would overstate the per move cost as some overhead
type expenditures would represent investments of
longer than a year.

The direct cost computation represents the op-
portunity cost of the FederaLfunds expended, but
it also is an overestimate of the direct cost of mov-
ing a family. It includes expenditures for contacts
made where no move took place.

The costs of the program are shown in table 3.
As can be seen in the table, the average direct cost
per move for 274 moves in Phase I was $306.27,
and for 219 moves in Phase H was $628.90. Note
carefully what these costs represent. In addition to
the move and the contact expenditure mentioned,
they also include expenditures on job search, hous-
ing- search, and other ancillary services. The ancil-
lary services-budget in Phase H was larger and the
per move cost would have- been larger even if the
same-number had been moved. As the costs include
these other expenditures, they may actually be
closer to the true private costs of moving plus
search than the out-of-pocket expenditures plus
foregone earnings reported by Osburn.

The services provided-by mobility include: find-
ing the jobthe cost of search; bringing the worker
for an interviewalso a _cost of search; paying for
a physical examination, if required; making sure of
a place to live; and_financing the move, including
subsistence until a paycheck is received, An-indi-
vidual would have to go through and finance all of
these stepS in a change of job location. In fact, the
Phase I cost of $306 is not greatly different than the
nonwhite average of $283, including foregone earn-
ings, in the Osburn study. Even though a family
can move itself and its belongings from eastern
North Carolina to piedmont North Carolina for less
than _$75, to say that a family would require a
minimum of $300 in resource, to make the move
does not appear outlandish.

The Phase II costs are considerably higher. The
returnee rate and the general unhappiness of some

TABLE 3.Costs of relocating two groups of rural poor 1

Costs
Phase I Phase II

(274 moved) (219 moved) Total

Administrative
Direct.

Total

Average administrative
Average direct

Average total

$47,571.00 860,771.39 $108,342.39
83,918.00 137,732.2! 221,650.21

131,489.00 198,503.60 329,992.80

173.62 277.49 219.76
306.27 628.91 449.59
479.89 906.41 669.36

' From N.C. Fund Mobility Project.
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of the relocatees in Phase I made the provision of
more counseling services mandatory in Phase II.
In many instances the adjustment problems for the
relocatees were severe. The adjustment problems
cannot be gone into at this time, but they clearly
affect the valuation of costs and returns to migra-
tion. If the persons moved do not stay, some of the
potential gain is lost. If the relocatees impose costs
on their neighbors, employers, or fellow employees,
the social cost of moving is higher than indicated.
For these reasons more attention was given to
counseling and solving housing and other personal
problems in Phase II. The experience of the N. C.
Fund Mobility Program would indicate that look-
ing only at the out-of-pocket expenses to move
versus the nonfarm earnings potential may seri-
ously underestimate the size of the investment re-
quired to increase the productivity of Certain
groups of the rural poor.

Evidence reported by Bishop (2) puts the direct
cost of moving in Europe at roughly the same levels
as Osburn's study. The direct costs, which are
publicly supported in Sweden, would appear to be
in the neighborhood of $100. In France, costsin-
cluding an allowance for adjustment of up to 6
monthsare around $160.

The Function of the Capital Market

If the costs of a spatial move to take advantage
of income differentials are as little as shown and
the returns arc anywhere near as large as indicated,
an immediate question is: Why has not the private
sector been making loans to the rural poor to facil-
itate moving' There are several immediatd answers.

As we have seen, the existence of the differential
depends on aggregate demand. One cannot blame
private lenders for not facilitating moves during
periods when unemployment inhibits them, or dur-
ing" periods where considerable tweertainty exists
about the permanency of the differential.

The group most in need of borrowed funds is
that characterized by low income whose internal
resources are too meager to finance a move. These
are exactly the persons who cannot put up col-
lateral, and who present a high risk of default. It
would be surprising if lenders would lend funds to
such persons for the express purpose of physically
removing themselves from the lender.

The risk of default is probably less for a group
of lenders taken as a whole than it is for a single
lender. The variance of the expected returns facing
an individual lender is simply larger than that fac-
ing the groiip. A possible attack on the problem of
equating the private and social returns from mobil-
ity would be a risk pooling program that changed
the cost of borrowing to private lenders and bor-

'There is no direct evidence on the extent of loans for
the purpose of moving. I am assuming that such loans are
quite limited at lower income levels.

rowers. The pilot mobility project of the U.S. De-
partment of Labor 'neorporated in part a feature
of such a program by offering combinations of loans
and grants.

In addition to changing resource allocation such
a program would have income redistribution effects.
A program of this kind would have to be considered
an alternative to other income redistribution
schemes.

Some Benefit-Cost Complications

In principle the benefit-cost framework is
straightforward. One sums up the costs and finds
their present value, finds the present value of the
future income stream, and compares the two. These
calculations, of course, require an interest rate, and
the choice of the appropriate interest rate has pre-
sented many evaluation problems for public proj-
ects. An alternative is to compute the internal rate
of return on the investment, i.e., find the interest
rate that equates the two present values.

Despite the simplicity of the principles of cal-
culation, the application of the benefit-cost frame-
work to the mobility program abounds in empirical
problems. Such problems are discussed in this sec-
tion.

Real Versus Apparent Income Differences

Any rural to nonrural move involves a problem
of evaluating the nonmarket returns from farming.
There arc not simply the psychic costs ,of leaving
an occupation.- They include the value of home-
produced food and shelter. For some groups the
relative size of this return is very small, but for the
rural poor it may be very large.

Conceptually, if would be impossible to specify
exactly the changes in real incomes from a farm to
nonfarm move without knowing the utility func-
tions of the persons involved. A different bundle of
goods will be consumed in the two areas, and we
have no way to evaluate the new goods in the old
area. The problem is further confounded with a new
mix of public goods available. Police and fire pro-
tection, quality of streets, water, and sewage dis-
posal are all presumed to be better in urban areas.
More importantly, perhaps, closeness and quality
of schools are likely to he improved in the urban
areas."

Offsetting the expected increase in consumption
from these services are the possible diseconomies
from urban slum-type dwelling. While no real
quantification of such diseconomies is available,
the possibility exists that a real resource cost is in-
volved. In any event, the lowest income group of

"Some evidence from West Virginia and Pennsylvania
indicates that there are economies of size in the provision
of public goods in cities in the sense that as population
density increases per capita expenditure decreases for the
services. (See Dillman (3).)
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farm to nonfarm moves would be most likely to
bear part of this cost. The budget constraint for
the lowest paid workers would require them to
occupy the lowest priced housing. in addition, of
course, there may be racial discrimination in hous-
ing.

The N. C. Fund Mobility Project took the dis-
economies possibility into account by moving per-
sons only to areas where "suitable" housing could
be found. The economic meaning of this decision
would, be that the supply price of arbitrarily judged
quality was less than or equal to some bid price
budgeted. It should be noted that this procedure is
only available to the individual and to the small
pilot project at the margin. The price of housing
services is determined by market forces, and larger
scale movements will affect the demand' schedule
for housing services in each area.

Even if we ignore the problems of shifting market
baskets and public goods, we still do not have a
straightforward problem of evaluating real income.
The imputation for shelter will vary for different
tenure classes. An owner-operator would simply
include in his asset structure the value of the farm-
house. Midwestern tenant farmers and southern
sharecroppers in principle have the same imputa-
tion problem. If the lease is of the crop-share type
then there is an implicit payment for household
consumption of housing services and home--pro-
duced foods. While the principle is the same for
tenants and sharecroppers there is considerable
difference in the relative size of the value of house-
hold consumption. Ta calculating farm-nonfarm in-
come differentials du, value of housing and home-
produced food will constitute a much larger share
of farm income for the typical southern share-
cropper than it will for the typical midwestern
tenant."

Some iPustrative budgeting should demonstrate
how large a factor this valuation problem might be:
Compare a farm family that has a net cash income
of $1,200 per year with an urban worker earning
$2,800 per year. The latter income is that of a per-
son working a 40-hour week at $1.40 per hour; the
former is the maximum earnings that still allowed
eligibility for the N. C. mobility program, and is
roughly that of a sharecropper working between 3
and 4 acres of tobacco."

If we impute $40 a month for rent and $200 a
year for food we have a real income for the ham

"In general. one would expect this same proportionality
difference to appear also on the other side of the ledger in
the nonfarm opportunity costs. Typically. a midwestern
tenant would have more education and a higher skill level
than the southern sharecropper and therefore his expected
nonfarm income would be higher. The imputed value for the
former is thus a lower proportion of either farm or nonfarm
income.

"The average allotment in 1965 was approximately 4.0
acres. Average yield was approximately 1.720 lbs. per acre.
Budget studies indicate a net4return-of approximately $800
per acre at current prices over variable expenses less labor.
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family of ahnost $1,900. The rent figure is con-
servative; urban rent is probably closer to $60 per
month. There are no good estimates for the value
of home-produced food, but one recent study for
western North Carolina shows average value of
home-produced food increasing as net farm income
decreases, with an average for the lowest income
group of over $500 per year.,

From the urban income we must subtract trans-
portation to and from work. This expenditure is
presumed to be zero for the farm family as trans-
portation appears on the production side and is
charged to the crop enterprise. Put this figure at
$100 per year. The apparent differential of $1,600
has been cut in half, and by increasing urban ex-
penditures and increasing farm income by fairly
small amounts the differential may entirely dis-
appear.

In evaluating the North Carolina Fund Mobility
Study we have used budgets similar to the above in
examining the returnee problem. One further point
with regard to the income differential is the cash
flow. Typically, the farm income from a crop sale
will come as cash (less marketing charges). Daily
farm labor wages will be quoted as cash and that
amount of cash will be paid. On the other_ hand,
urban wages will typically show a differential be-
tween gross and take-home pay. The North Car-
olina experience has shown that an information gap
exists in regard to this differential. Some workers
have felt misinformed when the cash they received-
was less than the quoted rate. This is in part, of
course, a money illusion and could be alleviated
through educational efforts concerning social secur-
ity, health and life insurance, etc. However, there
is a further meaningful hypothesis that can be ad-
duced to explain behavior with regard to income
differentialsthe rural poor have higher discount,
rates than the rest of society.

Rural-Urban Differences in Internal Discount
Rates

One would expect that the lower the educational
and income level the less meaningful is the future
and therefore there is -less investment in more edu-
cation, training, etc. In addition, I would assert that
certain types of farmwork incorporate a short plan-
ning horizon. Sharecrop leases are on an annual
basis; the horizon, therefore, may be as short as 9
months. Hired farm labor is also involved in a pro-
duction process which has a period of production of
less than a year. Actually, many of the production
decisions are made on a much shorter basis than a
crop year. These workers have no investment in
land and little if any in production capital. The
major investment decisions they would make would
probably involve consumer durables, automobiles,
refrigerators, etc.

Some mobility workers have been puzzled by the
little value attached to education and some of the
amenities of urban life. If, in fact, the discount rate



exceeds 100 percent per year for these people, it is
not surprising they view an investment in a move
differently from other people. Expected longrun
earnings is not a meaningful concept if an annual
differential of $500 coining in $10-a-week incre-
men..3 has a present value of less than $500 when
viewed at the start of the year.

There are really no data yet to test this hy-
pothesis or to calculate the implied discount rate,
but the behavior of sonic workers contacted by the
mobility project is consistent with the hypothesis.
One has to be very careful in examining the issue.
Not all departures from rural areas have been vol-
untary in the sense that a deliberate decision to
disinvest in agriculture has been made. In some
areas opportunities for sharecropping and hired
farm labor have shrunk so rapidly that the choice
is to move to other farming areas or to an urban
area. Apparently, the bulk of the choices have been
of the latter type, and we witness the mass move-
ments of largely Negro ex-farmworkers to northern
cities.

This movement is not inconsistent with the high
discount hypothesis. In fact, the large discount rate
could help explain choice of location. With little
capital to invest in search, a farmworker faced with
a sharp decline iii demand for his services will tend
to move where friends and relatives-have preceded
him. A high internal discohnt rate would lead him
to dismiss cost and returns differences between
cities. A month's employment will appear the same
in all locations despite the fact the longrun costs of
living in one location may greatly exceed those in
another because of crowding in slums and other
costs.

I do not mean to offer the above as a complete
explanation. Obviously, such things as capital to
invest, information flows, and racial discrimination
are important in choice of place and occupation.
The conjecture is that if we could hold constant
such things as racial discrimination, we would find
the rural poor still having a lower rate of invest -
thent than other groups in such things as search,
training, spatial moves, etc. If this conjecture be
true it provides an economic framework for looking
at certain social problems. Some behavior that looks
irrational may be a question of taste and may still
be encompassed by a general theory of choice. The
rural poor probably lack information about alter-
natives, but within their constrained information
they are not necessarily willfully and stupidly
violating utility maximizing principles.

This discount rate hypothesis does not contradict
the assertion of Schultz that farming is an inferior
occupation for the Negro 110). He argues that the
heritage of the southern Negro is such that his
taste for farming will make any urban job prefer-
able. The discount hypothesis simply says that
some Negroes (and Indians) will stay or return to
rural areas when superficial calculations show a
positive return to be made in nonrural areas be-

cause the present value of the income difference
may be less than it appears. Some individuals with
a high enough discount rate could actually be giving
up present value when they leave agriculture, as
the inferior hypothesis suggests.

Other External Problems

In addition to a heritage of ignorance concerning
alternative opportunities the rural poor inherit
problems of physical and mental health where the
social cost may exceed the private costs of treat-
ment.

Physical health is easier to analyze. Mental
health problems are really open-ended, as some be-
havior may be ascribed either to lack of informa-
tion (an education problem) or to irrationality (a
mental health problem).

The same capital restraints and high discount
rates that lead the rural poor to "underinvest" in
spatial mobility and occupational choice would
lead them to "underinvest" in physical and mental
health. A planning horizon of less than a year
makes many investments in health "unprofitable"
from a production standpoint. Thus, even if the
budget constraint of the rural poor permitted a
larger current investment in health, they might
view the discounted present values differently from
other people.

Returns to Migration

Some of the probiems in evaluating returns to
migration have already been discussed in the sec-
tions on costs, real versus apparent income differ-
ences, and varying discount rates. Some further in-
formation on returns from the mobility program are
discussed in the current section. Table 4 contains
information on costs and returns from the program.

To calculate returns, the relocatles are divided
into two groupsstayees and returnees. The costs
for stayees are the direct costs of the program plus
any foregone earnings of the group. This latter cost
will be small, as a requirement for inclusion into
the program was either that-a lierson be unemployed
or a rural resident with an income of less than
$1,200 a year. The costs of the returnees are the
direct costs of the program, foregone earnings, cost
of returning (estimated at $75 per worker), and the
foregone earnings of returning.

The returns for the two groups are as follows:
For the stayees, the returns are the difference in
earnings between the two locations (on an annual
basis). Again, the requirements for eligibility make
this a large sum, as the difference in-many cases is
simply the new earnings. The returns for the re-
turnees are the earnings now less the earnings be-
fore the move if a person has changed occupations.
That is, if a person was moved, returned, and either
became unemployed or returned to farm labor, he
had no imputed returns from the program. If a per-
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son returned but now went into nonfarm work in
the old location, he was accorded some return.

As no complete enumeration had been made, the
returns in table 4 are estimated from a sample of
50 in each phase. The returns therefore do not
represent a complete cost-benefit accounting of the
program.

Several things are noteworthy from these calcu-
lations. The total costs of the program apparently
could be recouped in the first year. That is, the
returns to the individuals involved in the first year
exceed the costs of the program.

There is a positive monetary return to the re-
turnees from the program. A large enough propor-
tion of the returnees become employed to make the
returns greater than zero.

One way of looking at this returnee phenomenon
is that the mobility program is in part a substitute
for a training program. There are jobs in the home
area, but these persons lack nonfarmwork experi-
ence and are not as desirable employees as persons
with such experience. The relocation project pro-
vides them with work experience and when they
return to the home area they are more desirable,
and a large proportion of them can become em-
ployed at the going wage."

These data can also be used to evaluate the
added ancillary services of Phase II. The average
difference in income for stayees over returnees was
$337 in Phase I, but was $1,168 in Phase II. On the
average, then, the added average expenditure of
$323 for Phase II increased the staying rate and
thereby increased average returns by $831. Again,
these figures are mainly illustrative, but indicate
what a complete accounting should show.

"Such an analysis implies that the opportunity cost of a
mobility program is a training program that yields some
minimal experience such as keeping regular work hours.
how to get along with a supervisor. etc.

Income Distribution Effects

The resource allocation effects of human migra-
tion have been.examined. If all moves are voluntary
and undertaken in response to market phenomena
that is the end of it. As we have seen, there may be
second order effects for groups such as the rural
poor where information is lacking or where the
private capital market is unwilling to finance moves
outside the area. There is still another effect that
must be consideredincome (wealth) redistribu-
tion. I have pointed out elsewhere (5) that if all
moves are voluntary there is no presumption of any
particular direction or magnitude of personal in-
come distribution changes from labor mobility. To
be sure, there are successes and mistakes with at-
tendant capital gains and losses, but so are there
with investments in physical capital, or education,
or any other investment. That is, there is no pre-
sumption that a mover changes his relative position
with respect to the personal distribution of income.
However, the aggregate of moves may impose gains
or losses on nonmovers, and if the problem involves
investing public money in spatial mobility this in-
come distribution problem would have to be con-
sidered.

A spatial reallocation of economic activity may
well affect the privately held capital of nonmovers
as well as movers. A rapid depletion of population
clearly will affect the business activity and pros-
pects of businessmen in the area. If the movement
is diverse to other areas then the gains will be many
small gains to compare with a few large losses.
Public policy that affects mobility by changing the
costs (prices) as seen by certain groups will also
change the existing income distribution.

Another facet of the income distribution problem
involving the specific group of the rural poor is that
they may become taxpayers rather than tax re-
ceivers. Consider the group of low income rural
residents. If they are not landowners, they pay
little in the way of either property tax or income
tax. While there is little if any straight "welfare"

TABLE 4.Costs and returns for relocating- workers'

Items compared

Phase I Phase II

Costs Returns Costs Returns

Stayees:
Foregone earnings $ 1,041.31 $ 1,028.70
Direct costs 31,049.66 79,884.68

Total 32,090.97 5263;277174 80,913.38 $363,688.63
Returnees:

Foregone earnings 1,783.63 745.20
Direct costs 52,868.34 57,847.53
Costs of returning 12,975.00 6,900.00
Foregone earnings to return 11,418.00 6,013.12

Total 79,044.97 129,230.10 71,505.85 66,000.00

Grand total $111,135.94 $422,507.84 $152,419.23 $429,688.63

From N.C. Fund Mobility Project (50 observations in each phase).
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paid to the able-bodied male workers, they may
receive surplus food, and they are potential de-
manders of all the public services such as schools,
police and fire protection, public health, etc. If
these persons now receive a higher income they will
now pay a higher tax. If the resource allocation
effect of an investment in mobility is to increase
output at the margin, it will also affect income dis-
tribution.

Actually computing the changes indicated would
become extremely complicated. By snaking a
spatial move an additional factor comes into play.
Persons may cross tax jurisdiction lines. Total tax
collections are potentially higher, but the increases
in collections relative to services rendered may be
greater in one area than the decrease in services
relative to the decrease in taxes in another area.
Thus, there may be an external effect from the re-
source reallocation that makes the social returns
greater or less than the private returns, if local tax
receipts and expenditures are not uniform and based
vn the marginal cost of the services.

Summary and Conclusions

Some small-scale and highly tentative empirical
results on the costs and returns to mobility of labor
have been examined. On the average people do not
spend a great deal to move about in actually
changing jobs. The out-of-pocket expenses are
under $100 for most moves of 100 miles or less.
However, out-of-pocket costs understate the true
costs by omitting foregone earnings, costs of search
for new jobs, and, perhaps most importantly, psy-
chic costs. The financial resources required by a
family to move a hundred miles in North Carolina
would appear to be closer to $300 if we include costs
of search for both jobs and housing and living ex-
penses incurred before being paid. This much or
more per worker was invested in two groups of
rural poor in eastern North Carolina.

Probably the most important constraint on
movement of the rural poor is that of information.
This constraint has two aspects: (1) information
on job opportunities and (2) information on urban
life in general. The rural poor form the group that
is probably least likely to have access to job infor-
mation; and, surprisingly, for our educated society,
there are groups for whom the cultural gap between
rural and urban life is of some magnitude.

The returns side of the ledger has been examined
for a sample of migrants into two cities, and for
two groups of -rural poor whose move was financed
by public funds. Both sets of returns are subject
to many reservations, but they both indicate that
the costs of the move can be recouped in a year
or less. Such a finding implies a return much larger
than other investments in human capital. Two
implications of this large return would be that
some groups may have quite high internal discount
rates and that the psychic costs of leaving a par-
ticular location may indeed be quite large.
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Chapter 15

Social and Cultural Problems of Migrants to Cities
LEE RAINWATER, professor of sociology and anthropology, Washington University

Introduction

In this paper we will consider a variety of social
and psychological aspects of the typical housing
situations of the urban poor and the aspirations
the urban poor have for more satisfactory housing.
Special attention will be paid to situations and
aspirations of the poor migrants to the city, as the
status of migrant gives a different emphasis or qual-
ity to housing needs and aspirations compared to the
situation of those with longer residence in the city.
However, because being poor has important conse-
quences that are quite similar for those who are
new to the city and those who are older residents,
we will see that the fact of being a recent migrant
plays a relatively minor role compared to that of
low socioeconomic status.

As many observers have noted, the category
"poor" is in many ways an arbitrary one based as
it is on fairly tenuous criteria about a minimum
standard of living for families of various sizes. In
order to make most meaningful the use of- sociologi-
cal and social psychological research in this paper,
it will be More useful to speak of "lower class" peo-
ple rather than of the poor. Much research suggests
that a concept of lower class has a kind of sociologi-
cal reality in describing a social group and their
way of life that the concept of "poor" does not have.
In general the term "lower class" refers to that
group in the population in which wage earners have
unskilled occupations or semiskilled occupations
which arc quite vulnerable to unsteady employ-
ment and in which fairly regular periods of unem-
ployment can be expected. The lower class as a
group is also characterized by relatively low edu-
cational achievement. With the exception of some
of the aged poor, almost all those who are categor-
ized as poor by the Social Security Administration
standards would be classified as lower class on the
basis of occupation and education. But the lower
class will include others whose income, at least from
time to time, will place them above the current
poverty standards.

This highlights an important fact for anyone con-
cerned with the problem of poverty. Often those
just above the current poverty line are not in a
significantly different social situation than those
who arc somewhat below the poverty line. Particu-
larly if we think of the crux of the situation of being
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poor as having to do with vulnerability to a num-
ber of untoward consequences of their situation- -
such as unemployment, family disruption, low edu-
cational achievement, and the likeit becomes
apparent that a broad group of persons at the bot-
tom of the socioeconomic hierarchy, perhaps some
25 to 30 percent of families, are in this kind of
vulnerable situation.

Elsewhere I have suggested that this vulnerability
results from the relative deprivation of being ex-
cluded from participation in conventional society
and the enjoyment of its benefits, more than from
some absolute level of deprivation (1).1 Thus, even
though family incomes continue to rise for the
country as a whole, as long as one group of families
finds itself considerably below that median they
are likely to find themselves in situations that are
productive of a wide range' of troubles. This has led
some observers to suggest that the most meaningful
standard of where the poverty line should be drawn
will prove to be one that is phrased in terms of some
proportion of the median family income (somewhere
between two-thirds and one-half of the median
family income at any given time) ; such a definition
would come closer to encompasSing the group that
sociologists have called lower class in their studies
of variations in style of life by social status.

The important group of contrast for understand-
ing lower class behavior and aspirations is not the
white-collar middle class, although it seems ex-
tremely difficult for social conmientators to avoid
this neat contrast. Rather, the important reference
group in examining the problems and difficulties of
lower class life is the so-called stable working class.
We tend to forget that the largest social class group
in this country is most meaningfully described by
such a term as working class with its traditional
reference to semiskilled and skilled manual work,
the "blue-collar" occupations, and the growing num-
ber of "grey-collar" occupations that involve man-
ual kinds of services. These are the true "average"
Americans.

Since World War II they have experienced con-
siderable increase in their level of affluence. The
working class style of life bears many similarities
to that of the white-collar middle class but is not

' Italic numbers in parentheses indicate references at the
end of this paper.



identical with it. For at least 20 years social com-
mentators have been expecting that working class
people will "become more middle class" as their
level of affluence rises, but most of the research that
has investigated the changing life styles of the afflu-
ent working class group suggests that although there
have been important shifts, these shifts have been
in the direction of perfecting what working class
people regard as "the good American life" and not
in the direction of developing the more achieve-
ment-oriented and status conscious orientations that
stand out for the middle class. From the point of
view of anyone interested in lower class behavior
and poverty, then, it is much more important to
understand the ways in -bleb lower class people
fall short of the standards of working class life
rather than to concentrate on what must be an
essentially artificial contrast with middle class
life (2).

This accords not only with the realities of the
relative situation of lower class people but also
with their aspirations. Much research suggests. that
the main life goals of lower class people have to do
with somehow managing to achieve the satisfac-
tions and securities that are available to stable
working class providers and their families. Further,
since we know from studies of social mobility that
movement upward for downward) in social status
tends to be overwhelmingly one step up or clown
per generation, it is obvious that the destination of
the overwhelming majority of lower -class persons,
should various "antipoverty" programs prove suc-
cessful, would-be the stable working class and not
the middle class.

The migration of rural men and women to the
city has historically been an important aspect of
social mobility in the United States. The movement
from the country to the city is not just, or perhaps
even primarily, a movement from one kind of en-
vironment to another. Often that move is incidental
to an effort at socioeconomic mobilitythat is, to
an effort to find a better, more prosperous, more
secure, more gratifying way of life than is available
in the rural home area. Our concern here is with
one aspect of the improvement the migrant seeks
in his move to the city, with the role of housing as
one of the goods which the migrant hopes to realize
by his move.

The Lower Class Situation

Before examining the housing needs and aspira-
tions of the lower class, it is necessary to consider
in some detail the other aspects of living one's life
in a lower class world. Indeed, many of the diffi-
culties that various housing programs have run
into over the past years in trying to meet the hous-
ing needs of the lower class have arisen as a result
of seeing the housing problem in isolation from the
many other problems of lower class life. In this

section we will be concerned first to describe the
objective situations in which lower class people
must make their lives and then to understand the
ways in which they adapt to these situations. The
ways people live represent their efforts to cope with
the predicaments and opportunities they find in the
world as they experience it. Thus, if we are to under-
stand any particular kind of lower class behavior or
to understand the aspirations of the lower class we
must understand first the problems and the oppor-
tunities that their existential world presents them.
Further, since migrants, who are our special con-
cern here, come into ongoing lower class communi-
ties we -must understand something about the
pressures that those communities are likely to place
upon the newcomer.

After having painted a general and somewhat
abstract picture of the ongoing urban lower class
community we can then take up in the latter part
of this section the question of different kinds of
lower class adaptation as they are affected by the
ethnic status of being white or of one or another
minority groups, since ethnic status often serves to
mitigate or to compound the difficulties of lower
class adaptation.

The World of the Lower Class

The stresses of lower class living

The lower class is defined by two tough facts of
life as it is experienced from day to day and from
birth to death. These are the facts of deprivation
and of exclusion: The lower class is deprived be-
cause it is excluded from the ordinary run of aver-
age American working and middle class life, and it
is excluded because it is deprived of the resources
necessary to function in the institutions of the
mainstream (which is, after all, working class, and
not middle class) of. American life. The most basic
deprivation is of course the lack of an adequate
family income, but from this deprivation flows the
sense so characteristic of lower class groups of not
having the price of admission to participate in the
many different kinds of rewards that ordinary so-
ciety offers, some of which cost money, but also a
good many others (education, for example I that do
not.

But deprivation and exclusion are only the be-
ginning of the troubles of the lower class, and some-
times in day-to-day life they do not really loom
largest as barriers to a sense of reasonable satis-
faction and security about who and where one is.
The economic system and the system of ethnic seg-
regation operate to concentrate lower class people
into particular communities. In those communities,
by virtue of their own troubles and by virtue of the
indifference and exploitative attitudes of the rest
of the society, there grows up a system of institu-
tionalized pathology (to use Kenneth Clark's
phrase) which characterizes ghettos and slum
neighborhoods. It is this world, more than the ob-
jective facts of deprivation and exclusion per se,
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that impinges most directly on the lower class child
as he grows up and on the lower class adult as he
lives from day to day.

To illustrate this point about the direct, imme-
diately experienced relevance of institutionalized
pathology let us consider this example. From my
own research and from a careful analysis of studies
during the depression and after, I feel reasonably
certain that the high proportion of lower class mar-
riages which brefik up do so primarily because the
husband is not able to be a stable wage earner.
That is, they break up because of "deprivation,"
and the exclusion from ordinary life that follows
from it. However, in a study in which a rePresenta.
tive sample of women in a public housing project
was asked why their marriages broke up, the women
themselves did- not give low income or their hus-
bands' inability to find work as the most frequent
reasons lor their marriages breaking op. Instead,
some 50 percent of them said that their marriages
broke up because their husbands were unfaithful,
played around in the streets or drank too much, and,.
another 27 percent indicated that their marriages
broke up because the husbands wouldn't work or
wouldn't give them enough money. In other words,
the fact that the marriages broke up was considered
to be the fault of the .'ilsband, and, rot an unwilled
result of living in hignly depriving circumstances.

Perhaps this is just another -way of saying that
lower class people, no more than the rest of us, are
not capable of being detached and impersonal about
the events of their daily lives. But this is a very
important fact because when such incidents are-
multiplied thousands of times in the interactions
of husbands and wives, parents and their children,
between friends and - neighbors, and when this If;.d
of individual faultfinding comes to dominate -le
contacts that lower class people have with the care-,
takers on whOm they depend in social agencies,
educational institutions, housing authorities, and
the like, a institutionalized system exists in which
tower class; people are constantly subjected to
"moral darnam:" in their interactions with others.
Thus, the potential for an attack on one's moral
worth is ever present for lower class people. De-
pending on their- particular situations they learn
to expect such attacks from other family members,
from their peers, from their neighbors, and most
predictably from the caretakers with whom they
have contact.

But lower class people have responded to this
reality of their lives with all of the resourcefulness
and imaginativeness that human beings can bring
to bear in dealing with their difficulties. Their mech-
anisms for coping with these dangers (as well as
more obvious physical dangers and socioeconomic
frustrations that come from their deprived and
excluded existence) work in the sense that they are
effective in maintaining daily lives that are for the
most part tolerable, though seldom highly gratify-
ing. At the same time, these mechanisms for coping
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with the dangers with which their world presents
them also have a negative feedback into the system
of social relations of the group in that they some-
times precipitate further problems for the individual
and set problems of adaptations for others in the
group and for outsiders. When social scientists
speak of the tangle of pathology of ghetto and slum
worlds they refer to these negative feedback effects
of the adaptative mechanisms of lower class people,
although social scientists are also aware that the
same mechanisms may well be the only ones that
are meaningfully available to the individual who
grows up in a lower class world.

These ways of coping can be termed strategies
for survival. Among the more important strategies
of survival are:2

(1) The stiategy of the explessive-life style. In response
to ihe fnet that the individual derives little security and
reward from his membership in a family which can provide
for and protect him, or from his experiences in the institu-
tions in which he is expected to achieve (the school. later
the job). individual:- develop an exploitative strategy toward
others in which they seek to elicit rewards and support from
thode others by .making themselves interesting and attractive
:so that. they are better able to manipulate other people's
behavior in ways that will provide them with some grati-
fication. ,-

In its benign forms the expressive style is what attracts
so many middle class people to the lower classthe fun,
the singing, the dancing, the exotic food, the lively language
of the lower clams often appeal to middle- class people as
reflecting somehow greater natinalnem." spontaneity and
gratification of impulses, (Moralistic middle class persons.
on thy other hand, often condemn the same behavior as
:shiftless and immoral.) But underneath the apparent spon-
taneity, the expressive style of lower class people is deadly
serious business. It is by virtue of their ability to manipulate
others by-making themselves interesting and dramatic that
the individual has an opportunity to get some of the few
rewards that are available to himwhether these be a gift
of money, a gambling bet won. the affections of dgirl, or
the right to participate in a community of peers. to drink
with them, bum around with them, gain status in their eyes.
The .individual learns by his expressive ability to -"work
game" on his peers. to "sound" on them, to "put them in a
trick," thereby raising his status by lowering the other fel-
low's. While the expressive style is central to preserving the
stability and sanity. of many (particularly younger) mem-
bers of the lower class, the pursuit of expressive and self-
dramatizing goals often eventuates in behavior which makes
trouble for the individual both from his own community
and from- representatives of conventional society. Dope
addiction, drunkenness. illegitimacy, "spendthrift behavior,"
lack of interest in school on the part of adolescentsal! can
arise in part as a result of commitment to a strategy of
cool." For example, in Pruitt-Igoe some teenage boys drink

and others smoke marijuana, in order to be able to loosen
up enough to develop a "strong game" (i.e.. a really per-
siiasive line with peers or girls).

(2) When the expressive strategy fails because the indi-
vidual cannot develop the required skills or because the
audience is unappreciativethere is a great temptation to
adopt a violent strategy in which you force others to give
you what you need because you can't win it by working
your game. In the violent strategy one takes because one
cannot persuade others to give. The violent strategy is not
a very popular one among lower class people, both because
of the dangers that go with it and because lower class people

'These survival strategies are described in more detail in
the references cited under (3).



generally disapprove of attacking and taking from others
by force. Therefore, those who adopt the violent strategy
requite justification. whether at such a minor level as a
teenage gill shoplifting in order to have a pretty sweater
to wear to school. or at the major level of one partner
shooting his spouse because of infidelity. There is little really
coldblooded violence either toward persons or property in
the slum world; most of it is undertaken out of a sense of
desperation. a sense of deep insult to the self either from
the specific persons who are attacked or from the world in
general. Yet this shategy does not seem as distant and
impossible to them as it does to the more prosperous.
Indeed, violence may seem the only proper or mature
iesponse to the direct or impending attack by others.

(3) In the depressive strategy goals are increasingly con-
stricted to the bare necessities for survival (not as a social
being, but simply as an organism). This is the strategy of
"I don't bother anybody and I hope nobody's gonna bother
me; I'm simply going through the motions of keeping body
(but not soul) together." Apparently this strategy, a strategy
of retreat-and self-isolation, is one that is adopted by more
and mole low& class men and women as they grow older,
as the payoffs from more expensive strategies begin to
decline. Along the way many lower class people follow
mixed strategies alternating `among the excitement of the
expressive style, the desperation of the violent style. and
the deadness of the depressed -style.

(4) Finally, there =is the shy:levy of mobility; here the
effort is to somehow get a purchase on the regular way of
life of working or middle class people and institutions, to
become part of that. to replace exclusion with inclusion, and
to win thr rewards; that me available in the system. Through
the life c:cle this sometimes appears as a ease of "settling
down" in which a young man or woman who hai been neich
involved in expressive styles begins to seek greater stability
and buckle down to putting together a reasonable approxi-
mation of a stable working class way of life. At other times
withdrawal is the main technique. The individual or family
withdraws from the interesting but dangerous circle-of lower
class social activity, perhaps to begin to accu.aulate some
of the goods of more ordinary style of life, perhaps only to
avoid the punishment of the lower class style, and as an
effort to insure that at least the children will have a chance
to finish school and catch on to a more stable job and
faMily career.

The goals of the lower class

It is from observations such as these as well as
from interviews about lower class people's hopes
and aspirations that one learns that lower class
styles of life are pursued not because they are
viewed as intrinsically desirable, but because the
people involved feel constrained to act in those
ways given the deprivations and threats to which
they find themselves subject. The lower class does
not have a separate system of ultimate values.
Lower class people do not really "reject middle
class values." It is simply that their whole experi-
ence of life teaches them that it is impossible to
achieve a viable sense of self-esteem in terms of
those values and therefore they turn elsewhere
to expressiveness or violence for a sense of self-
esteem, or to depression and self-constriction to
ward off the pain of knowing that one cannot be as
he wants to be.

But lower class people are intimately alive to
how things might be different. They know what they
would like if only they had the resources of the
average working class manthey would want a
quiet, rather "square" life in a quiet neighborhood

far from the dangers, seductions, and insults of the
world in which they live. There is no preference or
intrinsic value attached to matrifocal families, or
a high incidence of premarital sexual relations re-
sulting in unwanted pregnancies, or living alone as
a deserted or divorced wife and having a boyfriend
because you're afraid that if you remarry your
ADC will be cut off and your new husband will not
prove a stable provider. These are ways of life that
develop when there seems to be no other choice.
But because there are a few people around in the
immediate neighborhood who are more fortunate
and live a more stable life and because they know
from observation how the other half lives, lower
class people are not easily confused between how
they must live and how they would like to live (4).

The White Lower Class Migrant

The white rural migrant is typically fated for
quite different experiences when he moves to the
city compared to the minority group migrant. He
does not necessarily find life easy in the city nor
are the streets paved with gold to him. But for the
white migrant there is still a great deal more truth
to the traditional notion of slum areas as provid-
ing a place for making the rural to urban transition,
for learning city ways in a neighborhood in which
standards are not too strict, and for 'having the
protection that conies from a more tolerant envir-
onment than the more prosperous working and
middle class might represent.

In general, however, white migrants are much less
likely to live in the kind of concentrated lower class
neighbor noods described in the previous section than
are n.: iority group migrants. White lower class
areas tend to be fairly small and to be mixed in
with larger neighborhoods that are dominated by
time working class. In such large working class neigh-
borhoods a block or two here and there may be run
down and slummy but one no longer finds in most
Ainerican cities the very large, heavily lower class,
white settlements that characterized these same
cities during periods of heavy iminigratioi from
Europe. The prosperity of the rest of the white
society has created a very different milieu for the
white migrants who come in. Thus, in St. Louis in
1960 one could find only 2 white census tracts in
which the median incomes fell below $3,500 a year
while in contrast there were 20 predominantly
Negro census tracts in which the median incomes
were that low, and these tracts contained the great
majority of St. Louis Negroes. Thus, with some
exceptions, the white rural migrant is much les:,
likely to move into a slum environment that is
threatening to him in the same ways that the minor-
ity group ghetto tends to be threatening. He is likely
to experience a much highe level of a sense of
personal security in his neighborhoods than the
minority ii.igrant.

Equally hul t, for the past few years at
least, detnand 'ior, even relatively unskilled
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labor, in most metropolitan areas has been fairly
heavy. This has meant that, especially in contrast
to the opportunities in the areas from which they
come, white migrants have found the city economi-
cally rewarding. At least for relatively young men
and women it has proved fairly easy both to find
work and to shift from job to job until the indi-
vidual finds work that meets his needs tolerably
well. Thus, Harwood in a study of the uptown area
of Chicago, a major entry point for southern white
migrants, found the migrants rather uniformly ex-
pressing gratification at the number of jobs that
were available and at the relatively high rates of
pay. Harwood characterized their perception of the
economic situation in the city as follows:3

Southern whites . frequently ompaie their economic
situation and adjustment to Chicago to what they have been
te.ed to in the south. A hardy optimism and strong feelings
of economic self- sufficiency appeared in the responses to
interview items . .

Harwood's respondents made- comments such as
these:

"I had thought about moving back io Mississippi. but
then I thought about the work. The only thing that pays
like Chicago is hauling whiskey and I couldn't do that."

"It's a workingman's paradise. There are good jobs. I
-don't want a work in no coal mines, and if I went back to
Virginia that's what I'd he doing."

"If you can do anything at all, you can always get a job
in Chicago. Even if you don't know any kind of work, Chi-
cago bettm. than Kentucky or Ohio. : ."

These two factorsa less pathological neighbor-
hood environment and more economic opportunity
tend to result in a rather hopeful orientation on the
part of migrants to their new home. They tend to
see the city as a place they can exploit to achieve
their goals. Though they may not be ecstatic about
the city way of life they see the city as providing
them with many opportunities for realizing their
aspirations. Harwood observes:

Although most male respondents felt their economic situ-
ation had- improved considerably and generally praised the
work opportunities in Chicago. this did not mean that they
liked the (14 Most found the living conditions and uptown
unpleasant. Many stated they would return south if they
could obtain jobs down there at the pay they were able to
earn -in Chicago.

On the other hand, white migrants seem to ex-
press a strong attachment to the rural areas from
which they come and they have a sense that if the
going gets rough they can always go home again.
They have a sense of their rural home areas as
basically good places which they have left pri-
marily because there was not enough economic op-
portunity to enable them to live decently. How-
ever, it is always possible to save a little money
and go back home and live cheaply if things get
too bad in the city or when one's family is reared

' I have 'flied heavily on Harwood's study (6) since it is
one of the few recent thorough stt'iies of rural white mi-
grants. In addition some of my observations are based on
first impressions from an ongoing study of a white lower
class area in St. Louis begun in August 1966, and directed
by Alvin W. Wolfe and myself, under contract from the
Office of Economic Opportunity.
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and the economic neel is not as great. It is not neces-
sary to assume that many rural migrants %% ill ac-
tually do this; the mere fact of conceiving of the
rural home as an attractive place and as a place
where one is an acceptable, indeed often a valued,
person also contributes to the tense of having avail-
able options. The white rural migrant is not trapped
in the city except by his need for money.

All of this can be summed up by saying that the
white rural migrant has a sense of himself, of his
own identity, as a member of the majority ethnic
group. Though he is low on the economic totem pole
he conceives of himself as being in his own country,
of his rural home as properly his own territory, and,
of the city as_potentially his own territory, and in
any case as available to him for exploitation. While
it is true that white rural migrants often have a
sense of alienation from city ways, they regard it
implicitly as their right to pursue their aspirations
in the city. In this sense; despite the negative stereo-
types that some northern urban dwellers have of
"hillbillies" it seems that from the migrants' own
point of view there is relatively little-tendency to
consider themselves as making up a "minority"
group.

For all of these reasons there is a much greater
tendency for white rural migrants to regard the
neighborhoods in which they first live in the .city
as relatively temporary. They are able realistically
to imagine themselves having stable enough em-
ployment at high enough wages to move out into
stable working class areas as they come to feel more
at home in the city. This temporary orientation, an
orientation to further geographical and social mo-
bility within the confines of the metropolitan area,
has a twin aspect. Not only is there the sense of
fewer _barriers to movement, of minimal resistanee
on the part of other neighborhoods to them once
they have economic-means, but there also seems to
be relatively little development in white lower
class areas of a sense of commitmen or_attachment
to the area itself. In this sense rural whites do not
seem to create "urban villages" in the city the way
some earlier immigrants have. There is no valued
ethnic cultural heritage to preserve as seems to
have been true of some immigrant groups such as
the Italians, the Poles, the Irish, in a much earlier
period. Instead, white rural migrants tend to be
highly individualistic in their orientation. While
they may enjoy the company of other migrants and
feel more comfortable with them because they
understand the world in similar ways, this greater
social comfort is not formed into a sense of cultural
commitment to "our way of life." The individual
finds it much easier to move by stages into more
conventional working class neighborhoods in which
ethnicity is irrelevant either because the sense of
ethnic kinship has been lost or because there is
tolerance for ethnic heterogeneity as long as ever_p_,
one is white.

Thus, for many white migrants the lower class
world in which they first settle in the city is merely



a way-station. Not everyone makes it on to the
next, stable working class, station but the strong
presumption is that that is poi Bible. The possibili-
ties of approximating in either a relatively afflu-
ent or more restricted way) the working class style
of life tends to protect rural white migrants from
an experience of the city as heavily damaging or
dangerous.

The Minority Poor

The research that is available suggests that the
situation of the minority poor migrant is markedly
different from the pattern outlined above for the
white migrant. We know the most .about Negro
migrants, and what is said below probably applies
most closely to the situation of Negroes who move
to the city but there is reason to believe that the
situation of Puerto Rican and Mexican migrants is
similar.

In the lower class ghetto most of the people
around tend to be in_the same socially and economi-
cally marginal situation as the migrant. There arc
too few stable working class families in the neigh-
borhood to resist the dominant effect of lower class
adaptations. As Clark describes thd economic and
social decay of the Dark Ghetto- (6):

The symptoms of lower class society afflict the dark
ghettoes of Americalow aspiration, poor education, family
instability, illegitimacy, unemployment. crime, drug addic-
tion and alcoholism, frequent illness and early death. . .

The most concrete fact of the ghetto is its physical ugli-
nessthe dirt, the filth. the neglect. . . . everywhere there
are signs of fantasy, decay, abandonment, and defeat. The
only constant characteristic is-a sense of inadequacy. People
seem to have g:%:..n up in the little things that are so often
the symbol of the larger things.

Thus, the social setting of tine dominant working
class neighborhoods in which white migrants tend
to settle exerts a strain in the direction of more con-
ventional functioning on the part of those migrants
even when they are subject to pressures in the di-
rection of lower class adaptations, or bring such
adaptations with them from deprived rural settings.
But in the Negro ghetto the 'train is heavily in the
direction of developing ansi perfecting lower class
adaptations which, while they function to, main-
tain a sense of identity.and meaningfulness in day-
to-day life, also tend to hamper adjustment in more
conventional ways and inevitably to create diffi-
culties and conflicts for oneself and others.

The ghetto has been sustained, of course, by both
heavy -pressures to inaintain racial segregation and
by the lack of economic opportunity for Negroes.
Thus, while many American cities these days pro-
vide considerable economic opportunity for un-
skilled whites there seems to much less opportunity
for unskilled and uneducated Negroes, and the jobs
that Negroes do get hired for at that level tend to
pay considerably less than the jobs that are open to
comparable whites.

Thus, the Negro migrant to the city is much lass
likely to perceive the city as he gets to know it as

a place of opportunity and a place that he can ex-
ploit at will for increasing levels of affluence, While
for the Negro migrant, too, the city may seem su-
perior economically to the rural setting, the im-
provement is not sufficient to make him regard the
city as his oyster. He has not developed the same
sense of the city as open to him and as providing
many opportunities to satisfy his needs. Instead, he
comes to see the ghetto itself as the main area avail-
able for his exploitation, and that exploitation is
less in term. ..f" :oportunities for work and more in
terms of the opportunities represented by the ex-
pressive life style described above. For the cumula-
tive effects of the Negro's economic position in the
eity s,!e (7).

In looking backward instead of forward the
Negro is also in a very different position than the
white. While the white looks back nostalgically to
home, often enjoys visiting his rural home, and may
from time to time move back there when things do
not go well in the city or when thingS have gone so
well that he can afford- to take it easy for a while,
the Negro much less often thinks of the rural area
as an 'attractive and meaningful home. It seems
likely that Negroes come to the city as much be-
cause of the sense of restriction and exploitation
they feel in the country as because of the positive
attractions of the city itself. While they may love
and value- the people they leave behind in the
country, they do not have the same sense of the
rural community as properly their own. Though
both the country and the city may be dominated by
whites, at- least in the city the Negro dibcovers that
he has more freedom to move around, and a larger
community of participation that is insulated from
whites by their relative indifference and by the
greater recognition of Negro political autonomy in
the cities.

The end result of the forces of the ghetto com-
munity, of the lack of economic opportunity, of the
restricted and cipininated identity which Negroes
acquire both in the country and in the city, is that
there is much less of an orientation to mobility, to
moving up and out of the initial lower class posi-
tion in the city. The Negro migrant is systemati-
cally guided by his experiences to view the ghetto
as hi permanent home rather than as a transitional
way-station. While the white migrant has many
reasons to see himself as moving on in the direc-
tion of more prosperous and stable working class
life, the Negro migrant learns that he has arrived
in the city to stay in the ghetto. In consequence, he
is encouraged in his experience of day-to-day life
to make the best adaptation he can to the life of
the ghetto and that adaptation tends to reinforce
limiting aspects of the lower class life style. He
accommodates to unemployment or intermittent
employment; he often learns that he must give up
the aspiration of being the head of the family,
leave his wife, provide partial support, perhaps,
for his children or sometimes shift that support to
the children of another woman whose boyfriend he
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becomes because he finds the relationship com-
patible as long as he does not have to assume the
impossible burden of providing the sole support for
a family.

Thus, while the white migrant has good prospects
(always assuming that economic conditions con-
tinue to create heavy demand for his labor) for
moving from a status of marginality in the city to
one of stability in the working or (given somewhat
more education) lower middle class, the great
majority of Negro migrants are condemned to con-
tinuing marginality in the city, a marginality miti-
gated only by their ability to learn to-play the game
of one of the ghetto styles of adaptation, to defend
them selves against the deprivations of middle class
caretakers and lower class peers who are skilled at
exploiting the greenhornfor money, for sexual
favors, for prestige.

The Special Housing Needs of the Migrant
Poor -

The migrant approaches- the city tentatively. He
often does not know whether he wants to stay. He
does not know how well he is going to do in the
city, how much he can make, how stable his job is
going to be. He is reluctant to make commitments,
Therefore, that will fend to hamper him in his
freedom of mobility. In addition, migrants gen-
erally do not look very good "on paper." That is,
they often do not appeal to those who must extend
them credit or to landlords who are selective in
choice of tenants and who want to run a credit
cheek on potential tenants. In short, migrants are
marginal both by choice and by the circumstance
of not having participated long enough in the com-
plex of urban activities to have acquired the offi-
cial status of more or less trustworthy persons.

_Migrants tend, therefore, both to seek out and to
be guided toward those -areas of the city in which
housing, is available to meet the needs and the re-
sources of the marginal person.

When it is not possible to live with relatives they
often seek furnished apartments which can be
-rented by the week. This maximizes their flexibil-
ity since they can vacate with no notice and they
do not have to commit scarce or nonexistent re-
sources to furniture, or buy furniture on installment
from stores they distrust.

An interesting sidelight on this orientation is that
there is reason to believe that migrants are dispro-
portionately represented in the mobile home popu-
lation, sometimes renting mobile homes (which are
all furnished) and perhaps also sometimes buying
them on the grounds that the home can always be
moved if that seen sirable.

One unfortunate consequence of this orientation
is that migrants tend to pay rather high rents for
their housing. Very often migrants renting fur-
nished apartments in transient areas of the city
pay for their apartments as much as or more than
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they would need to pay in more settled stable
working class areas for far Superior housing. While
it is undoubtedly true that a transient population
tends to depreciate property more quickly than a
stable population, it also seems likely that over
time this adaptation on the part of the migrant
probably interferes with his ability to move out and
up in line with his aspirations simply because so
much of his income is absorbed by renting the fur-
nished apartment. Similarly, the fact that many

-migrants are "credentials poor," even when as a
matter of fact they are economically fairly good
risks, tends to restrict their housing choice and per-
Imps to artificially inflate the rents that landlords
are able to charge -them.

Other factors can interfere in the freedom of
choice that migrants have even when they are able
to pay for better accommodations than they actu-_
ally obtain. For example, landlords are often unwill-
ing to rent to families with a number of children,
particularly when they perceive that the family is
new to city living.

Another aspect of the temporary orientation that
migrants often take to their housing has to do with
the community. Just as they do not want housing
which makes heavy demands on them for upkeep,
for -furnishing, for long-term leases, they do not

_want to live in communities which demand heavy
commitments of them. Since_their orientation to the
city is an exploratory one, they prefer to live in
communities which do not put heavy 'pressure on
their members for social involvement, or for finan-
cial commitment to property and neighborhood
activity. This often means that migrants do not
seem to,be "good neighbors," not so much because
ther"don't know any better".as because they think
of their neighborhoods more as providing the con-
veniences of a hotel rather than the meaningfulness
of a home. The migrant-therefore appears as highly
individualistic in his orientation, and tends to re-
gard -community commitment_ and participation as
an unnecessary distraction.

Where migrants move into very stable com-
munities,.the kind of "urban villages" described by
Gans-and Fried, they often seem out of place-4o
their neighbors. For this reason they may be More
comfortable in neighborhoods where deterioration
and poor community services are such that appar-
ently no one any longer cares what the residents do
as long as they pay their rent.

However, living in such a neighborhood tends to
perpetuate the temporary transient orientation of
the migrant since there is very little about the
neighborhood that would encourage him to change
this orientation. Indeed, he may experience some
hostility from others around who would like to re-
gard the neighborhood as a place where people
rare about their homes and about their blocks, and
who want to change it to realize these wishes (8).

In a city in which there is a fairly good supply
of housing at low rentals, even though that housing



might be somewhat deteriorated by middle class
standards, the special needs of the early migrants
are probably fairly well served and there will be
relatively little of a continuing housing problem,
given an economic situation in which the migrants
can gradually find stable and satisfactory employ-
ment and begin to acquire both the official creden-
tials and the desire to move into more stable
neighborhoods. The transition, in short, front new
migrant who is looking around and learning how to
earn and enjoy the benefits of the city will proceed
in a fairly straightforward way.

However, where he low rental housing supply is
heavily restricted, either in general or for migrants
of particular ethnic- groups, migrants tend to be
pushed into communities of concentrated lower,
class living where landlords and other ,caretakers
provide extremely poor service, and the family is
vulnerable to numerous problematic stresses from
the exploitative lower class community. This is
basically the_situation of the Negro migrant and of
other minority group migrants. In this kind- of
situation there is-little opportunity to break out and
to find marginal housing in basically stable neigh-
borhoods. The pressures and dangers of living in the
lower class neighborhood subtract from the' re-
sources the family is able to muster, both economic
and social, to move out. The ghetto, then, becomes a
kind of frozen transient neighborhood in which a
few people are on their way out and families move
instead- from one part of the ghetto to another
either because they arc forced out by their inability
to pay the rents or because they. have gotten into
too much trouble with the landlord, or in a des-
perate search for something better that always
turns out to be only something about the Aame.
When this happens the housing situation of the
migrant is no different from. that Of the long-time
resident of the city; both are caught in a situation
in which they have very limited ability to purchase
housing to meet their needs and are forced to meet
those needs within neighborhoods that are slighted,
ignored, exploited by those who-live in them and by
the rest of the society which insists on their main-
tenance.

In short, those housing needs that are distinctive
to migrants are fairly simply related to the
migrant's situation of trying to find his way in the
city, to explore it before he makes any lasting com-
mitments. Where there is ample economic oppor-
tunity for the migrant, he can generally meet these
special needs, although he pays a premium for
doing so. Where the economic prospects are not
good he tends to be (taught over time in the same
vicious circle as tharof more long-term lower class
residents in the city.

Lower Class Housing Needs and Aspirations

In this section we will consider the social and
psychological effects of lower class ,lousing on the

families who live in this housing and present a
description of the kinds of problems that lower
class people express when they talk about their
housing. Then we will take up the question of the
extent to which public housing programs are suc-
cessful in ineeturi; the needs of poor people for
housing and discuss Some of the ways in which
public housing programs have tended to create
problems at the same time that they have provided
physically adequate housing. Finally we will con-
sider the housing aspirations of lower class families,
and indicate how these aspirations oftenconflict
with the prescriptions that housing planners and
architects make to solve the housing needs of the
lower class.

Major Foci of Housing Concern

Men live in a world which presents them with
many threats to their security as wekas with op-
portunities for gratification of their needs.{ Hous-
ing has as its prime purpose the provision of
shelter, which is protection from potentially dam-
aging or unpleasant-trauma or other stimuli. The
most primitive level of evaluation of housing, there-
fore, has to do with the question of how-adequately
it shelters the individuals ivho abide in it from-
threats in their environment. Because the house -is
a refuge from noxious elements in the outside
world, it serves people as a locale where they can
regroup their energies for interaction with that out-
side world.

These conceptions of the house -are readily gen-_
eralized to the area around it, to the neighborhood.
This fact is most readily perceived in the romanti-
cized views people have about suburban living (10);
The suburb, just as the village or the-farm home-=
stead, can be conceptualized -as one large protecting
and gratifying home. But the same can also be said
of the city neighborhood, at least as a potentiality
and as a- wish, tenuously held in some situations,
firmly established in others (11). Indeed, the physi-
cal barriers .between inside and outside are not
maintained when people talk of their attitudes and
desires with respect to housing. Rather, they talk
of -the outside as an inevitable extension of the in-
side and of the inside as deeply affected by what
goes on immediately outside.

When, as in the Middle class, the battle to make
the home a safe place has long been won, the home
then has more central to its definition other func-
tions which have to do with self-expression and
self-realization. However, the poverty and cultural
milieu of the lower class make the prime concern
that of the home as a place of security, and the
accomplishment of this goal is generally a very
tenuous and incomplete one. In the established
working class there is generally a somewhat greater
degree of confidence in the house as providing

' This section and the one following are condensed from
an miller article (9).
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shelter and security, although the hangovers of
concern with a threatening lower class environment
often are still operating in the ways working class
people think about housing (12).

In figure 1, I have summarized the main differ-
ences in three orientations toward housing stand-
ards that are characteristic of three different con-
sumer groups within the lower and working classes.
I will elaborate below on the attitudes of the first
group, the slum dwellers, whose primary focus in
housing standards seems to be on the house as a
shelter from both external and internal threat.

As context for this, however, let us look briefly
at some of the characteristics of two working class
groups. In our- studies and in those. of Cans and
others of Boston's West End, we find one type of
working class life style where families are content
with much about their housingeven though it is
"below standard" in the eyes of housing profes-
sionalsif the housing does provide security against
the most blatant of threats (13): The traditional
working class is likely to want to economize on
housing in ordeeto have money available to pursue
other interests and needs.- There will be efforts at
the maintenance of the house or apartment, but not
Much interest in improvement of housing level.
Instead there is an effort to create a pleasant and_
cozy home, where housework can be carried out
conveniently. With respect to the immediate out-
side world the main emphasis is on a concern with
the availability of a satisfying peer group life, with
having neighbors who are similar, and with main-
taining an easy access back and forth among people
who are very well known. There is also,a concern
that the neighborhood be respectable enough
with respectability defined mainly in the negative,
by the absence of "crumbs and buns. " -An emphasis
on comfort and contentment ties together meanings
having to do with both the inside and the outside.

Out of the increasing prosperity of the working
claSs has grown a different orientation toward
housing on the part of the second, group which we
can characterize as modern instead of traditional.

Here there is a great emphasis on owning one's
home rather than enriching a landlord. Along with
the acquisition of a home and yard goes an elabo-
ration of the inside of the house in such a way as
not only to further develop the idea of a pleasant
and cozy home, but also to add new elements with
emphasis on having a nicely decorated living room
or family room, a home which more closely approxi-
mates 1 standard of all-American affluence. One of
the dominant themes of the modern working class
life style is that of having arrived in the main-
stream of American life, of no longer being simply
"poor but honest" workers. It. is in the service of
this goal that we find these elaborations in the
meaning of the house and its environs.

In both working class groups, as the interior of
the home more closely approximates notions of a
decent standard, we find a decline in concerns ex-
pressed by inhabitants with sources of threat from
within and a shift toward concerns about a threat-
ening outside worlda desire to make the neighbor-
hood secure against the incursions of lower class
people who might rob or perpetrate violence of one
kind or another.

As we shift our focus from the stable working
class to the lower class, .the poor, we find a very
different picture. In the lower class we find a great
many very real threats to security. The threatening
world of the love' class comes to be absorbed into
a world view which generalizes the belief that the
environment is threatening more than it is reward-
ingthat rewards reflect the infrequent working of
good luck and that danger is endemic (14). Any
close-acquaintance with ,the ongoing life of lower
class people impresses one with their anxious alien-
ation from the larger world, from the middle class
to be sure, but from the majority of their peers as
well. Lower class people often seem isolated and to
have but tenuous participation in a community of
known and valued peers. They are ever aware -of
the presence of strangers who tend to be seen as
potentially dangerous. While they do seek to create
a gratifying peer group society, these groups tend

Fiarn1.Variations in housing standards within the lower and working classes

Focti of housing standard Core consumer groop

Most pressing needs in housing

Inside the house Outside environs

Shelter. . Slum dwellers.

Expressive elaboration

Enough room.
Absence of noxious or

dangerous elements.

Traditional working class Creating a pleasant, cozy
home with major con-
vetmmes.

.All-American . . Modern working class.. Elaboration of the above
along the line of a
more complex material
culture.

Absence of external
threats.

Availability of minimum
rommunity services.

Availability of as satisfying
peer group society and
a "respectable enough"
neighborhood.

Construction of the 3.11-

Ameriran leisure style
in terms of "outdoor
living," "good" com-
munity services.
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to be unstable and readily fragmented. Even the
heavy reliance on relatives as the core of a personal
community does not do away with the dangers
which others may bring. As Miller has perceptively
noted, "trouble" is one of the major focal concerns
in the lower class world view ( 15) . A home to which
one could retreat from such an insecure world
would be of great value, but for lower class people
such a home is not easy to come by. In part, this is
due to the fact that one's own family members
themselves often make trouble or bring it into the
home, but even more important it is because it
seems very difficult to create a home and an im-
mediate environment that actually does shut out
danger (16).

The Dangers Against Which a Home Should
Shelter

It is possible to abstract a great many clangers
that have some relation to-housing and its location.
The location or the immediate environment is as
important as the house itself, since lower class
people are aware that life inside is much affected by
the life just outside.

In figure 2 are summarized the main kinds of
danger which seem to be related to housing one
way or another. It _is apparent that these dangers
have two immediate sources, human and nonhuman.
and that the consequences that are feared from
these sources usually represent a complex amalgam
of physical, interpersonal, and moral damage to the
individual and his family. Let us look first at the
various sources of danger and then at the over-
lapping consequences feared from-these damages.

There is nothing unfamiliar about the nonhuman
sources of danger. They represent a sad catalog of
threats apparent, in any journalist's account of

FIGURE 2.A taxonomy of dangers in the lower class
home and environs: Each of these can involve
physical. interpersonal, and moral consequences

Source of danger

Nonhuman

Hats and other vermin
Poisons
Fire and burning
Freezing and cold
Poor plumbing
Dangerous electrical wiring
Trash (broken glass, outs, etc.)
Insufficiently protected heights
Ot her aspects of poorly de-

signed or deteriorated st rue -
lures (e.g., thin walls)

Cost of &ethnic

!Inman

Violence to self and posses-
sions:

Assault
Fighting and beating
Hap,
Objects threwn or

dropped
Stealing

Verbal Hostility, Shaming,
Exploitation:

Own family
Neighbors

Caretakers:
Outsiders

At t met ive alternatives hat
wean oneself or valued
others away from a
stable life

slum living 117) . That we become used to the
catalog, however. should not obscure the fact, that
these dangers are very real to many lower class
families. Rats and other vermin are ever present
companions in most big city slums. From the sense
of relief which residents in public housing often
experience on this score, it is apparent that slum
dwellers are not indifferent to the presence of rats
in their homes. Poisons may be a danger, sometimes
from lead-base paints used on surfaces which sia)
toddlers may chew. Fires in slum areas are not un-
common, and even in e. supposedly well-designed
public housing project children may repeatedly
burn themselves on uncovered steampipe risers.
In slums where the tenant supplies his own heating
there is always the possibility of a very cold apart-
ment because of no money; or, indeed, of freezing to
death (as we were told by one respondent whose
friend fell into an alcoholic sleep without turning
on the heater). InSufficiently protected heights, as
in one public housing project, may lead to deaths
when children. fall out windows or adults fall down
elevator shafts. Thin walls in the apartment may
expose a family to more of its neighbor's goings -cu
than is comfortable to hear. Finally, the very :ost
of the dwelling itself can represent a danger in that
it leaves too little money for other things needed
to keep body and soul together.

That lower class people grow up in a world like
this and live in it does not mean that they are in-
different to itnor that its toll is only that of pos-
sible physical damage in injury, illness, incapacity,
or death. Because these potentialities and events
are interpreted and take on symbolic significance,
and because lower class people make some efforts to
cope with theni, inevitably there are also effects on
their interpersonal relationships and on their moral
conceptions of themselves and their worlds.

The most obvious human source of clanger has
to do with violence directed by others against one-
self and one's possessions. Lower class people are
concerned with being assaulted, being damaged,
being drawn into fights, being beaten, being raped.
In high-rise public housing projects in particular,
it is always possible for juveniles to throw or drop
things from windows which can hurt or kill, and if
this pattern takes hold it is a constant source of
potential danger. Similarly, people may rob any-
whereapartment, laundry room, corridor.

Aside from this kind of direct violence, there is
the more pervasive ever-present potentiality for
symbolic N;olence to the self and that which is
identified with the selfby verbal hostility, the
shaming and exploitation expressed by others who
make up one's world. A source of such violence,
shaming, or exploitation may be within one's own
familyfrom children, spouse, siblings, parents
and often is. It seems very likely that crowding
tends to encourage such symbolic violence to the
self but e.nrtain1; crowding is not the only factor
since we also find this kind of threat in uncrowded
public housing quarters (18). Most real and im-
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mediate to lower class people, however, seems to
be the potentiality for symbolic destructiveness by
their neighbors. Lower class people seem ever on
guard toward their neighbors, even ones with whom
they become well-acquainted and would count as
their friends. This suspiciousness is directed often
at juveniles and young adults whom older people
tend to regard as almost uncontrollable. It is im-
portant to note that while one may and does engage
in this kind of behavior oneself, this is no guarantee
that the individual does not fear and condemn the
behavior when engaged in by others. For example,
one woman whose family was evicted from a public
housing-project because her children were trouble-
makers thought, before she knew that her family
was included among the 20 families thus evicted,
that the evictions were a good thing because there
were too many people around who caused trouble.

Symbolic violence on the part of caretakers (all
those whose occupations bring them into contact
with lower class people as purveyors of some
private or public service) seems also endemic in
slum and public housing areas: Students of the
interactions between caretakers and their lower
class clients have suggested that there is a great
deal of punitiveness and shaming commonly .ex-
pressed-by the caretakers in an effort to control and
direct the activities of their clients (19) .

The defense of the client is generally one of
avoidance, or sullenness and feigned stupidity, when
contact cannot be avoided. As Caplovitz has shown
so well, lower class people are subjected to con-
siderable exploitation by the commercial services
with which they deal, and exploitation for money,
sexual favors, and sadistic impulses is not unknown
on the part of public servants either-(20).

Finally, outsiders present in two ways the dan-
gers of symbolic violence as well as of physical
violence. Using the anonymity of geographical
mobility, outsiders may come into slum areas to
con and exploit for their own ends and, by virtue
of the attitudes they maintain toward slum dwellers
or public housing residents, they may demean and
derogate them. Here we would have to include also
the mass media which can and do behave in irre-
sponsibly punitive ways toward people who live in
lower class areas, a fact most dramatically illus-
trated in the customary treatment in the Pruitt-
Igoe project in St. Louis. From the point of view of
the residents, the unusual interest shown in their
world by a research team can also fit into this pat-
tern.

Finally, the lower class person's world contains
many attractive alternatives to the pursuit of a
stable life. He can fear for himself that he will be
caught up in these attractive alternatives and thus
damage his life chances, and he may fear even
more that those whom he values, particularly in his
family, will he seduced away from him. Thus, wives
fear their husbands will be attracted to the life out-
side the family, husbands fear the same of their
wives, and parents always rs that their children
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will somehow turn out badly. Again, the fact that
you may yourself be involved in such seductive
pursuits does not lessen the fear that these valued
others will be won away while your back is turned.
In short, both the push and the pull of the human
world in which lower class people live can be seen
as a source of danger.

Having looked at the sources of dange ", let us
look at the consequences which lower class people
fear from these dangers. The physical consequences
are fairly obvious in connection with the nonhuman
threats and the threats of violence from others.
They are real and they are ever present: One can
become the victim of injury, incapacitation, illness,
and death from both nonhuman and human
sources. Even the physical consequences of the
symbolic violence of hostility, shaming, and ex-
ploitation, to say nothing of seduction, can be great
if they lead one to retaliate in a physical way and
in turn be damaged. Similarly there are physical
consequences to being caught up in alternatives
such as participation in alcohol and drug subcul-
tures.

There are three interrelated interpersonal conse-
quences of living in a world characterized by these
human and nonhuman sources of danger. The first
relates to the need to form satisfying interpersonal
relationships, the second to the need to exercise
responsibility s a family member, and the third to
the need to formulate an explanation for the un-
pleasant state of affairs in your world.

The consequences which endanger = the need to
maintain satisfying interperional relations .flow
primarily from the human sources of danger. That
is, to the extent that the world seems made up of
dangerous others, at a very basic_ level_ the choice
of friends carries risks. There is always the pos-
sibility that a friend may turn out to be an enemy
or that his friends will. The result is a generalized
watchfulness and touchiness in interpersonal re-
lationships. Because other individuals represent not
only themselves but also their families, the matter
is further complicated since interactions with, let
us say, neighbors' children can have repercussions
on the relationship with the neighbor. Because
..sere are human agents behind most of the non-
human dangers, one's relationship with others
family members, neighbors, caretakersare sub-
ject to potential disruptions because of those
others' involvement in creating trash, throwing ob-
jects, causing fires, or carrying on within thin walls.

With respect to the exercise of responsibility, we
End that parents feel they must bring their children
safely through childhood in a world which poses
both great physical and great moral dangers, and
which seeks constantly to seduce them into a way
of life which the parent wishes them to avoid. Thus,
childrearing becomes an anxious and uncertain
process. Two of the most common results are a per-
vasive repressiveness in child discipline and train-
ing and, when that seems to fail or is no longer
possible, a fatalistic abdication of efforts to protect



the children. From the child's point of view, because
his parents are not able to protect him from many
unpleasantnesses and even from himself, he loses
faith in them and comes to regard them as persons
of relatively little consequence.

The third area of effect on interpersonal rela-
tions has to do with the search for causes of the
prevalence of threat and violence in their world.
We have suggested that to lower class ,people the
major causes stem from the nature of their own
peers. Thus, a great deal of blaming others goes on
and reinforces the process of isolation, suspicious-
ness, and touchiness about blame and shaming.
Similarly, landlords and tenants tend to develop
patterns of mutual recrimination and blaming,
making it very difficult for them to cooperate with
each other in doing something about either the
human or nonhuman sources of difficulty.

Finally, the consequences for conceptions of the
moral order of one's world, of one's self, and of
others, are very great. Although lower class people
may not adhere in action to many middle class
values about neatness, cleanliness, order, and
proper decorum, it is apparent that they are often
aware of their deviance, wishing that their world
could be a nicer place, physically and socially. The
presence of nonhuman threats conveys in devastat-
ing terms a sense that they live in an im:noral and
uncontrolled world. The physical evidence of trash,
poor plumbing and the stink that goes with it, rats
and other vermin, deepens their feeling of being
moral outcasts. Their physical world is telling them
they are inferior-and bad just as effectively perhaps
as do their human interactions. Their inability to
-control the depredation of rats, hot steam pipes,
bulky stoves, and poorly fused electrical circuits
tells them that they are fcilures as autonomous
individuals. The physical and social disorder of
their world presents a constant_ temptation to give
up or retaliate in kind. And when lower class people
try to do something about some of these dangers,
they are generally exposed in their interactions with
caretakers and outsiders to further moral punitive-
ness by being told that their troubles are their own
fault.

It would be too much to expect, indeed impos-
sible, for a home to shelter from all of these dangers,
but it is clear in the way lower class people talk
about their home and the immediate neighborhood
around them that it is their earnest wish that their
housing provide a way for getting away from what
they perceive to be a dangerous environment. As we
have noted, at a physical level slum housing often
presents dangers very much within the home, but
an even greater goal and challenge for designers
has to do with providing homes that allow for re-
treat and protection from outside dangers. The
relevance of this for lower class housing aspiration
will be outlined below but first let us examine briefly
the major government response to the housing needs
of the lower class, that is, the public housing pro-

gram, and compare its merits and disadvantages to
those of private housing.

The Adequacy of Public Housing for Meeting
Lower Class Housing Needs

The public housing program has been almost the
sole response of the government to the need for
housing for the poor. Although newer programs
such as the rent supplement program have been
recommended, they have yet to be implemented in
any significant way.5 Over the years it has become
increasingly obvious that public housing as a policy
has little likelihood or satisfying the needs for low
income housing. The projects have proved to be
remarkably expensive and they have tended to gen-
erate so much public opposition, including opposi-
tion from lower class people, that it becomes in=
creasingly obvious that large-scale public support
would- be difficult to muster for expanded public
housing programs. To a considerable extent this
probably stems from (a) the insistence of housing
officials on coupling public,housing with slum clear-
ance, (b) the spillover to public housing programs
of hostility toward urban renewal, and (c) the
large-scale institutional image that public housing
has, co ne to have. But, increasingly, opposition to
public housing reflects awareness that in very real
ways it has often not met the needs of the lower
class people it was supposed to assist.

There is, of course, a wide range of public hous-
ing projects in the nation, ranging- from very, large
to very small- projects, from high-rise complexes to
low.rise housing. Similarly, there is a city-to-city
range in the availability of alternative low income
housing even when that housing is generally of in-
ferior quality. For example, New York and Chicago
maintain very long waiting lists for public housing
and have vacancy rates that are for all practiCal
purposes zero. A city like St. Louis, on the other
hand, does not have long waiting lists and has
vacancy rates that ary from a few percentages in
some projects to over 25 percent in the Pruitt-Igoe
project. The literature that discusses ..particular
public housing projects and the data which are
available from the Pruitt-Igoe research project
(which involved intensive observation of one public
housing project and cursory observation of public
housing projects in New York City, Chicago, and
San Francisco) suggest that while there are certain
characteristic difficulties that arise in many public
housing projects the range in degree of tenant satis-
faction is very wide indeed.

At its worst, public housing is little better than
an institutionalized slum with managements that

The observations that follow concerning public housing.
and many of the mow general observations above dealing
with tower class communities. have been developed during
the course of a 5-year study of one particular public housing
projectthe Pruitt-Igoe projectand explorations of other
areas in connection with that research project. The study is
supported by the National Institute of Mental Health:
Grant No. MH-09189.
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could compete in terms of incompetence and hos-
tility to tenants with any slum landlord. On the
other hand, there are public housing projects which
to all appearances are well managed, and in which
the tenants seem quite satisfied (at least when they
compare their present housing to the private hous-
ing that is available to them). On the other hand
most public housing projects in large cities seem
to have certain characteristic difficulties. The prob-
lems which our research has identified in the
Pruitt-Igoe housing project in St. Louis seem to be
but exaggerated and concentrated reflections of
problems that are more general in public housing.
Perhaps every major city in the country has at least
one public housing project in which this concentra-
tion of problems is apparent. For example, Salis-
bury described Fort Greene Houses in Brooklyn in
this way (21): °

I was warned that most visitors preferred to walk up
three or four flights instead of taking the elevator. I quickly
understood why they chose the steep. cold staircases rather
than face the stench of stale urine that pervade, the ele-
vators. . . . I .saw shoddy housing in Moscow. . . . I have
seen Moscow elevators that don't work and Moscow plumb-
ing that stinks. But until I visited Fort Greene I had never
seen elevators used by children as public toilets. I never
imagined I could and the equivalent of Moscow's newly
built slums in the United States. . . . The same shoddy
shiftlessness, the broken windows, the missing light bulbs,
the plaster cracked from the walls, the cold, drafty corridors.
the doors sagging on hinges, the acid smell of sweat and
garbage, the ragged children, the plaintive women, the play-
grounds that arc setts of muddy clay, the bruised and bat-
tered trees, the numd clumps of grass, the planned absence
or art, beauty or taste, the gigantic masses of brick, of con-
crete, of asphalt, the inhuman genius with which our know-
how has been perverted to create human cesspools worse
than those of yesterday.

In general it would seem that public housing
projects are unsatisfactory to their tenants mainly
as neighborhoods and communities and not so much
as homes. That is, one seldom encounters really
serious criticisms of the apartments in public hous-
ing. Aside from accusations of sloppy maintenance,
the criticisms seem to concentrate on the immediate
neighborhood that the project community repre-
sents both in terms of management's inability to
maintain the interiors of the buildings and the ex-
terior project grounds in ways that are orderly,
clean; and secure, and of the behavior of other
tenants and outsiders that make the community
seem a dangerous and unpleasant place. For ex-
ample, in a survey of the Pruitt-Igoe housing proj-
ect (which many tenants are ready to roundly con-
demn) we found that 62 percent of the tenants
considered that their apartments met their needs
much better than their previous dwelling place
(22). In contrast, in a sample from the slum neigh-
borhood right next to the project community we
found that only 32 percent of the private housing
tenants felt that their apartments met their needs

°For similar views expressed by working clans people
themselves see "The Limitations of Public Housing," Jour.
Amer. Inst. of Plannem, November 1963.
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much better than the previous apartment in which
they had lived (23). Similarly, when tenants were
asked whether on the whole they were satisfied or
dissatisfied with their apartments, 78 percent of the
Pruitt-Igoe tenants said that they were satisfied
compared with only 55 percent of those living in
the private housing slum nearby.

After all, public housing apartments do tend to
be well constructed, to be much newer than private
slum housing, and to have a number of conveni-
ences that are not generally available. It should not
be surprising that tenants find this aspect of public
housing gratifying just as they might be -gratified
by moving into a new house in the suburbs. How-
ever, once one shifts the focus from questions about
the apartment itself, a different picture emerges.
When the focus is on attitudes toward whatever is
outside the apartment, it becomes apparent that
there are many sources of dissatisfaction expressed
by public housing tenants that are perhaps- less
commonly expressed in the private slums. First of
all there is a- different standard applied to manage-
ment. The scale of public housing projects means
that if there is poor management it stands out in a
much more obvious way than where there is poor
management in private housing. In addition it seems
very likely that .both tenants and outsiders have
higher standards for p "blic management than they
do for private slum management and therefore are
more critical when the public managers fall short
of these higher standards.

Perhaps one of the main effects of public housing
is to make very apparent the community difficulties
that are involved in slum livingparticularly in
high-rise projects where consciousness of other
tenants tends to be exacerbated as they go up and
down elevators and walk across grounds (and these
are project grounds and not public streets as-in the
private slum). Tenants' awareness of a variety of
difficulties that are typical problems of lower class
communities tends to be heightened. Thus in our
Pruitt-Igoe research we found a strong tendency
for tenants to characterize as "a very big problem"
in the project a wide range of difficulties. A few of
these have to do with the design and maintenance
of the project:

There is too much broken glass and trash around
outside.

The elevators are dangerous.
The elevators don't stop on every floor. So many

people 1.ave to walk up or down to get to their
apartra

There are mice and cockroaches in the building.
People use elevators and halls to go to the bath-

room.
However, by far the greatest number of troubles

that people complain about have as much to do with
the behavior of their fellow tenants as with the de-
sign and maintenance per se:

Bottles and other dangerous things get thrown
out of windows and hurt people.



Children run wild and cause all kinds of damage.
People who don't live in the project come in and

make a lot of trouble with fights, stealing,
drinking, and the like.

A woman isn't safe in the halls, stairways, or
elevators.

People don't keep the area around the inciner-
ator clean.

People use the stairwells and laundry rooms for
drinking and things like that.

Little children hear bad language all the time so
they don't realize how bad that is.

The laundry rooms aren't safe; clothes get stolen
and people get attacked.

Aside from those problems that are peculiar to a
high-rise project, we found that in the private hous-
ing area there was also the awareness of the ex-
istence of many of these problems but the problems
are not seen as quite so overwhelming. It is hard to
know whether this difference between the housing
area and the Pruitt-Igoe project is due to an ab-
solute difference in the frequency of these kinds of
behavior or whether it is due to a heightened aware-
ness of problems that conic from living in "a proj-
ect." We are inclined to believe that the latter has
at least some influence on the heightened problem
awareness within the project although it certainly
also seems reasonable to believe that the more
public space there is in a housing complex, the more
will be the opportunities for people to make
troubles for each other, and the greater will be the
maintenance difficulties. Of course some of the
problems are specific to high-rises such as the prob-
lems of people or children using halls and elevatori
as bathrooms. On this item, for exariple, 81 percent
of the project tenants said that this was a very big
problem and 61 percent of the private housing
tenants said it was no problem at all. Since the
private housing area was primarily one of two- and
four-flat buildings, this represents probably one
extreme of lack of this problem. Buildings inter-
mediate in size between the two-flat buildings and
Pruitt-Igoe's 11-story buildings presumably would
show a somewhat higher level of problem along this
line.

As noted earlier there is considerable variation in
the degree to which public housing projects were
regarded by their tenants as problem communities,
with projects like Pruitt-Igoe and Fort Greene and
a similar project in Washington, D. C., perhaps
representing the extreme. It is tempting, of course,
to relate the degree to which a project is regarded
as problematic to its structure, but then we must
note that Fort Greene is not a high-rise project
whereas Pruitt-Igoe is.

Variations in management competence certainly
are involved here, but our impression is that the
primary variable is the socioeconomic status of the
tenants. It seems very likely that in those cities
where demand for decent quality low income hous-
ing far exceeds the supply, housing authorities have

managed to screen out the lowest status tenants
and particularly families in which someone has
gotten into trouble or is judged likely to get into
trouble. In cities where there is not the same de-
mand, public housing authorities have tended to
house the most disadvantaged portions of the lower
class population. This means that the success or
failure of particular public housing projects really
has very little to do with variables that arc subject
to control should the nation embark on a major
public housing program designed to house a very
high proportion of low income people who need de-
cent housing. In other words, successful public
housing projects are in a sense "false successes" be-
cause they are not really housing the people in
greatest need. This is a phenomeron that has been
observed by S. M. Miller in connection with man-
power training programs. Miller refers to "cream-
ing" as the process by which the best qualified of
the target population are selected in order to assure
a greater appearance of success. In that sense it
may well be that Pruitt-Igoe and Fort Greene are
better indicators of the likelihood of public housing
proving a viable strategy for meeting the housing
needs of the lower class than are some of the appar-
ently more successful projects.

We have already suggested that the same fac-
tors operate in accounting for apparent variations
in the desirability private housing neighbor-
hoods. That is, in d :sing the differences between
the situation of wb and minority poor we have
suggested that t: white poor find the neighbor-
hoods in which t. live less threatening than the
minority poor because the white poor are able to
find housing in neighborhoods that are predomi-
nantly stable working class in character. In con-
trast, the minority poor tend to be concentrated in
ghettos where a very large proportion of the popu-
lation is forced into lower class adaptations which
make difficulties both for themselves and those
around them.

The Housing Aspirations of the Lower Class

The lower class people who live in the kinds of
communities described above are perhaps even
more sensitive to their disadvantages than are_
middle class social scientists and journalistic com-
mentators. While they are less apt to point with
horror and surprise at lower class housing condi-
tions, they are even more sensitive to the pains and
frustrations that these conditions cause.

When lower class people talk about the kind of
housing they would like, the most basic desire that
conies through might be called a desire for "defen-
sible space." That is, they want a home which pro-
tects them from the various troubles and depreda-
tions that a lower class world can represent. To the
private shim dweller who doesn't even have a func-
tioning lock on his door, defensible space may mean
most concretely a lock that is not easily broken or
jimmied. To the lower class mother with several

261



children, defensible space may mean a fenced yard
in the back even in a rat-infested and deteriorated
old house. Public housing is often valued because
at least the apartment is well defended against the
outside, but many of the criticisms of public hous-
ing have to do with the fact that the semiptiblic
spacesthe corridors, hallways, laundry rooms
are poorly defended because so many persons have
access to them or because they are isolated from
the watchful eyes of fellow tenants.

When lower class people shift their discussion of
aspirations to amore- generous image of what might
be possible, their aspirations turn out to be essen-
tially the same as those of other "average Ameri-
cans." Their ideal is a detached house with a lot
around it in good condition. Lower class people
sometimes think of suburban living as a little too
fancy and formal, and too isolated, but just as do
the great majority of stable working class people
they value the idea of a house of one's own. Should
that prove impossible the minimum conditions for_
a really desirable house might be specified- as at
least an-apartment in a low-rise building with some
outside space that is protected from public areas
(whether that outside space be a balcony or a small
fenced court).

There is no need for subtle analysis here. The_
housing aspirations of the lower class are im-
minently conventional. Because of their poverty
lower class people are often willing to settle for,
and even be quite satisfied with, housing that falls
far below the average standard, but this should not
confuse the observer into believing that their baiic
housing goals are any different from the rest of the
population. Because of their weak economic posi-
tion, lower class people would probably accept
housing that would not be marketable to even
modest income familieSfor example, row housing
which most working class and middle class people
prefer to avoid.

On the other hand, in general thelousing aspira-
tions of the lower class conflict rather sharply with
conventional architectural solutions to the low
income housing problem. Lower class people in gen-
eral dislike high -rise housing. They are not par-
ticularly attracted to large complexes even in low-
rise form. They prefer, for good reasons in terms
of their own needs, housing that is conventionally
arranged in terms of blocks. They have no great
desire to identify with a larger community of per-
sons in similarly desperate straits, while architects
and planners seem continually attracted to visions
of super blocks and designed communities which
somehow maximize semipublic space while minimiz-
ing private space and the public space of streets and
sidewalks. While architects and planners certainly
need opportunities to experiment with new ways of
designing neighborhoods, it is unfortunate that the
main subjects of their experimentation should be
lower class families who have little power to resist
the design and great need for simple, ordinary,
conventional amenities (24).
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Implication for Policy

Several implications for policy flow from the
above considerations of the situation of the urban
poor generally, and of their housing situation in
particular. Sociological research cannot prescribe
in great detail the mechanisms by which policy ob-
jectives to meet the needs of the poor are to be
carried out, although it is possible to suggest some
aspects of these mechanisms. Rather, the main
function of sociological research is to suggest cer-
tain specifications concerning what an adequate
policy might encompass. These specifications then
would require the attention of varieties of tech-
nicianseconomists, real estate specialists, etc.
to develop -them into a workable program. The
emphasis below, therefore, will be on the general
specifications of what an adequate housing poliCy to
meet the needs of low income people might be.

(1) Housing problems of the poor are simply a
reflection of -problems of- low- income. Therefore-the
most direct and permanent way of solving these
housing problems involves not housing programs
but income-producing programs either in the form
of employment programs or income-maintenance

-programs. As Gans has observed, "good- housing
does not cure poverty but . . . curing poverty will
enable people to afford good housing. If poor people
can _obtain decent jobs to allow them to afford
decent homes in decent neighborhoods, slums and
slum living will be eliminated almost automatically.
This ought to be the main goal of national urban
policy."

Therefore, we can predict that the most effective
policies in solving the housing problems of the poor
will be those policies that are oriented toward solv-
ing the income problems that are definitive of
poverty. All of the discussion of specific policy im-
plication below will assume the existence of a vigor-
ous and effective income policy. Indeed it seems
very likely that in the absence of such a policy no
housing program will be likely to make a sig-
nificant dent in the housing problems of the Ivor
whether these programs be the current public hous-
ing programs or the projected model cities and rent
supplement programs. On the other hand, it is also
true that effective income programs will not auto-
matically solve the housing problems of the poor
and the near -poor because the housing industry and
governmental housing policies in this country have
so far proved much less-effective at providing hous-
ing for families with below-median incomes than
they have for families with above-median incomes.

(2) Migrants as a transitional, marginal group
in the city need housing that is manageable in
terms of their transitional orientation. Migrants
will not be particularly well served by programs
that encourage ownership, or programs that re-
quire a strong interest in the maintenance and per-
fection of apartments or houses. As noted, the
housing needs of migrants have traditionally been
served by neighborhoods of fairly old housing



which are no longer attractive to more securely
established working class people. Therefore govern-
ment policies should encourage the maintenance of
a good stock of low-rent older housing. This means
that policies should encourage the maintenance and
rehabilitation of older housing, should provide
through insurance and subsidy reasonable mortgage
financing for older neighborhoods, etc. The current
mortgage situation in which it is easy to get long-
term lower interest mortgages for new housing but
very difficult to get equally good mortgages for
old housing practically guarantees the deterioration
of the older housing stock and the-creation of de-
structive slum environments. To the extent that
financing policies sustain older neighborhoods there
will be a maximization of the mixing in of newer
migrants with stable working class populations.

(3) The older housing stock will generally meet
the needs of newer migrants, but there may be
from time to time in some cities (because of the
excessive deterioration of the older housing stock,
or because of rapid growth in population) a need
for new housing that meets the -needs of new
migrants. (Often the same kind of needs are pres-
ent for newly married low_ income families.) Where
such a shortage exists experiments might be con-
sidered which provide new housing forms for
transient populations. For example, mobile -homes
and trailerlike prefabricated units offer consider-
able- promise for meeting the needs of this kind of
population. In fact the proportion of housing units
that are mobile homes has been growing fairly
rapidly for the past 10 to 15 years and apparently-
will continue to grow. As a minor part of the over-
all housing program, experiments in manufacture,
site planning, and financing of these kinds of units-
might well be undertaken. Mobile homes, after all,
have pioneered the development of compact fur-
nished dwellings and an all-in-one price or _rental.
It is exactly this kind of dwelling unit that is most
attractive to migrants during their early time in the
city. Since mobile homes are in actual fact seldom
moved more than the one-time from the sales lot to
the residential location, dwelling units could prob-
ably be developed which more closely approximate
the conventional conception of what a home is like.

(4) Financing arrangements should be developed
which encourage and enable landlords to keep up
property which has heavy wear-and-tear. Above-
average maintenance costs for marginal and tran-
sient population should be simply accepted as a
fact and taken into account in initial financing,
rehabilitation, new construction, and the like.
Public housing projects in this country are appar-
ently fast approaching a financial crisis brought
about by the fact that maintenance costs were not
realisticially anticipated when new projects were
built. It is very likely that 'in the next few years
some cognizance of this fact will have to be taken
if public housing authorities are to remain finan-
cially stable awl maintain their property.

(5) Shifting to the general problem of housing
for the poor, it is important that housing policies
be developed in such a way as to provide incentives
for economically and racially integrated housing
on at least a larger neighborhood basis. In terms of

.racial integration this requires vige...ous enforce-
ment of nondiscriminatory provisions for federally
supported or assisted housing. In terms of economic
integration a very complex problem is raised. This
involves zoning, the nervousness of real estate
agents and property managers, etc. However it
should be possible to build into new housing policies
incentives and subsidies which enable poor people
to obtain good housing on the open market and
which also encourage builders and managers to
make such housing available to them. Some of these
incentives are discussed below but there are un-
doubtedly others.

(6) A broad solution to the housing problems of
the poor and the near-poor depends not only on
solving the income problem as discussed in the first
point but also on solving the problem of making
housing available for families in-the modest income
category, that _is, families with incomes just above
the poverty level. We have suggested that it will
not prove possible to provide housing on a large
scale for families that have incomes below the cur-
rent poverty lines. Therefore the first target of
poverty -progiams should be the provision of a
minimum income for families which is equal to-at
least one-ha:i of the median family income for the
nation. With a median family income of $7,500 this
would mean a minimum income, to be insured by
employment and income-maintenance programs, of
around $3,750. That will at least bring poor fani-
ilies within striking distance of being able to afford
decent housing if government programs encourage
the provision of housing for persons with incomes
somewhat above that.

As a target for a modest income housing program,.
therefore, government programs should be oriented
to providing adequate housing at reasonable rent
or purchase payments for people with incomes in
the range of two-thirds to 80 percent of the national
median family income, that is, in the range of
$5,000 to $6,000. There is a great need for a housing
program that insures the availability of housing
for this group on a very large scale. Further, such
a housing program should not downgrade the old
stock of housing even though it should encourage
the building of a great deal of new housing. Instead
it. should encourage the maintenance and transfer
of old housing for families in this income range as
well as the building of new housing.

Probably the most effective techniques for stimu-
lating housing for this income range are macro-
techniques of heavily insured and subsidized
mortgages to builders, managers, and home pur-
chasers, and the development of long-term loans of
30 to 40 years.
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The target therefore should make it profitable
for builders, rehabilitators, and managers to pro-
vide housing that.can be sold or rented to families
in this income bracketthat is, housing in which
the rental or ownership payments are in the range
of 20 to 25 percent of income for families with
$5,000 to $6,000 incomes.

17) Given such a program of housing for modest
income families it would then be possible to solve
the housing problem of the relatively poor by pro-
viding additional subsidies to builders, managers,
and mortgagors to make these same kinds of hous-
ing units available at payments that persons with
lower incomes can afford. Where builders and man-
agers are participating in the modest income hous-
ing program they should be required to set ,aside a
certain proportion of their units say 15 percent to
25 percent for those who cannot afford the ordi-
nary rents or pdyments. These units would be made
available to low income families and the gdvern-
ment would finance the differential between the
-rent they can afford to pay and the ordinary rent
or the ordinary payment for the home. Such an
arrangement has the tremendous advantage of
fostering the integration of the poor into the rest
of the society and preventing the development of
concen.,Fated lower class communities.

The rent supplement program is one approach to
this kind of goal. However, it obviously will be a
highly vulnerable one in terms of its year-to-year
financing out of general revenues. The same goal
inig') be accomplished, as in some European coun-
tries, in a more meaningful way by an extra dis-
count or greater subsidy on the loans and capital
costs of the housing. For example, in a situation ha'
_which a builder is building 100 un4,: 1w might be
offered a low interest loan to cove percent of
those units and a zero interest loan on the remain-
ing 25 percent under- the condition that he rent or
sell 25 percent of his units to persons hose in-
comes fall below one-luc'f of the national diedian
fainily income. In this way the payments .tde by
the poor family eold be low enough for them to be
able to afford the apartment.,

(8) Whatever system is developed to subsidize
modest income housing and additionally subsidize
housing for the poor, the qualification procedures
for the families involved should be extremely sim-
ple. Certification of income could be simply ac-
complished by a form which indicates the amount
of income on which tax was paid. There should be
no income limits for continued tenancy so that
families are not required to move out as their in-
come rises, (although, of course, there could be pro-
visions for higher payments as income risesbut
this procedure, too, should be simple and should not
require annual or semiannual reviews of income
since this proves to be one of the most irritating
aspects of public housing from the point of view of
the tenant).
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(9) The goal of national policy should be to in-
stitutionalize the availability of housing for modest
and low income families. This implies that the
policy will encourage the institutions which cur-
rently provide housing Kir the populationprivate
builders, private real estate owners, and the like
to provide decent housing for this population also.
The most basic shortcoming of the public housing
program is that because a different institution pro-
vides the housingpublic housing authorities--the
housing is inevitably labeled and stigmatized as
somehow different and inferior to ordinary housing.
The government should have no "chosen instru-
ment" to execute its housing policies for modest and
low income families. Rather there should be a maxi-
mum of flexibillt in the kind of organization that
provides these services. including t1 e currently
existing private organizations, encouragement of
formation of nonprofit corporations of "comsat-
like" large commercial corporations, etc. No one
kind of organization can satisfy all the
various needs of families in these income cate-
gories; if one kind of organization is set up to do so
it %%411 inevitably become stereotyped as ,providing
inferior housing for "inferior people."

(10) It will not make sense for many families,
particularly the, very poorest,- to seek to become
homeowners. Any realistic housing program will
continue to involve a large component of rental
housing. However, to the maximmn extent that is
feasible, given the realities of income and family
stability, government .programs should encourage
homeownership. This ownership can be in the 'form
of the ordinary ownership of real property or in the
form of condominiums and, cooperatives, but the
social-psychological _meaning of being able to say
that one in some sense "owns" his home is,deeply
imbedded in the way Americans think about their
dwelin,4s. and should be encouraged.

But it= is important not to be sentimental about
what ownership means. Since most Americans buy
homes that are heavily mortgaged, ownership is
often more an attitude than it is a property reality.
This-sense of building up some equity, no matter
how little, and the sense of autonomy that comes
from ownership, arc important aspirations for even
the poorest of families. Before a major program of
encouraging ownership can be feasible, however, it
will probably be necessary to work out some kind
of mechanism that simplifies the buying and selling
of property if some poor owners are not to suffer
tremendously as the marginality of their position
requires them to move about. Apparently there is
now beginning to develon in the real Mate market
generally a system of eq,ilty insurance which allows
people to sell their old house and move to a new
one without having to conduct it financial balanc-
ing act. The government policies that encourage
modest and low income homeownership should
probably include some such feature.



(11) Finally, one of the corollaries of the impli-
cations discussed above is that slum clearance
should assume a much more minor role in Federal
housing policies than it has had to date. The policy
perhaps should be that slums are cleared with Fed-
eral assistance only when they have reached the
point tl, A no one wi!) live in them, that no one
wants to rehabilitate the property, and that no one
wants to buy the land at "ordinary" prices. The.
slums should be cleared as public nuisances and the
property bought at the realistic very low values
that the properties actually have on the private
market and not at the inflated prices that have typi-
cally been paid for slum clearance property. This
situation, of course, varies from city to city but
nationwide the situation in St. Louis is probably
ai characteristic as that of New York. In-St. Louis
today many slum properties have practically zero
value in the sense that no private buyers are willing
to purchase them, and many slum buildings that are
structurally sound can be bought for as little as
$1,0e0. Yet should these properties become part of
a sium clearance area their price immediately in-
creases. If housing policies are -Suecessful it creat-
ing a much larger supply of decent housing for low
income and modest income families, these slum
properties will _J) -worth----even less and they will
very likely sin-1W be abandoned by their present
owners. When that happens it becomes more- real-
istic to think in terms of "banking land" in the city
rather than of purchasing income-producing prop-
erties in order to clear out the slums. The properties
simply are not producing income. Perhaps slum
clearance ought to proceed on a- lot-by-lot basis
with land clearance commissions being empowered
to buy buildings at a realistic going market rate
when a seller wants to offer them at that rate. The
land should then be banked on the expectation that
when poverty and slum problems are finally solved
the land will again become attractive to builders.
This kind -of slum clearance could properly be re-
garded as an investment rather than simply an
expendi:Are The cleafed land could he leased back
to cities or to neighborhood corporations and organ-
izations for use as pocket parks and parking lots
until such time as its investment value is realizable.

References

(1) Rainwater. Lee. "Toward a Nation of Average Men."
Social Science Institute, Washington Univ. 1987
(mimeographed) .

(2) Guns. Herbert J. Urban Villagees. Free Press, New
York. 1962.
Miller, S. M.. and Wessman, Frank. "The Working-
Class Subculture:, A New Vien In, A. 13. Shostak
and W. Gomberg (eds.) Blue-Collar World, Prentice-
Ha1.1, New Jersey. 1964.
Handel. Gerald, and Rainwater, Lee. "Persistence and
Change in Working-Class Life Style." In A. B.
Shostak and W. Gomberg (eds.) Blue-Collor World,
Prentice-Hall. New Jersey. 1964.

Hamilton. Richard F. "The Behan for and Values of
Skilled Workers." in A. B. Shostak and W. Gomberg
(Nis) Blur-Collar World, Prentice-Hall. New Jersey.
1964.

Rainwater. Lee. Coleman, Richard P.. and Handel.
Gerald. Workingman's Wife: Her Personality. World
and Life Style. Oceania Publications. New York. 1959

(3) Rainwater. Lee. "Work and Identity in the Lower
Class." Ch. 7. in Planning for a Nation of Cities. S. B.
Wainer. Jr. (ed.). M.I.T. Press. Cambridge. 1966.
Rainwater. Lee. "Crucible of Identity: The Negro
Lower Class Family." In T. Parsons and K. Clark
(eds.) The Negro American. Houghton Mifflin Co.,
Boston. 1966.

(4) Rodman. Hyman P. "The Lower Class Value Sketch."
Social Forces, December 1963.
Rainwater. Lee. "The Problem of Lower Class Cul-

e." Social Science lust it Me. Washington Univ..
1966 (mimeographed).

(5) Harwood. Edwin S. "Work and Community Among
Vi ban Newcomers: A Study of Soei:11 and Economic
Adaptation of Southern Migrants in Chicago." Un-
published doctoral dissertation. Univ. of Chicago.
September 1956.

(6) Clark, Kenneth. Dark Ghetto. Harper and Row, New
York. 1965.

(7) Moynihan, Daniel P. "The Negro Family:. The Case
for National Action." Reprinted in Lee Rainwater
and William L. Yancey, The Moynihan Report and
the Politics of Controversy. M.I.T. Press, Cambridge.
1967.

Lewis. Hyman. "Agenda Paper NA:- V: The Family:
Resources for Change." Planning Session, for the
White House Conference "To Fulfill These Rights."
Reprinted in Lee Rainwater and William L. Yanery,
The Moynihan Report and the Politics of Contro-
versy. M.I.T. Press, Cambridge. 1967.
Sheppard. Harold L., and Shiner. Herbert E. "Family
Structure and Employment Problems." Reprinted in
Lee Rainwater and William L. Yancey, The Moyni-
han Report and the Politics of Controversy. M.I.T.
Press. Cambridge. 1967.

(8) Wolfe. Alvin, and Lex. Barbara. "The Effects of First
Contacts by Researchers in Urban Field Work." Soc.
Sea. Inst., Washington Univ. 1967 (mimeographed).

(9) Rainwater. Lee. "Fear aiiirihe House-as-Haven in
the Lower Class. In J. Bellush and M. Hausknecht,
Urban Renewal: People. Politics and Planning.
Doubleday. New York. 1967.

(10) Berger. Bennett M. Wo7king-Class Suburb. Univer-
sity of California Press. Berkeley. 1960.
Gans. Herbert. "Effect of the Move From the City
to Suburb." In L. J. Dull! (ed.) The Urban Condition.
Free Press, New York. 1963.

(11) Strauss, Anselm L. Images of the American City,
Free Press, New York. 1961.

(12) Fried, Marc, and Gleieher, Peggy. "Some Sources of
Residential Satisfaction in an Urban Slum." in J.
Bell's), and M. Hausknecht Urban Renewal:, People,
Politics and Planning. Doubleday, New York. 1967.
Fried, Mare. "Transitional Functions of Working-
class Communities." In M. Kantor (ed.) Mobility
and Mental Health. Charles C. Thomas Springfield,
HI. 1965. --

(13) Fried, Marc. "Grieving for a Lost Home." In L. J.
Mild (ed.) The " n, Condition. Free Press of Glen-
coe. Inc.. New York. 1162.
Ryan, F.; ward J. "Pomona! Identity in an Urban
Slum." In L. J. Mild (ed.) The Urban Condition.
Free Pies of Glencoe. Inc., New York. 1962.

265



(14) Davis, Allison. Social Class Influences on Learning.
Han and University Press, Cambridge. 1948.

(15) Miller, Walter. "Lower Class Culture as a Generating
Milieu of Gang Delinquency." In M. E. Wolfgang,
L. Savitz, and N. Johnson (eds.) The S000logy of
Crime and Delinquency. John Wiley Company, New
York. 1962.

(16) Schou, Alvin W. Slums and Social Insecurity. U.S.
Dept. of Health. Education, and Welfare, 1963.

(17) Harrington, Michael. The Other America. MacMillan
Co ., New York. 1962.

(18) Deevey, Edward S. "The Hare and the Haruspex: A
Cautionary Tale." In Eric and Mary Josephson, Man
Alone. Dell Publishing Co., New York. 1962.

(19) Hollinghead, A. B.. and Rogler. L. H. "Attitudes
Toward Slums and Private Housing in Puerto Rico."

266

In L. J. Dull. The Urban Condiuon. Free Press, New
York. 1963. ,

(20) Caplovitz. David. The Poor Pay More. Free Press of
Glencoe, New York. 1963.

(21) Salisbury, Harrison. The Shook-up Generation. Harper
and Row. New York. 1958.

(22) Stromberg. Jerome. "A Preliminary Repoli on Hous-
ing and Community Expel iences of Pruitt-Igoe Resi-
dents." Soc. Sci. Inst.. Washington Univ. 1966 (mimeo-
graphed). .

(23) Shomberg, Jerome. "A Comparison of Pruitt-Igoe
Residents and Their Non-Public Housing Neighbors."
1967 (mimeographed).

(24) Montgomery. Roger. "Comment on Tea: and the
House-as-Haven in the Lower Class.'" In Jou, Amer.
I nAt . of Planners. Vol. XXXII, No. 1, January 19Cq.



Chapter 16

Assimilation of Migrants Into Urban Centers
DOXALD SCHOX, Organization for Social and Technical Innovation. Harvard University

Introduction

This paper was designed to focus on the set of
current programs and policies influencing rural-to-
urban migration. Our effort has been to

(1) Appraise the effect of State and local pro-
grams on rural-to-urban migration; (2) identify the
existing conflicts in major program elements; (3)
assess the effectiveness of program elements in
achieving stated and implied objectives; and (4)
recommend desirable changes in programs and pro-
gram directions to increase their effectiveness.

We understand rural-to-urban migration to be
the flow of rural residents to urban areas. However,
the actual process of migrationextending from the
point in time when a rural resident elects t(, relocate
to that point when he arrives in an urban area and
begins to become an urban residentis part of a
much larger system. The larger system includes on
the one hand the entire complex of interrelated
factorssocial, economic, politicalthat define the
rural area and inflv ioe the decision to leave, and on
the other hand, th telex of factors in the urban
area, that define we city and influence the in-
migrant's adjustment to and ftiture in the city.

Programs and Policies Affecting Rural-
to-Urban Migration

There are numerous programs and policies on the
-Federal, State, and local level that have some effect
on rural-to-urban migration. In this section we will
focus primarily on identifying progranis and poli-
cies that have a direct and substantial effect.

The influence of the vast majority of Federal,
State, and local policies and programs on rural-to-
urban migration seems to be incidental to their pur-
pose and the "pushes" and "pulls" that they exert
on the rural poor re byproducts of the pursuit of
other goals. Nevertheless, in terms of the effect they
have on rural-to-urban migration, programs and
policies can be classified as:
Those that act to encourage rural-to-urban migra-

tion by creating conditions that tend to displace
people from rural areas or that pull them toward
Urban areas.

Those that discourage migration, either by creating
conditions that tend to hold people in rural areas

or that discourage them from entering urban
areas.

Those that provide. or that could provide, support
and assistance in contributing to the success of
rural-to-urban migration.

Programs and Policies That Encourage Rural-
to-Urban Migration

Before a rural resident undertakes to relocate
himself or his family to an urban area. he must
first be aware of the existence of a problem, a lack,
or a condition in the rural area that has a negative
effect on him or i,hat makes him feel uncomfortable.
In other words, he must feel a need for a change in
circumstances. Second, he must feel that leaving the
rural area offers some hope of meeting this need.
Third, he must feel that leaving the rural area is a
hoiee that is both realistic and iiailable to him.
fourth, he must feerthat an urban area (rather than
another rural area will offer greater opportunities
for the change in circumstances that is reqL:red or
desired.

We, therefore, assume that the kinds of programs
and policies that encourage migration are those that
act to
annit employment opportunities, displace workers,

or further limit and depress living standards in
the rural area. .

discriminate-against the poor or sub-groups of the
poor.

provide information or experiences that increase the
possibility of relocation being perceived as a vi-
able alternative.

actually support relocation or require a willingness
to relocate as a condition for receiving aid.

create the possibility of dissatisfaction where it did
not exist _before (e.g., by increasing educational
level, or by increasing skills to a higher level
than can be utilized locally).
Among the policies and programs that act in one

or more of these ways there are only two that are
specifically aimed at encouraging or supporting
relocation from rural areas:

The first is the employment assistance program of
the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of In
(thin Affairs, a program that-
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. . provides services to Ingham- n-ho oluntarily apply and
qualify for assistance to leave reservation environments by
moving to nomeservation communities to obtain employ-
ment. Assistance and counseling includes selection of a re-
location site based upon information about the chosen
community's employment opportunities. chinate, housing,
community tesomces. cost of living. and any other advan-
tages and potential problems.

Fmanend assistance is provided in accordance with indi-
%Mind needs. and may include transportation. subsistence
in mute. transportation of household goods, subsistence at
the destination point until applicant receives his firs: pay
cheek. health services coverar. .1nd emergency assistance.

At the destination point. ii,sistance is given in obtaining
temporary housing. employment, permanent housing. and
furthei mom:selling and assistance.

The second, the labor mobility demonstration
projects, are sponsored by the Office of Manpower
Policy Evaluation and Research (OMPER) and the
Bureau of Employment Security (I3ES) of the U.S.
Department of Labor.

The labor mobility demonstration projects were
enabled by the 1963 amendments to tl.! Manpower
Development and Training Act (MDTA). These
projects are still experimental and, in the language
of the act, they are
. . . designed to assess or demonstrate the effectiveness in
reducing unemployment of programs to increase the mo-
bility of unemployed workers by providing assistance to
meet their relocation expenses ... (and) may provide such
assistan ... only to involuntarily unemployed individuals
who cannot reasonably be expected to secure full-time °in-_
ployment in-the community in which they reside, have bona
fide offers of employment (other than temporary or seasonal
unemployment). and are deemed medified to perform the
work for which they are being employed.

Under the_ rubric of being experimental programs,
and as a result of interim findings, the labor mobil-
ity projects provide services in support of the mi-
grant that include, but greatly exceed, the mere
provision of financial assistance in meeting the
costs of relocation. In the' process, they have begun
to develop 'sonic insights into what kinds of sup-
ports are necessary to insure a successful migration
defined for the purposes of this report to mean a
migration where the reloeatee makes an adjustment
to urban life and earns an income adequate to main-

_ tail.' his family above the poverty level.
In the spring of 1967, we had the opportunity to

observe six labor mobility projects in operation as
part of a study for the Office of Manpower PoLy
Evaluation and Research of the U.S. Department of
Labor. Four of the six projects deal with rural-to-
urban migration and we offer examples drawn from
those four projects to illustrate the street of the
program on rural-to-urban migration.

The four projects are located in North Carolina,
Michigan, Arizona, and Vi:ginia. The first three
projects arc all sponsored in the loeaLareas by pri-
vate contractorsa small statewide foondation.
branch (,f a State u'iversity, and a statewide Coun-
cil of Protestant Churchesand f anded by
OMPER. The last project. in Virginia. is operated
by the State Employment Service. Each mobility
project is confined by regulation to recruit': , only
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in those areas of a State that suffer persistent un-
employment. The Federal guidelines also require
that migrants are relocated, to the extent feasible,
to urban areas within the State.

Although the four projects :ire aimed at different
kinds-of populations and utilize a variety of aids
and program supports, each of them is concerned
with the total process of rural-to-urban migration.
That is, they recruit poor rural residents, aid in
selecting destination, provide relocation assistance,
and aid in the ,ettlement of the migrant in the
urban area.

The North Carolina mobility project

The North Carolina mobility project recruits its
project population in 30 counties in the northeastern
and southeastern agricultural regions of North
Carolina and in 12 counties in the far western area
of the State along the Tennessee border. All of these
are traditional areas of persistent unemployment
and at least 20 percent of the families living in them
had incomes of less than $1,000 per year when the
program began. Recently, however, the development
of new industry in the western recruiting area has
caused the project to focus primarily on the eastern
tidewater areas for recruitment.

The project population is now almost entirely
Negro and Indian, since the westcri. area with its
predominantly white population oceame a limited
recruiting area. However, any rural resident of the
recruitment area is eligible if he meets one or more
of the following criteria:

Is a member of a farm family with a net income,
durinwthe previous year, of $1,200 or less.

Has been discharged from work for other cause
than his own misconduct.

Has been unemployed for 6 weeks, regardless of
cause.

The Negroes and nonreservation Indians who
comprise the majority of the project population are
most likely to be displaced agricultural workers
whose families sharecropped in the past. before
mechanization of some crops, the demise of small
farms, and the tobacco acreage allotment system.
Most now work as day laborers on farms in the
areaseeking work as field laborers or tractor
drivers on a day-to-day basisand work, whenever
possible, at odd jobs of the nonfarm type. Although
some of the migrants in the program lived in non-
farm homes prior to relocation, many lived in houses
!ocated on farmland and either paid rent to the
owner or pledged work in lieu of rent. In a number of
cases, the migrant also received "furnish" from the
farmer between seasons, in the form of food, cloth-
ing, limited credit, or small cash advances against
future work.

The project staff recruits potential relocatees
in their homes, in the fields. or through community
institutions like bars. churches. etc. Existing social
service agencies are also used as a referral source



whenever possible, but the program has received
limited cooperation from the Community Action
Agencies (CAP's) in the area, and the project staff
feels that the local welfare departments refer only
their most difficult eases to the mobility project.
Word-of-mouth reports, particularly from success-
ful relocatees, are also an important source of
recruits for the project.

In the recruitment areas few actual services arc
proVided. The staff person talks with the potential
migrant and his family two or three times after an
initial indication of interest. there is a minimum of
hprerelocation conditioning," consisting mainly of a
pamphlet showing typical families, their homes, and
their work before and after relocation. Discussion of
the system of relocation assistance and appropriate
destinations are also conducted and the migrant is
helped to plan the family's relocation. The staff
then sets a (late for relocation and on that day the
recruiter drives the migrant to the selected urban
receiving area.

The project uses five urban receiving areasall
cities with tight labor markets and all located in
the crescentrshaped Piedmont area. In each receiv-
ing area the project maintains a reception center
that provides room and board on a temporary basis
and aid in finding a job, finding suitable housing,
and arranging for relocation of the family.

Since there is great demand for all workers at
all skill levels in the receiving areas, migrants are
usually placed in jobs within 3 to .5 days after ar-
riving in the receiving area. Housing is, however, in
serious short supply throughout the Piedmont area
and the project has to devote considerable energy
to finding suitable housing for the family. The
project staff also provides a range of social services
to the migrants for at least 2 months after reloba-

`3tion; among these services are orientation to the
city and urban institutional 1 .ocedures, attempts +o
develop social contacts for the relocated faniily, and
aid in registering children in school and for medical
clinics.

The project has demonstrated success in redirect-
ing traditional migrant tracks to industrial areas
within the State. Prior to intervention by the mobil-
ity project, rural residents in the southeast section
of the State migrated south towards Charleston,
S. C., o- northas (lid residents of the northeastern
counties toward Norfolk and Richmond, Va.,
Washington, D.C., Baltimore, and other northeast-
ern cities. However, the significant factors in re-
directing the traditional migrant tracks from the
eastern agricultural counties seem to he knowledge
of job availability at salary levels that. are high
(1.40 per hour) compared to wages in the rural
area ($5 per day for a tractor driver and less for a
field laborer), and Assistance in moving and initially
settling in the tir'ain area. Whether or not the new
tracks from t'. se counties to the Piedmont will
become traditional must still be determined.

The Michigan mobility project
iNiDtthern Michigan University is the sponsor of

the mobility project in the State and the target area
for recruitment is the Upper Peninsula of Michi-
ganlargely a rural nonfarm area that spans a
distance of over 300 miles from east to west and 150
miles from north to south. Over the past 20 years
unemployment has increased in this area because of
a decline in the fisheries, and in timber work, and the
depletion of iron and copper ore resources.

The population the project serves in Michigan
are nonfarmworkersmany of the older workers
displaced from the mines in the iron and copper
ranges of the Upper Peninsula. The first wave of
mine closings in the area took place around 1910 and
a large emigration from the Upper Peninsula oc-
curred at the timelargely moving to Minnesota,
Wisconsin. and downstate Michigan. According to
informants, most of tho families who left at that
time relocated permanently. Those who were left
behind were either men who hoped the mines would
reopen or those who lacked the economic, social, or
personal resources to migrate. Prior to .enrollment in
the MDTA programs many of the potential mi-
grants worked at seasonal jobslumbering during
one season, tourism in another nd in between odd
jobs or w-21fare.

The project population is almost entirely white
and the potential relocatees who are reenmited are
MDTA trainees, or enrollees in other publicly sup-
ported preemployment programs in the Upper
Peninsul:L of northern Michigan, Who have little
chanee at local jobs. Eligibility for mobility assist-
ance is assured through enrollment in an VIDTA
program. The present project draws from alt of the
MDTA programs in the Upper Peninsula acid from
a program for welfare recipientsmen and women
with dependent childrenthat is funded under title
V of the Economic -Opportunity Act and provides
basic education and pre-vocational training.

The project, which is one of a complex of man-
power and community service programs operated by
the University, also provides relocation assistance
to out -of- school neighborhood youth corps enrollees
who cannot find suitable local employment"; and it
occasionally pays the job-interview expenses of
enrollees in the University's Women's Job Corps
program.

Prior to completion of MDTA or prevocational
training, potential relocatees are interviewed and
screened. Prerelocation counseling is given to all the
trainees and to as many of their families as is pos-
sible on i3iethods of transporting household and per-
sonal belongings, and informatioli is provided on
urban school and medical facilities, housing pok-
bilities, sources of recreation, and existing civic and
religious organizations. Job interviews are coordi-
nated for the potential relocatee, preferably while
he still is in training.

Financial assistance is given a potential relocatee
to cover the necessary costs of going to a new Om-
'nullity for a job interview. The cost A - ing
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the worker, his family, and his household effects,
and the living costs and incidental expenses of the
worker in the new areabefore he receives his first
job paymentsare met by grants.

In the event of unanticipated financial difficulty
in the demand area, the relocateein the first 3
months after relocationmay be helped by a small
loan on which interest must be paid. During the first
6 months after relocation, the relocatee may also
borrow up to $2,000, with interest, to cover the down
payment in the purchase of a house.

The two principal receiving areas for the project's
relocatees are southeast MichiganDetroit and the
surrounding suburbsand south-central Wisconsin,
the Milwaukee area. In each of the receiving areas
a small staff works with and through the State Em-
ployment Security Commission to develop jobs. The
staff also provides counseling and referral services
where necessary, helps in finding suitable housing,
provides job orientation and adjustment aid, and
helps in adjusting to the urban environment..

Suitable housing is perhaps the most difficult
problem in the-receiving area. In spite of the serv-
ices provided by the staff in the receiving areas,
lower income white families have difficulty finding
housing acceptable to them, particularly in the
Detroit area. They are reluctant to move into inte-
grated communities, they can't- afford most of the
all-white communities, and they refuse to move into
predominantly Negro neighborhoods.

By relocating migrants to Wisconsin and southern
Michigan, this project also reinforces the traditional
migrant track for residents of the Upper Peninsula
and makes no attempt to redirect tracks, although
a few aligrants have relocated to other midwesteni
States like Illinois and Ohio because of the avail-
ability of particular training-related jobs.

The Arizona mobility pn.iect

The mobility project_in Arizona is sponsoied by
the Arizona Council of Churches and is one com-
ponent of the Council's migrant opportunity pro-
gram (MOP). Other MOP programs, such as work
in community development, are funded under title
II of the Economic Opportunity Act, and title III of
the same act funds day care and adult education
programs. The day care, adult education, and com-
munity development components of the MOP pro-
grain operate in several of the more than 200
migrant labor camps that surround Phoenix.

The target population primarily consists of the
Mexican American and Negro migratory agricul-
tural workers who enter Arizona each year to work
the crops and then move on to other States and other
crops as part of one of the great streams of crop
followers. The project recruits also from among
former crop followers who have "settled out" of the
migratory stream in rural Arizona.

Reports of the project staff indicate that mecha-
nization of crops like cotton are making it increas-
ingly difficult for the migratory worker to earn even
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a minimal living by following the cropsfor in-
stance, they reported that 10 years age only 45 per-
cent of the cotton crop was picked mechanically
while today it is CO percent mechanized. They
pointed, too, to the imminent development of an
improved mechanical lettuce picker which will affect
the degree of work available for migratory farm-
workers in another of the area's major crops.

Much of the recruitment for the program is !ac-
complished through referrals from other MOP
programs. Counselors then follow up with home
visits to the family, discuss the program and the
differences between urban and rural employment,
etc., make a language azsessment, and determine
whether to refer the migrant for direct job develop-
ment or to the basic education class the project
operates in cooperation with the State Department
of Vocational Education. The class provides English
language instruction, basic and remedial education,
and orientation to employment and the urban en-
vironment. While enrolled in the class, migrants
receive standard MDTA stipends.

Job development is conducted by the project staff
during the last weeks of the class and the counselors
then help the migrant and his family to plan the
actual relocation to the city and to find suitable
living quarters in the receiving area. Some of the
migrants are also helped to buy homes with loans
made available from project funds for the down
payments.

After relocation, counseling continues for several
months and the counselors also monitor the mi-
grant's adjustment to the job.

Phoenix is the primary receiving area for the
project and it has a tight job market with sub-
stantial unemployinent and underemployment. Be-
tween 1950 and 1960 the city's-population increased
from 106,818 to 439,170, an increase of over 400
percent for the decade. This situation makes both
job development and the location of suitable housing
difficultand particularly so for families of low
income and with few marketable job skills or urban
work experience. -

The project staff is fond of calling the program
a "location" program rather than a "relocation"
program since, as they point out, most of the mi-
gratory farmworkers in the target. population have
never been rooted in any one community before.
Unlike some of the other mobility projects, the
Arizona project can be viewed as terminating a por-
tion of the migrant stream rather than redirecting a
traditional migrant track.

The Virginia mobility project

Operating under the sponsorship of the State Em-
ployment irity Commission, the Virginia mobil-
ity project recruits unemp'oyed workers both from
the Appalachian region in the southwestern section
of the State and from the Eastern Shore region.

The southwestern Appalachian region has br'en
an economically depressed region for years. Auto-
illation and other changes in the coal mining in-



dustry have displaced n.any workers, particularly
older workers. and the absence of any other indus-
trial base in the area severely limits the availability
of jobs for those entering the labor force. The ad-
joining counties in Kentucky are also suffering from
the same set of problems, and unemployed workers
from Kentucky are frequently in competition with
the workers of southwest Virginia for the limited
number of available jobs. The project staff also
reported that some workers from the extreme south-
western climer of Virginia cross into the Knoxville,
Tenn. area for work.

Although most of the work -in the region is non-
farm, many of the families do some minimal farm
ingmostly corn or tobaccoin their attempt to
patch together a subsistence level of living. Men
from the area also leave frequently and migrate
temporarily to Ohio, Michigan, Illinois, and other
north-central States where they work for several
months befoav returning home. In many of the cities
they choose as destinations in this type of periodic
migrations (e.g., Cincinnati, Chicago, Cleveland,
Detroit, etc.) there are existing enclaves of earlier
and permanent inmigrants from Appalachia. _Ac-
cording to the literature, the str.ng in-grnup feel-
ings, their socially visible traits, nonindustrial work
habits, nonurban living habits, and rigorous housing
segregation have all held assimilation of the earlier
migrant group to a minimum. The project staff also
reported strong family- or "clari" ties among this
group and further stated that families in the area
waded to live an isolated life.

The project's target population in the southwest-
ern.Virginia area was largely white.

In contrast, a substantial proportion of the relo-
catees from the Eastern Shore were Negroes with
prior agricultural work experience. The Eastern
Shore region has been traditionally more associ-
ated with Maryland's eastern shore than to tideland
Virginia. However, a combination bridge-tunnel was
constructed a few years ago across Chesapeake Bay
between the southern tip of the Eastern Shore region
and the major tideland cities of Norfolk and New-
port News. Although use of the, bridge-tunnel_ is ex-
pensive (39 a round trip) the Eastern Shore is now
accessible and the Norfolk-Newport News area has
beeome,a destination for migrants that is as geo-
graphically feasible as the traditional track from
the Eastern Shore to Baltimore, Washington, and
other cities to th2 north.

The Eastern Shore is still predominantly agri-
cultural, however, although commercial fishing and
some tourism contribute to the e-onomic base of the
area as well. The types of cror grown in the area
(strawberries, etc.) require an extensive dependence
on seasonal labor ar,d local growers "import" large
numbers of Negro, M lean-American, and Puerto
Rican migratory workers during harvest periods.

In the two recruitment areas the project identifies
potential relocatees both through the files of the
local State employment service offices and other
State employment service programs and through

direct recruitment in ,eliools and other community
institutions of the formal and informal kind. Most,
but not all, of the relocatees recruited in the south-
western section of the State are graduates of MDTA
programs primarily in welding and other skilled
trades. Influential growers and others iii the East-
ern Shore counties have resisted MDTA programs,
however, so relocatees from that area rarely, if ever,
have prior skill training. The State employment
,service office in Essex County is also oriented pri-
marily to farm labor placement.

Once a potential relocztee has been identified. the
project makes-use of a unique arrangement with the
Traveler's Aid Society to provide prereloeation serv-
ices. Traveler's Aid, under contract with the Depart-
ment of Labor, assigns a social caseworker to each
of the two rural recruitment areas. The caseworkers
then make contact with the potential relocatee and
his family, conduct an interview or series of inter-
views, assess the family's needs and strengths and
weaknesses, provide information on urban living
and any counseling that is required, cad help de-
velop a relocation "plan" that includes the details
of actually moving and arrangements to settle any
outstanding debts or deal with similar problems
that might be a hindrance to the family's mobility.

There is also a caseworker in the primary receiv-
ing areathe Norfolk and Newport News area
who is responsible for helping relocatees find ade-
quate and suitable housing, aiding them in making
an adjustment to the city, and for providing support
and counseling on personal problems that might
have an effect on the stability of the relocation.

The caseworker in the Norfolk-Newport News
area works in close concert with the staff of the
State Employment Service that is assigned to the
project. The project staff assigned by the Employ-
ment Service undertakes the job development and
job placemea aspects of the project's work.

The major employer in the Norfolk-Newport_
News area is the Newport News Drydock and-Ship-
building Company. In fact, it is the largest single
private employer in the State of Virginia and has a
work -force of about 17,000 employees. The ship-
yard is always in need of labor and offers job sta-
bility as well since work is continuous and the
chances of a layoff are slight. Most of the MDTA
graduates from the Appalachian section and a 'Jsser
number of relocatees from the Eastern Shore are
placed on jobs at the shipyard where they receive
more advanced skill training in the company's
programs. For those relocatees who cannot pass the
shipyard's security requirementsbecaase of past
arrests or poor records in the armed forcesand for
those who are otherwise unsuited for employment in
the shipyard, job development and placement is dif-
ficult. Nor is it usually possible to obtain jobs for
women (as second wage earners in the family) since
they must compete- with the wives of servicemen
who arc stationed in the area.

A secondary receiving area it. the State for relo-
catees from the Appalachian section is the Peters-
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burg area where several large chemical plants are
located. Lsmloyment stability is less certain in the
chemical plants, however, since they are highly
dependent on defense eontraets.

Williamsburg is also a receiving area for workers
frow the Eastern Shore who are employed at the
restoration site. Neither Petersburg nor Williams-
burg have Traveler's Aid caseworkers, however, and
the number of relocations to these areas is small.
But by moving migrants to Petersburg and Wil-
liamsburg as well as to the Newport News-Norfolk
area. the project has demonstrated the feasibility
of redirecting the traditional migrant tracks that
went from southwestern Virginia into midwestern
cities and from the Eastern Shore up the coastline to
urban centers in the northeastern States.

Other programs

Each of the four labor mobility demonstration
projects that have been described has exercised
some selectivity in recruiting potenti.I relocatees.
Many groupssuch as second and third generation
welfare recipients or families with large numbers of
childrenhave in large part been excluded from the
program -because of the difficulties they present in
terms of locating adequate housing, job placement,
or in earning an income sufficient to support the
family in an urban area. There is therefore little or
no information available about what it might
require to insme a stable and succei,sful relocation
for families of this type.

Nor has a body of data yet been accumulated
on the long-term results relocations assisted by
the mobility projects since present Department of
Libor guidelines require only a followup at the end
of the migrant's first 2 months- in the city.

In addition to the labor mobility demonstration
projet is which are concerned with providing sup-
port and assistance during tl entire process of
relocation from _a rural to an_urban area, there are
a number o; other programs and policies that en-
courage this type of migration, but in more limited
ways. Among these are:

The I.S. Department of Agriculture operates
programsunder the policies of the Agricultural
Stabiiization and Conservation Servicesuch as
acreage allotments, marketing quotas. soil bank,
and price-support programs. In many cases the
effect of these programs has been to limit the ability
of farmers to expand their operations and to provide
jobs for farm people.

(2) The food stamp program administered by the
U.S. Department of Agriculture is designed to pro-
vide a choice of surplus commodities to lieople of
low income, but excludes the lowest income families
those who can't afford ever the minimal payment
of $2 per person is maximum of $12 per family)
in comparison to the surplus commodity distribution
program that provides food without choice but also
without charge, Under current regulations, a county
must ch...0.4, between the two programs. Reports,
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largely from civil rights groups. indicate that the
choice of the Food Stamp Program in some rural
counties, particularly in the deep South, is con-
sciously used to "push" the poorest people or those
with other "undesirable" characteristics out of the
area.

13) The recent amendments to the Federal Mini-
mum Wage Law effective February 1, 1967, have
had or will have a substantial effect on rural-to-
urban migration. By extending the provisions of the
Fair Labor Standards Act to include agricultural
workers not formerly covered by the act. these
amendments have. in fact, resulted in massive dis-
placement of farmworkers. In areas like the 'Mis-
sissippi Delta, tenant farmers, sharecroppers, and
day laborers are being put off the :and because the
farm owners do net have the resources to pay for
hand labor now chat it has lost its economic ad-
vantage over that performed by machine. It has
been estimated that 50,000 people will be displaced
in 'Mississippi alone during the first year.

An indication of the displacement effect of the
extension of minimum wage coverage in the nonfarm
sector is the findings of a survey conducted recently
among 15,000 busines.smenmostly small businesses
by the National Federation of Independent Busi-
nesses, Inc. The survey found that 15 percent of
those who decreased the number of workers em-
ployed in the first 3 months o: 1967 did so because
"such action was necessary due to the new minimum
wage low." The groups laid off, for the most part,
were high school age workers (a highly mobil,
_group). marginal workers, and some handicapped
people.

(4) The Manpower Development and Training
Act progrr.:,ts of the Department of Labor are skill
training programs aimed at providing basic skills
in a wide variety of trades to -unskilled wor'erS or
workers whose skills have become obsolescent.
MDTA programs are directly related to rural-to-
urban immigration and worker mobility in two ways:
First MDTA programs require that applicants indi-
cate a willingness to relocate if necessary in order
to utilize their newly acquired skills; and t5econ 1,
MDTA programs in some States like Missouri, Ari-
zona, and Michigan are closely related to labor
mobility projects. In some rases, MDTA p: 'vides
the training-related services for the mobility
projects, while in others the labor mobility projects
support the MDTA program by roviding reloca-
tion assistance in the form of grants or loans and
supportive services.

It is important to ss that MDTA programs do
assume that many of the trainees who complete the
programand particularly those from rural areas
will have to relocate in order to use their skills.
1' DTA programs, though, do not provide funds for
the cost of relocation or for preemployment inter-
views. although tt:ey do pay trainees an allowance
based on the State standard for unemployment in-
surance (adjusted for tit- number of dependents)
and they do provide tr: tportalon funds for com-



muting to the program... Yet many trainees, as in
southwestern Virginia and the Upper Peninsula of
Michigan, finish the program and do not have the
economic: resources to relocate on their own, either
because the training stipend:5 are so small that
their personal resources are exhausted during the
training, or because their personal resourcesin-
eluding credit resoureeswere exhausted even be-
fore they entered the program. The latter situation
is particularly common among trainees who have
been unemployed for extensive periods prior to en-
rollment in MDTA training programs.

(5) The interarea clearance activity of the
Bureau of Employment Security of the U.S. De-
partment of Labor, operated through the State
employment security commissions and their local
offices, also encourages migration on the part of
those who are provided clearance services. Briefly,
clearance o-ilers are ;.stied by local offices who have
specific job alters from employers that they cannot
fill locallythey are sent to other employment
security offices, first within the State. and then
interstate. Applicants for job development and
placement service who may be in the active file and
who have the prerequisite skills or exper;ence for
the job are informed of the job opening and the
location. If the jobseeker accepts the job and the
employer accepts the applicant, the case has been
successfully cleared.

However. responsibility for financing the trip
for a preeinployment interview, if ,one is required,
and for financing relocation to the place where the
job is may fall primarily on the unemployed worker.

In some case, where the skill level is high or io
extremely short supply. the employer may pay relo-
cation costs. For those workers at low-skill levels
and those who have been unemployed for long
periods in particularthe cost or relocation may be
not only a hardship, it might actually prevent
acceptance of the job offer.

Then too, since clearance orders are issued only
in cases where suitable local labor cannot. be found,
it is likely that most of the jobs offered through the
clearance mechanism are not the kinds of jobs suit-
able for most low income, unskilled people. And,
therefore. while clearance activities may nncourage
migration. they are not likely to have a substantial
impact on the rural Ivor unless they are linked with
other programs of skill training and relocation as-
sista!» e. Where This has been tried by mobility
projects, such as in the rural -to -rural Missouri mo-
bility project or the Michigan rural-to-urban
projec4, the general results have been positive.

The major clearance activity related to fart-
workers may inhibit rural-to-urban migration, how-
ever. The clearance program is the prime mechanism
for obtaining seasonal work erewslargely migra-
tory iaborersfor farmwork in areas with heavy
but short-term work needs. at.i after the harvest is
completed in one area the work crews are frequently

-cleared" to another. This the program supports the
continuance of the migratory worker pattern.

16 The Job Corps program administered by the
Office of Economic Opportunity offers a residential
training program for youth aged 16 to 22 who are
considered disadvantaged. There are two types of
Job Corps programsurban and rural. Many rural
youth are assigned to urban Job Corps centers, how-
ever. and urban youth to rural centers.

The .kb Corps has recognized that for many of
the corpsmen to return to their homes after complet-
ing training would be inadvisable or inappropriate

some cases bemuse the return to the same
environment would be personally destructive, in
other eases bemuse they would not be able to obtain
suitable employment in the home area. and in yet
other eases because pere tent local prejudices
against the individual, his family, or his ethnic
group would limit opportunity.

Many job corpsmen, therefore, relocate after com-
pletion of training. and funds can be provided to
assist in relocation in addition to the funds accumu-
lated by the corpsmen during training. However,
there are no funds available for preemployment
interviews, even when they are required by the em-
ployer and there are no funds available for effective
followap on the corpsman after he leaves the pro-
gram .0 insure that he is in a decent environment.
has decent housing, or such supportive services as
he may need). Recent Job Corps contracts -ask for
assurance that the Job Corps Center will provide
followup services, but with corpsmen scattered all
over the nation and neither special funds nor special
staff to do the followup, it is like& that followup
will be more lip service than fact, unless some
meehanisni is established vecifically for the pur-
pose. And it should be pointed lilt that relocations
to urban areas accomplished through Job Corps pro-
grams immediately affect only single men and
woolen.

Programs and Policies That Support the Success
of Rural-toUrhstn Migration

In addition to programs-that influence propensity
to migrate, either positively or negatively, a num-
ber of Federal, State. and local Programs and poll=
cies are more neutral in terms of their motivational
effect on migration. To the extent that they arc
motivating forces they probably increase propensity.
However, they serve a much more vital function

migration in increasing the probability of
the rural-to-urban move being successful, once it
is undertaken. Sonic of these programs might well
be utilized in the rural areas while others must be
provided in the urban receiving meas.

These programs and policies include the fol-
lowing:

ill The adult, basic education program, enabled
under the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, pro-
vides grants to State education agen ies for the sup-
port of State programs to provide elementary
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education to persons_ 18 years old and over, with
an emphasis on fundamental skills (e.g., reading,
writing, and basic mathematics). For many families,
basic education for adult members will be a pre-
requisite to a successful relocation and satisfactory
employment. In Arizona, for instance, the adult
basic education program was an integral part of
the prerelocation training course that was built into
the procedures of the labor mobility project. In the
Arizona project, the basic education component pro-
vides both fundamental education and remedial
English language instruction for the Mexican-
American migrants. In Michigan, the basic educa-
tion course was linked to a title V work experience
program for welfare recipients. Both experiences led
to the impression that the basic 'education program
is best when it is linked to other programs that
promise an eventual economic payoff. This impres-
sion has been confirmed 1,y the difficulty that basic
literacy programssuch as those offered by many
CAP agencieshave had-in recruiting and holding
enrollees. By tying the rrogram to an economic pay-
off or allowance type of program, it may also be
possible to attract those who need literacy training
but can't fit. it in reasonably with their work
sehedu le.

(2) Vocational education programs for school age
youth have the potential for providing a very basic
level of skills to a highly mobile age group. How-
ever, there are a number of iinpediments to full
realization of the program's potential. Course offer-
ings arc generally limitedeven if only by eco-
nomic considerationsand while the move towards
regionalization of vocational education programs
has expanded, and will continue to expand, the
range of course offeribbs to youth in the areas served
by the regional vocational schools, even these
schools will have to face realistic limits of range.
In other eases, Cie courses may be artificially limited
and directed primarily at serving the interests of
special pressure groups in the local areas. (The local
school board system helps to make such situations
possible.) In one southwestern State, for example,
the vocational education courses in all areas out-
side of the three major cities in the State focus pri-
marily on providing instruction in farm manage-
ment and related agricultural subjects. In addition
to the .act that these programs are inappropriate
for the many students who must relocate to urban
areas or become part of a surplus labor pool in the
rural area, it was also admitted by a staff member
of the State's Department of Education that the
courses were aimed at meeting the needs of the chil-
dren of farmowners in the areathose who would
eventually manage the landrather than the needs
of those who will become merely farm laborers.

(3l Some particularly critical programs are those
enabled by the Maternal and Child Health and
Mental Retardation Planning Amendments of 1063.
Although many States have not yet availed them-
sat, of these programsa number of the heavily
rural States in particularthe supportive medical
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services available under the act address critical
aspects of the problems of poverty. The program was
designed to extend and improve maternal and child
health servicesespecially in rural areas and eco-
nomically distressed areasby offering medical,
educational, family planning, preventive, diagnostic,
and treatment services, and hospitalization or other
care directed towards achieving the general purpose
of the act.

Moynihan has stated the relationship between
poverty and family size clearly: "We may even-
tually startle the world with a statistical demon-
stration of the fact that the poor get childrenor
perhaps that people who get children get poor as
well. What is emerging is the fact that not only is
the American wage system not geared to providing
any extra income for persons with extra family re-
sponsibilities:, but further, the larger the family in
the United States, the poorer it is. For both urban
and rural families, median income rises until there
are, as it were, three childrenafter which it drops
off precipitously. This is how it is possible that a
third of the children living in poor _families have
family heads that work all year round." (8)'

Moynihan further suggests that unemployment
strikes differenially at large families below certain
income levels (roughly under $3,000 per annum).
In addition, there is high correlation between a low
eduCational level and a large number of Aildren.
Our observations also suggest that large families
are less likely to migrate and less likel3 to be sue -
cessfu lin their adjustment to the urban area if they
do migrate, since the problem of finding adequate
housing increases with family size, as does the level
of income required.

The family planning provisions of the Maternal
and Child Health Act, therefore, assume major im-
portance with regard to both the elimination of
rural poverty and the success of rural-to-urban mi-
gration.

Since one of the major reasons that relocatees re-
turn from the cities to rural areas seems to be a
health crisi.3 familyparticularly if the wife
becomes seriously ill--diagnostic and treatment
services provided either during the prelocation or
the postrelocation stages should also contribute to
the stability of the rural-to-urban move.

Funds for this program are made available to
the States on a 50-50 Federal-State matching grant
basis.

(4) 4nother array of medical supportive serv-
ices is made available by the Medicaid program,
generally administered in local- areas by depart-
ments of public welfare. Under the provisions of
this program, health and medical services are now
available to a broad range of people who can meet
quite liberal eligibility criteria. For instance, given
an income (adjusted for the number of dependents
in the family) within the criteria, an applicant may

' Italic notober in parentliepex indicate reference's listed
at the and of this paper.



even be a homeowner and hold up to a specified
amount of insurance and other assets.

This program, covering hospital and surgical
costs, physicians' fees, and medicinal costs, etc.,
radically extends the range of medical care avail-
able to the poor and has crucial implications for
increasing the ability o; the poor to take advantage
of employment opportunities. A public welfare offi-
cial in the Upper Peninsula of Michigan pointed out
that many public assistance recipients who were
enrolled in the title V training program entered with
extreme health problems that had been previously
unidentified. About 50 percent of all enrollees, ac-
cording to this official, had some health proLlem
and in many cases these problemsranging from
defective v'sion to alcoholism, from dietary defi-
ciencies and obesity to mental health problems
were highly job related and could be expected to
impair the ability of the individual to obtain and
maintain stable employment. This official, and he is
supported in these statements by the experience of
the Job Corps, also pointed out that enrollees evi-
denced a high incidence of dental problemsfre-
quently severe enough to cause systeintic infec-
tions that generated other somatic symptoms such
as backaches or generally deteriorated resistance
to other diseases. In turn, of course, this leads to
excessive absenteeism and poor performance.

(5) The Wagner-Peyser Act of 1933 provides,
among other things, for services and technical as-
sistance to assist employers in improving the utili-
zation of skills and potentialities of workers.
particularly beginning workers; reducing excessive
time off and absenteeism; improving work force
stabilization; reducing problems-of worker recruit-
ment, selection, and assignment; and in developing
manpower resources needed for technological ad-
vancement and economic expansion.

- Any employer requesting assistance from the
local office of the State Department of Labor's ESC
is eligible. However, from our experience with em-
ployers in North Carolina, New York, Arizona, Vir-
ginia, and Michigan, the provisions of the act are
little known or utilized by employers despite the
fact that a number off-employers questioned the
wisdom of hiring relocatees, since they might be
unstable. Several employers who expressed this fear
already bad extremely high turnover rates which
they tended to discount when considering relo-
catees.

Employers, even many of the larger employers
in these areas, did not have the in-house counseling
and supportive personnel services that are becom-
ing standard in more progressive national COM-
panics.

161 The work experience programenabled un-
der title V of the Economic Opportunity Act, but
administered by the Welfare Administration of the
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fareprovides financial assistance to States for
establishment and operation of constructive work

experience and training projects. In many instances
public facilities such as hospitals, offices. and rec-
reation areas can be used to provide work experi-
ence and appropriate training. The program is de.:
signed for "lower income families, including people
who are present l potential recipients of public
assistance, thereby helping them to find and hold
gainful employment."

the Upper Peninsula of Michigan the work
experience program operated as a prevocational
training program that included basic education and
general acquaintance with the rudiments of several
vocations. It was closely linked to and served a
vestibule function for an MDTA program which in
turn was linked to relocation assistance provided
by the labor mobility program.

(71 Apprenticeship programs under the Bureau
of Apprenticeship Training may meet the needs of
one stratum of rural-to-urban relocatee but, be-
cause of eligibility requirements or policy interpre-
tations, then programs exclude most persons who
have not completed high school and have a back-
ground in mathematics or science.

(8) On-the-job-training (OJT) programs place
workers with minimal skills on jobs where they
earn while learning. Employers are reimbursed by
the government for part of the cost of training.
(MT programS figure prominently in the Arizona
mobility project and represent the major mecha-
nism utilized by that project to develop skilled
workers.

Programs and Policies That Discourage Rural-
toUrhan Migration

We began by formulating some assumptions
about the kinds of programs that have a limiting
effect on rural-to-urban migration. In general, we
assume that any program or policy that results in
improved conditions for the poor in rural areas
better housing, higher wages, greater benefits, or
expanded employment opportunitieswill have at
least a short-tint] deterrent effect on propensity to
migrate. Thus the promise of higher wages in North
Carolina under minimum wage law amendments
noticeably decreased willingness to relocate. There
is evidence that the improvement does not even
need to be permamMt to divert attention from ,ong-
range planning or to increase the level of resistance
to migration. In Michigan, for example, it was re,.
ported that people frequently dropped out of
MDTA and title V work experience programs when
jobs became available locally in seasonal indus-
tries. Similar occurrences were also noted in Ari-
zona, particularly in the case of crops such as
lettuce, where the pay scale during the picking
season is higher than for most crops and higher even
than training allowances.

(1) The prime example of a program consciously
opposed to outmigration from the local rural area
was the Community Action Agency representing
a three-county area in eastern North Carolina. In
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this case, the rural CAP is actively opposed to the
migration of families from the area because the
rural families will have difficulty functioning in an
urban area. The current pool of surplus unemployed
labor in the areaa pool that Lou Id, of course, be
diminished by outmigrationwas considered an
asset in attracting industrial firms and businesses
into the area.

In general, however, rural CAP's may act to de-
crease propensity to migrateat least in short-
range termsby establishing programs that get
people more involved in local organizations, -that
attempt to motivate people classified as undermoti-
vated, that provide training and manpower develop-
ment opportunities, that attempt to develop new
job_ opportunities locally, and that provide ancillary
and supportive services, such as Headstart and
other day care programs for children.

121 The farm labor placement programs of the
State Employment Security Commissions undertake
to place local farmworkers and to secure migratory
farm laborers for seasonal work in the local com-
munity. They depend jheavily, on the one hand, on
local farmers who turn to them for workers and
accept their referrals and, on the other hand, on an
available supply of local farm labor and on the
migrant stream. In order to recruit labor from the
migrant stream, ESC farm labor representatives
maintain extensive contacts with each other through
the interarea clearanee mechanism and sometimes
travel to other States that have earlier growing
seasons. In turn, farm labor representatives from
several States are sometimes "wooed" or "enter-
tained" by groups like a _growers association in
Florida whose members depend on migratory
pickers to harvest the citrus crop.

There are some programs which limit mobility as
a result of policy interpretation.

(3) The categorical assistance programs admin-
istered by State or local public welfare departments
particularly those aimed at dependent children
and persoifs of childbearing agemay also act to
inhibit migration. Each State now has the right to
stipulate eligibility criteria and, given minimum ad-
herence to Federal standards, the right to deter-
mine the dollar amounts of benefits. The States vary
widely- in the amount provided to recipients, with
the urban industrialized States generally providing
higher benefits.- However, States, in establishing
eligibility, are also permitted to establish minimum
residency requirements. Over 40 States have such
requirements, and newcomers orinmigrants to some
States may have to live there for up to a year before
beComing eligible for benefits that are paid largely
from Federal fundsin categorical e'f: programs
sue!' as Aid for Dependent CH( ti 'DC) and
Aid for Dependent Children due r iployment
(ADCU).

However, a recent (June 1961 ederal court
decision in Connecticut will, if it is In held on up-
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peal, eliminate State residency requirements in
public assistance programs.

(4) Unemployment insurance programs provide
financial benefits to unemployed workers through
Federal and State cooperation. The States establish
conditions of eligibility, the amount and duration
of benefits, and the taxes to be imposed. All the
States and the District of Columbia have laws to
proyide unemployment insurance. But coverage is
far from universal and there arc 15 million people
in the United States at present-not covered under
the program's provisions. Nor are the programs in
various States uniform. For example, 10 States pay
benefits for dependents, the rest do not. In certain
States, extended benefits are paid to unemployed
persons who have exhausted their unemployment
compensation. A few States pay benefits.to persons
who are temporarily disabled. All workers whose
employers contribute to State unemployment insur-
ance programs are eligible if they are involuntarily
unemployed, registered for work, ready for work,
and meet, the earning requirements of the State law.

Although many of the poor are not -employed in
occupations covered by unemployment insurance,
many are dependent on the benefits of this pro-
gram during periods of unemployment. However,
since the program is administered on a State level,
and since benefits are not transferable from one
State to another, migrant workers often fail -to _

qualify for benefits by virtue of short periods of
employment in different States.

The local ESC office also attempts to locate a
job-for the unemployed workerand the lower his
level of skill, the more likely it is that the placeinent
will be both local' and at the low end of the wage
scale.

(5) The surplus food program, established to
more effectively utilize agricultural surpluses and
to contribute to indigent families, may actually be
used to insure the availability of a local supply of
surplus labor by utilizing the program to supple-
ment other public ass:-tance programs for seasonal
farinworkers in the off seasons. If the theory is con.
rect that anything that contributes to the well-
being of the rural poOr, no matter how minimally
or how temporarily, makes migration from the area
more difficult, then the surplus food program's pro-
vision of free goods may be expected to have an
inhibiting-effect on migration. Many thousands of
rural poor people have nevertheless migrated, espe-
cially from the South. This food program thus ap-
pears to have had little effect in discouraging
migration.

In addition, a number of government programs
offer improvement of local-conditions in rural areas
and thus act indirectly to decrease propensity to
migrate. They are as follows:

(61 The Area Redevelopment Act of 1961, now
succeeded by the Economic Development Act of
1965an expansion of the program under the U.S.
Department of Commercehas focused primarily



on the economic development of depressed rural
areas, rather than on improving skills of rural peo-
ple. Thus, the program has made substantial funds
available for subsidized long-term loans to busi-
nessmen to build or expand factories and businesses
in rural areas, and for building access roads, for
developing water supplies, utilities, and sewage
systems, and for building industrial parks and fa-
cilities for commercial recreation and tourism. A
relatively modest program is provided for job re-
trainingoriginal authorizations, according to
Levitan, included $375 million over a 4-year period
for loans -to businessmen and the construction of
public facilities, but only a maximum of $14.5 mil-
lion per year for the retraining of workers and the
payment of allowances to the unemployed workers
while they undergo training courses. William L.
Batt, Jr., Administrator of the Area Redevelopment
Administration, reported in February 1965 that
548_ projects approved by ARA would, when fully
operational, provide over 115;000 jobs. He further
stated that "More than three out of four persons
now working on ARA-assisted- projects were not
working full time prior to their present _jobs" II).

Batt also reports that as part of this effort the
U.S. Department of Agriculture helps the local
communities in planning (apparently through the
Technical Action Panels under the leadership of the
Farmer's Home Administration), the Small Busi-
ness Administration aids in making the loans to
business, the Community Facilities Administration
of the Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment helps to provide loans and grants for facilities,
and the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare -participates with the Department of Labor
in providing vocational training. Thus, to the extent
that these agencies support and extend the work of
ARA, they also act to inhibit rural-to-urban migra-
tion.

(7) The Farm Credit Administration of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture and the Rural Electrifi-
cation Administration make loans at relatively low
interest rates to' farm cooperatives and, in the ease
of rural electrification, to local community coopera:
tives or small businesses that can provide electric
and telephone services. To the extent that these ac-
tivities create new employment opportunities for
the rural poor, or create conditions that are prereq-
uigite to private and public economic development
(e.g., better communications, access to utilities,
etc.) they should also decrease the "push" on the
potential rural to urban migrants.

(8) The Fanners' Home Administration of the
U.S. Department of Agriculture is oriented toward
-providing aid to :mall, independent farm units. It
is specifically aimed at improving "the lot, the
prospects, and the opportunities of low income,
rural families."

Since 1964, the Fanners' Home Administration
has been strengthened by the opportunity loan pro-
gramenabled by the Economic Opportunity Act

of 1964that makes loans available to subsistence
farmers and other poor farm families. The program
provides loans of up to $3,500 I at 41/4 percent inter-
est with a repayment period of up to 15 years) to
individuals who need a small amount of capital
to improve their incomesby buying land, live-
stock, machinery, or equipmentor to pay normal
operating expenses for a variety of small enter-
prises.

The program also provides for loans without dol-
lar limit at 41, percent interest and a 30-year
repayment period) to "associations furnishing
essential marketing, purchasing, or processing serv-
ices to small farmers and other rural residents with
limited incomes and resources."

In addition to the economic opportunity loan pro-
gram. the Farmers' Home Administration will make
operating loans (5 ,percent interest, 7 years to re-
pay) ; farm ownership loans (5 percent interest, up
to 40 years' repayment term) ; rural housing loans
15_ percent interest, term of 33 years with various
dollar limits) ; and in connection with the programs
of the Economic Development Administration for
depressed rural areas (cited above), Farmers' Home
Administration makes long-term, low-interest loans
for watershed development, development of recrea-
tion areas, water and waste,disposal systems, and
for rural renewal:

(9) Industrial development programs operated
on ti'd Stag level, usually by- a department or
agency created for that purpose, and generally
working with and through local communities, at-
tempt to -attract industry and business to the State
by offering tax abatements, land for plant develop-
ment, an available supply of power, and a pool- of
available laborin many rural areas low cost, non-
unionized labor. Thus, the textile industry was at
tracted to the South from its former base in New
Englabd, and has become a substantial part of the
economic base of States like North Carolina and
some of the States in the TVA region.

(10) The local development corporation program
of the Small Business Administration provides long-
term, low- interest loans to local corporations formed
for the purpose of improving economic conditions
in the locality by attracting new liusineSS, by cx-
mding existing operations, or Iy otherwise lin-

woving the economy and local manpower
L.n.

Conflicts in Programs and Policies That
Influence Rural-to-Urban Migration

In the last section we identified and described
programs that may have an influence on rural-to-
Urban migration. In this section we will explore the
various kinds of conflicts that exist between and
within influential programs or the relevant spen-
soring agencies. and that obstruct their purposes
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or prevent them from being fully effective in the
rural-to-urban migration context.

The Organization for Social and Technical Inno-
vation -has identified several levels on which pro-
gram or policy conflicts operate to create opposing
fields of force around the rural=to-urban migrant:

(A) The most elementary level of conflict is that
between the design, organization, or operational
procedures of various programs and the clients the
programs are meant to serve. In other words, con-
flicts of this type are between the ways in which
programs are conceivect or delivered and the needs
of the target population. Common examples of this
type of conflict are:

(1) The failure of programs to be sufficiently
aggressive in disseminating information about the
availability of aids offered by the programs, the
eligibility requirements, and the procedures for
securing aid or enrolling in the programs. -Many
such programs place responsibility for initiative on
the client, although the client is frequently defined.
as "unmotivated' and may come from a population
particularly incapable of assuming this responsi-
bility.

Thuw Cloward and Piven (3) suggest that for
every person receiving public assistance in some
major cities one- or more other persons may be
eligible for assistanceand in need of assistance
but deprived of it because of ignorance-about the

- eligibility requirements, misinformation, or other
factors unrelated to eligibility. Another program
administered by local municipal or county welfare
departments also commonly fails to aggressively
inform or recruit enrollees who are in fact eligible
and who could benefit substantially from the pro-
gram. Under the provisions of the Medicaid pro-
gram, nonwelfare recipients who meet the income
requirements are eligible for assistance.- The vast
majority of those benefiting from the program are
welfare recipients, however, although there are
some indications- ;hat Medicaid will soon achieve
much broader coverage.

Until recently the local offices of the State Em-
ployment Services also had limited outreach and
depended primarily on the unemployed -coming to
them. The small communities program that sends
mobile units to serve remote rural areas is an at-
tempt to remedy this situation. However, it is still
limited in scope as is the human resources develop-
ment program of the Department of Labor which
attempts aggressive outreach in urban areas as well.

(2) The failure of programs to take account of
local conditions or the realities of poverty or of
family life while planning or operating the pro-
grams. In Missouri, for instance, an unemployed
man had traveled over 30 miles to register with the
State Employment Service's office nearest his howl.
He was, however, asked to come back and another
appointment was scheduled for several days later
requiring, of course, another-trip.
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In another rather common instance MDTA train-
ing programs are not scheduled with any particular
regard for the time when major predictable periods
of hiring will occur. Thus, MDTA programs may
end at a time when hiring is slow. Nor are MDTA
programs sensitive in their scheduling to times when
the demand for seasonal labor will be high in par-
ticular local areas. In both- Arizona and Michigan
some MDTA trainees were -reported to- have
dropped out in order to obtain higher payingbut
very temporaryforms of seasonal work; and the
programs at present have no way of adjusting to
such contingencies.

Another example of the insensitivity of most.pro-
grams to the realities of family life is the sole
emphasis of most programs-on the head-of-family
rather than on the family unit as a whole. Yet the
experience of the mobility project indicates that dis-
satisfaction on the part of the wife is a major cause
of aborted releeations. In most cases where the im-
pact-of =the programs will be to unsettle the _family
in any substantial way,=the attitude of the wiferand
often of the older children, is probably alMost as
important as the husband's.

(B) A second level of conflict is that within
various programs; -the internal conflicts between
underlying assumptions or objectives and the effect
or requirements of operation. In the course of de-
scribing -some of the programs several examples of
conflict on this level became evident. HcAvever,
they bear repeating here.

(1) MDTA programs assume that workers may
have to relocate in order to obtain training-related
employment. Yet MDTA programsexcept for
those coordinated with mobility ,projectsdon't
provide relocation assistance despite the fact-that
the financial resources of trainees are likely to have
been depleted seriously during the period of un-
employment preceding enrollment in MDTA.

(2) The interarea clearance progranis operated
by State Employment Services also require that the
worker relocate to another area within the State,
at least, and in many cases, out-of-State. Yet the
Employment Service generally leaves the problem
of financing relocationoften including the family,
household goods, and furnitureto the worker.

(3) A number of programs try to build "success"
into the program by carefully screening out those
with the least likelihood of succeeding or those
whom the program staff believe will be less likely
to succeed.

It is also fairly common to see selective recruit-
ment in mobility projects where the project has
developed an "ideal" migrantin terms of age,
family size, educational attainment, etc.and then
diligently seeks out and recruits families with as
many of these characteristics as possible.

(C) A third level of conflict between various
programs or policies occurs within individual agen-
cies. There are two general types of such conflicts:

(1) Those that occur on a vertical scalethat
is, between different hierarchical levels in the



agencyand characteristically stem from either area-,where seasonal work yields a relatively high
different perceptions of the program's purposes or annual income for those who are involved in it. In
the differences in the fields of political force that this area the introduction of MDTA programs has
influence the various levels within the agency. Some been resisted by the local community leaders, who
examples are: see MDTA programs as potentially leading to

(a) The contradiction between the general coin- migration from the area. They am supported in
mitment of 0E0 to eliminate poverty nationally their opinions by the employment service staff in
and the desire of a local CAP' agency, such as the the area, who also resist the initiation of MDTA
one in- rural North Carolina noted above, to keep -programs that are being recommended by ESC
Poor rural residents in the area even if it means staff on the State leVel.
missing opportunities available through assisted Conflicts within agencies or between the several
rural-to-urban migration. programs of an agency seem to result from the

There are several possible explanations for this different kinds of political organization That in-
conflict. First, CAP agencies tend to be dominated fluence policies and the way in which programs are
by local "power structures." That is, their design articulated at various operational levels, and from
requires extensive representation from locally in- the various ways in which "success" or "doing a
fluential groups such as the "chief elected officials good job" is measured on the different levels of,the
. . . the board of education . . . the public welfare agency.
agency, and -from other major elements in the corn= (D) There are also conflicts that develop between
munity, like business, labor, and religious groups" agencies on the local level and between their pro-
(10).. gram q. In the case cited .earlier of the rural CAP

In rural areas, then, farm owners- and local mer- program- in North Carolina, we emphasized the
chants are an important element in -the CAP gov- possible conflict between the CAP agencies' con-
eining-st..icture as are local officials who are likely cern for keeping unemployed people in the rural
to be less identified with the interests of owners and area and the Office of Economic Opportunity's na-
merchants who would benefit most from the availa- tional policies directed- at the elimination of pov-
bility of surplus labor or the attraction of industry erty. However, the CAP program was even more
to the area. directly in conflict with the labor mobility project

Second, funds for CAP programs are distributed serving the area, since both programs were seeking
on the basis of the incidence of poverty within the to influence the same target population, but in
community. Therefore, there may also be a N ested opposing ways.
interest on the part of the CAP agency in keeping Conflicts between local offices of the State em-
poor- residents in the area. In some rural areas the ployment services and labor mobility projects in
rate of outmigration has been sufficiently high tor, -some States were also reported to us. In each case,
disrupt,such a base of- funding. ---:ethe mobility project was sponsored by a Private,

(b) The contradiction between the commitment
to effective utilization of manpower on a national
level by the -U.S. Department of Labor and the
apparent identification of local employment serv-
ice offices with the interests of local business or
farm ownership groups that leads, in some rural
areas in particular, to attempts to maintain a high
level- of surplus labor available in the community
to meet local needs.

(2) Conflicts that develop on a- horizontal scale
within agencies such as

(a) The conflict in some State employment serv-
ice offices between farm labor representatives and
mobility project staff that stems from the two
different conceptions of how best to utilize local
manpower and fulfill their functions. On the one
hand, farm labor representatives have, over time,
established close working relationships with local
growers and conceive of their job as one in which
they supply labor to meet the growers' needs. An
available supply of surplus labor therefore bene-
fits them. On the other hand, the mobility project
staff conceives of the same surplus as underutilized
labor that could be better utilized in another area.

(b) _Another example of a horizontal conflict
within the State employment service occurs in an

nonprofit contractor and the mobility staff's ap-
proach to job development tended to be more ag-
gressive than that of the ESC staff. The Employ-
ment Security Commission staff's chief complaints
were that the mobility project's efforts duplicated
their own extensively, and that it was confusing to
employers to have to deal with two separate
agencies, both operated under Department of Labor
funding. On the other hand, the staff of the mobil-
ity projects felt that ESC efforts were passive and
limited, and that ESC procedures were both too
slow and too confusing to be of value to the rural-
to-urban Migrants served by the mobility projects.

In '-he only State of those we observed where this
conflict had been resolved, the mobility project
staff also utilized direct aggressive methods of job
development, but was more cognizant of the inter-
nal-"politics" of the local ESC offices. The mobility
staff, therefore, used the job development services
of the ESC whenever possible and, in addition,
asked employers who responded to direct solicita-
tion by the Mobility Project to clear the job
through ESC so that ESC staff could receive credit
for the placement.

In those instances where this conflict was not
resolved, the conflict seemed sharpest in receiving
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areas with tighter job marketsin other words, in
situations where some competition for jobs might
actually exist.

Conclusions and Recommendations

For several generations the "traditional" or
"natural state" process of rural-to-urban migration
has been immensely effective in, moving the rural
poor to cities. But the process is relatively and in-
creasingly ineffective in alleviating the poverty of
the migrants or in utilizing their manpower poten-
tial.

Yet, rural-to-urban migration will undoubtedly
continue, due to further and predictable displace-
ment of farmworkers and the inability to provide
in _rural areas enough nonfarm jobs at appropriate
skill and income levels to meet the demand. As the
1967 Manpower Report of the President, suggests,
"The rate of economic development in or accessible
to rural areas needed to absorb all of the oncoming
rural labor force -seems at the moment far beyond
the -realm of achievement" (4).

For those who will migrate, then, the critical
prOgrammatie problem is how to intervene most
effectively in the "control" or "natural" process of
rural-to-urban migration in order to increase the
probability that the Migration will, in fact, result in
relief of poverty and new and improved opportu-
nities-for productive employment. When the natural
state process is analyzed, a number of points
emerge where an appropriate intervention can be
influential in redirecting or modifying the process.

We will-identify those points, suggest the types
of modifications in existing programs that would
increase their effectiveness as tools for intervening
in the natural process of rural to urban migration,
and explore some of the implications that derive
from our recommendations.

Key Decision Points in Rural-to-Urban Migration

The rural resident who feels comfortable, realizes
an adequate and relatively dependable annual in-
come, or who has vested interests that are well
served in the locality, is an unlikely candidate for
migration. The firstand in a sequential sense, the
earliestprerequisite for migration from the rural
area is a feeling of discomfort or uncertainty. Our
observations suggest that this-lecling- is frequently
associated with a change in circumstances or status,
or with the opportunity to compare existing cir-
cumstances with potentially better circumstances.

The small tobacco farmer displaced by the acre-
age allotment program in North Carolina, the
youth (particularly male) who leaves or graduates
from high school, and the sharecropper in Missouri
displaced by mechanization who was looking for
year-round agricultural work, all had in common
the fact that their circumstances or status had been
altered radically. The North Carolina mobility
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project utilizes. with apparent good effect. a booklet
that shows the improvement in circumstances that
typical families were able to achieve as a result of
migration.

If a Solution to the problem cannot be found in
the rural area, the individual is then ready to con-
sider migration as an alternative. This seems to be
a critical point where some motivation or readiness
to be influenced programmatically exists. The fail-
ure to find a solution in the rural area for the prob-
lem felt by the individual might result from
ignorance of available resources. improper use of
such resources, or the inability of 'such resources to
meet the individual's needs in the rural area. There
is, therefore, need for a capability in the rural area
that can disseminate information about available
resources, help the rural poor to get to and properly
use the resources, and _develop different mixes Of
programs to the needs of various subgroups of
the rural poor.

The next critical point for effective intervention
occurs once it is clear that the rural area cannot
meet the employment or income needs of a pat-
ticular -family, and relocation to an -urban-area is
being considered as an alternative approach. It is
at this point that choice of destination can be in-
fluenced.

The labor mobility projects have clearly demon-
strated that it is possible to divert migrants from
the traditional tracks to cities with tight labor
markets. Exactly what it takes is not, however,
clear. Labor -mobility projects offer a combination
of aids, including information about cities where
jobs exist, financial assistance in relocating to a-
labor demand city and, if the individual agrees to
relocate to one of the project's receiving cities,
promises of a job, assistance in finding housing, in
making other adjustments to urban life, and in
solving any problems in the rural area that might
limit freedom to migrate.

Although each of these factors probably influ-
ences a potential migrant's willingness to depart
from the traditional track to some extent, access to
information about cities other than the traditional
migrant terminals, and in particular, cities where
jobs exist, seems to be of fundamental importance.
As we have seen in the natural process of rural -to-
urban migration, the informal information net-
works are most likely to provide information only
about traditional track cities. Therefore, alternate
informational systems must be developed to
counteract the traditional networks if more efficient
utilization of manpower requires diverting tradi-
tional migrant tracks.

A second major factor in influencing choice of
destination seems to be the guarantee of aid in job
placement. In mobility projects, for example, the
migrant must have a bona fide job offer before leav-
ing the rural area, and, in most eases, must actually
begin work in the urban area before receiving the
relocation grant. In order for the migrant to have



a firm job offer prior to actual relocration, there
must be either provision for funds to be utilized
for travel and other expenses associated with pre-
employment interviews, or a close and tightly
linked ....orking relationship between the agency
that provides the jobseeker in the rural area and
the agency that performs the job development and
placenientthinctio-ns in the urban area.

The third critical point for intervening program-
matically in the natural state process occurs dur-
ing the period between the time the individual de-
cides to migrate and selects a destination. and the
time when the actual move takes place. Many
natural migrations are prematurely terminated
during this pc' iod. This is the period when ties of
family, ownership, contract, or membership seem
to exert the strongest retarding influence. And this
is also frequently the period when 9ctual attempts
are made to prevent the migration from occurring.
Outstanding debts are a common cause of such
attempts-on the part of merchants or growers who
have advanced money, furnish. or housing during
the slack season. Yet, with the limited opportu-
nities available in the rural area and the heavy
reliance on part-time and seasonal employment,
the worker's state of indebtedness generally can
only deteriorate further in the rural area.

One appropriate form of intervention, then.
would be a system either for insuring payment of
debts after the migrant relocates or for providing
grants or long-term, low-interest "debt consoli-
dation" loans to migrants so that their past out-
standing -debts may be paid prior to re'ocation.

The next point where an intervention might be
critical in supporting a nontraditional rural-to-
urban migration is at the time of the actual move,
when the migrant leaves the rural area, travels to
and arrives in the city. Relocation assistance as
provided by mobility projects helps in dealing with
one of the problems often encountered at this point
by providing funds, for transportation for the
migrant and his family and moving or storage-costs
for household goods. Mobility projects have also
demonstrated the need for a reception mechanism
in the urban area. In the natural prdeess, the ghetto
and friends or relatives acts as a receiving mech-
anism; they provide a specific address as a first
stop in the city, informal orientation to the re-
quirements of urban living, immediately functional
information and help in finding housing and mak-
ing- other adjustments, and, in many cases, they
provide temporary housing by inviting relatives to
share their homes.

Housing seems to be the greatest problem, even
in cities with severe labor shortages. Not only is
housing, in any condition and at almost any cost,
scarce, but the supply of decent housing for low
and mode ate income families is even moic
A substantial proportion of the housing available
for families of this kind in most cities is substand-
ard, situated in neighborhoods that have poor public

and private facilities and services, frequently in-
conveniently located in terms of accessibility- to
transportation or place of employment, and often
overpriced. In strange cities. families may need
help even in finding poor housing.

The importance of increasing the supply of decent
housing available to low income immigrants, as well
as the housing of the urban poor in general, can-
not be overemphasized, since it is a significant de-
terminant of the success of migration in overcom-
ing poverty and in realizing the full potential of
the migrants' manpower. That is, poor housing in
poor neighborhoods tends not only to perpetuate
the condition of poverty, but also to be strongly
work related, in that it affects health, use of leisure
time, and education. Therefore. a program con-
cerned on a national level with increasing the prob-
ability of "success" of rural-to-urban migration
must address the problem of housing supply with
as much vigor as the problem of diverting migrants
to cities with high labor needs.

The recently arrived inmigrant in a nontradi-
tional city also may require assistance in learning
the routes to work, adjusting to new types of work
procedures in a new kind of work setting, in mak-
ing social and organizational contacts, etc. Labor
mobility projects have found that the process of
helping the migrant to "settle in" to the city may
require assistance ranging from arranging car pools
with fellow workers to introducing the family to-a
church in the neighborhood, from arranging for
health and dental care to help in developing
budgets; from help in opening a bank account to
interpreting and interceding in problems on the
job.

Thus, in order to maximize the potential of rural-
to-urban migration as a tool for improving the
basic condition of the rural poor, a number of
different kinds of interventions are required at
various key points in the natural process of migra-
tion,

Recommendations for ModifyingPrograms

In most areas, even in some of the most isolated
rural areas and some of the most depressed urban
areas, there are now numerous agencies and pro-
grams that have relevance to the kinds of needs the
rural poor have. Too often, even if there is an
awareness, of the full range of available services,
there are too many agencies and too many programs
located in too dispersed a pattern for disadvantaged
people to cope with or negotiate all of them. They
include, to mention a few, public educational insti-
tutions, welfare departments, rural extension serv-
ices, State and local employment services, county
health departments, and community action agen-
cies. Furthermere, many of these programs are in
conflict with each other.

Coordination of agencies and programs in this
kind of situation is difficult, to say tile least. Yet,
failure to coordinate and the continued fragmenta-
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tion of programs and delivery of services can only
dilute the effectiveness of all the programs in terms
of their ability to aid the rural poor.

There are some promising indications of in-
creased cooperation and movement towards co-
ordination on the Federal level. Joint agency fund-
ing of some programs is being experimented with
in some cases, and both the National-State Man-
power Development Plan- and the requirements of
the Economic Development Act that emphasize in-
teragency cooperation on a regional scale are ex-
amples of the trend towards greater coordination
within and between Federal agencies. The Com:.
prebensive Area-State Manpower Planning System
(CAMPS), although still too young to evaluate, is
another attempt to develop coordinated effortsin
this case, comprehensive and integrated manpower
programs within each State.

Also within the last few years, a number of
agencies have begun experimenting with new ways
of delivering services to the disadvantaged, and
may -therefore *heady have a relatively high de-
gree of capability_in this critical area. Community
action agencies, for instancehave in many cases
already developed new organizations on the grass-
roots level and may have broad contacts in- local
communities and channels for disseminating infor-
mation that are not available to other agencies.

The small communities program of the Depart-
ment of -Labor is also an attempt to explore the
feasibility of a new way of delivering services.
The small communities program sends mobile units,
staffed by State Employment Security Commission
personnel, to remote areas where they recruit,
counsel, and attempt to provide placement and job
development services for people who would other-
wise remain isolated.

Other agencies or programs that could be vital
components of a coordinated approach to the rural
poor have not evidenced the same kind of flexibil-
ity. or commitment to trying to reach out to the
poor. Educational institutions and welfare depart-
ments are prime examples of agencies that find it
difficult to modify traditional practice. They are
also subject to even more control on the local level
of policy making than either CAP agencies or local
ESC offices. The small communities program was
originated on the Federal level, for example, as was
the requirement that local or county CAP agencies
must have at least one third of their board mem-
bers drawn from the War on Poverty target areas.

There is, however, no efficient mechanism for
accomplishing workable coordination among a broad
spectrum of programs on the county and local level
where the most potential for direct contact with the
rural poor exists. We recommend the establishment
of such a mechanisma comprehensive rural area
service program to serve as the coordinating agent
for relevant Federal, State, and local programs in
rural localities or counties. As we visualize such a
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mechanism, it would have the following character:.
istics:

Joint funding on the Federal level and joint policy
planning.

Use of k model cities program type of financial in-
centive to induce agreement of agencies operat-
ing programs requiring local or State financial
sharing,of cost.

Coordination by the CAP agency on the local or
county level and by 0E0 on the Federal level,
even though it 'would mean a subcabinet-level
agency coordinating efforts of cabinet-level
agencies.

As conceived, the comprehensive rural areas serv-
ice program would be charged with- the coordi-
nation, on the local level, of all agency programs
in the rural areas having to do with relief of pov-
erty, welfare of families and individuals, manpower
utilization, and the improvement of rural life,. =In
each area, then, the cooperating agencies would
include, as a minimum: the community action
agency, the department of public welfare, the livid
offices of the Employment Security Commission,
county and local departments of health, U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture Extension Service, and
representation from the school board.

Through coordination of the programs of these
agencies, -the comprehensive service program would
provide the capability for "packaging" program
aids and services uniquely geared to the needs of
different groups of poor rural residents. In other
words, the comprehensive service program would
assume some responsibility for initiative, instead of
continuing to assign to those least capable of
negotiating a bureaucratic structure the responsi-
bility for shopping around from agency to agency
in order to /get the particular mix of services re-
quired.

Thus, on the one hand, the comprehensive service
program might develop a yearly plan for utilization
of rural manpower in rural areas and a coordinated
set of programs and services for allocating, training,
and placing workers in both rural farm and rural
nonfarm jobs, and, on the other hand, a program
package designed to provide for those workers who
will be migrating from the rural area the kinds of
interventions required in -the rural area to increase
the effectiveness of migration as a tool for im-
proved utilization and relief of poverty.

However, in order for the comprehensive rural
areas service program to be maximally effective,
the cooperating agencies will have not only to agree
to more coordination than has been their habit, but
also to assume some new roles, extend coverage,
develop some new methodologies, and modify some
of their operating procedures. In some cases, this
will require legislative action in addition to the
inducements offered by increased Federal contri-
butions to program funding under the model cities



type formula we are recommending, and in addition
to strong policy directives from the Federal level.

In other words, it is our contention that many
relevant programs are currently inadequate for the
tasks that will have to be undertaken in rural areas
in order to eliminate or substantially reduce pov-
erty and achieve a higher order of manpower util-
ization.

Earlier we identified a number of the programs
that influence the propensity of rural people to
migrate to urban areas. In most cases, however,
their effect on migration was seen to be incidental
to their purpose. In order to be more consciously
utilized to encourage- and support rural-to- urban-
migration. many of the programs will have to be
modified in terms of policies, methods, and operat-
ing procedures. In addition, a fully effective con-
scious utilization of existing programs as tooli to
aid migration will require sensitivity to timing and
a focusing of programs at the several critical points
of intervention we have identified. Specifically, the
effectiveness -of programs operated by agencies co-
operating in a comprehensive rural areas service
program might be enhanced by modifying them as
follows:

(1) The local CAP agency would be responsible
for overall coordination of the comprehensive serv-
ice program. Since CAP agencies generally have
more aggressive outreach methods than the other
cooperating agencies and probably have, in addi-
tion, citizen advisory committees of some sort, the
CAP structure may offer both the most appropriate
mechanism for disseminating information about the
kinds- of- services available and one of the prime
mechanisms. for actually recruiting and bringing
into the program the isolated and hard-to-reach un-
employed. CAP community workers and aids prob-
ably offer the most appropriate means of following
up with individuals or families and helping them
to continue- to use the services- available through
the comprehensive service program effectively.

Of course, in order to fulfill this role vis -i -vis
the comprehensive service program, rural CAP
agencies would have to reexamine their orientation
(to the extent that it exists) towards keeping all
rural people in rural areas and come to grips with
the fact that migration offers far greater oppor-
tunity to some of the rural poor than would be
available to them in the rural area.

Finally, there are two legislative actions that
could increase the effectiveness of rural CAP'S in
terms of their potential role in a comprehensive
service program type of structure. First, if they are
to encourage some groups among the rural poor to
migrate without compromising the basis for their
formula grant, funding for Them to continue activ-
ities in the rural area will have to be assured. Sec-
ond, an amendment that would broaden the uses to
which opportunity loans may be put would add a
program aid of use in helping potential migrants to
consolidate and pay off past debts that -might in-
hibit their ability to leave the rural area. Although

the U.S. Department of Agriculture administers the
present opportunity loan program, it was enabled
by an amendment to the Economic Opportunity
Act and an extension of uses in line with our
recommendation might best be administered by the
CAP agency.

(2) The standard operating procedures and
statutory limits on the local department of public
welfare might require extensive modification in
order to enable a substantial contribution to the
comprehensive service program. We suggest the
following modifications on the Federal level:

(a) Elimination of residency requirements for
public assistance. Residency-requirements are-pres-
ently set by the individual States and may consti-
tute a barrier to interstate travel and relocation.

(b) Standardization of benefits on a national
level on a federally- administered sliding, cost-of-
living scale geared to the various States, and_an
increase in the level of benefits to an amount at or
above the poverty income cutoff point. The effect
of this type of modification would be to immedi-
ately lift welfare families -out of poverty and to
establish an income floor for recipients.

(c) Establishment of aid to dependent children
for reasons of unemployment of the head of the
household on a mandatory and national basis, in-
stead of leaving it to the discretion of the State as
at present. O_ ne immediate effect would be to keep
family units together; another would be to increase
the proportion of male recipients of public assist-
ance in title V work experience programs and
thereby increase the potential for lifting entire and
intact family units out of poverty.

(d) Expansion of title V work experience pro-
grams and establishment of a linkage with the re-
location assistance program under the labor mobil-
ity amendments to the Manpower Development
and Training Act so that families receiving public
assistance can relocate to areas where particular
title V programs geared to their individual needs
and vocational interest are located.

(3) The most extensive modifications will be re-
quired in the policies and operating procedures of
U.S. Department of Labor and State Employment
Security Commission programs.

(a) The relocation assistance and aid presently
available under the amendments that enable the
mobility projects should be extended to include
grants and loans and followup aid to those who
must relocate to obtain appropriate opportunities
for training under title V, MDTA, or vocational
education programs, as well as to those holding
bona-fide job offers in labor demand areas.

(b) MDTA programs should grant some prefer-
ence to those who have had prevocational training
and work readiness experience in title V work
experience programs. In return, MDTA should also
be able to refer for title V prevocational training or
to adult basic education those who need further
preparation to make full use of MDTA training
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opportunities. NIDTA allowances should be
creased or linked to supplementary aid under public
dssistance programs such as ADM- in order to in-
sure that families are not required to live in pov-
erty or to dissipate all of tlu it resources during the
extensive training period.

Modifications having the effect of increasing the
real income of families during training will also
help to prevent dropout.: from the program who
leave to take seasonal work opportunities that will
provide immediate income.

Scheduling of MDTA programs should also be
made more flexible, and local administrators should
be encouraged to schedule training programs to end
during periods of the year traditionally associated
with high levels of hiring in the trades that trainees
are being prepared to enter.

Finally, AIDTA programs need to reach and
serve-more rural people, both in rural areas and
after relocation in urban areas. Also. to the extent
that a higher order of skill and different kinds of
skills will be required by those who will fill man-
power needs in both farm and nonfarm jobs, MDTA
programs need to be developed for rural residents.

(c) The small communities program needs to be
expanded and made more effective. That is, it needs
to reach more communities, more frequently, and
for longer periods of time. But it also-needs to-in-
crease the proportion of those contacted who are
placed in jobs or in training programs. Currently,
the mobile teams go primarily only into small com-
munities that invite them to come. Yet, those most
in need of their services arc generally not in the
types of status positions that would involve them
in making the derision to invite or-not invite the
small communities mobile field teams to come. The
program therefore needs to be more aggressive than
it has been in entering communities and reaching
those who most need counseling, job development,
and placement assistance. By tying the small com-
munities program into the comprehensive rural
area service program, however, much of the pre-
visit "missionary" work and organization might be
done by the CAP field staff and the local CAP ad-
visory bodies.

(d) The clearance activities operated through
the local State employment services offices will also
need to be modified. In rural areas they have tradi-
tionally been primarily geared to obtaining and
clearing orders for large numbers of seasonal farm
laborers. In order to provide support for rural-to-
urban migration, however, clearance activities in
rural areas need to be reoriented to establishing
rural-urban communications on job and matching
labor availability and linked to relocation assist-
ance and aids for workers who receive job place-
ment aid through interarca clearance but haven't
the resources to relocate. The clearance mechanism
might also be modified to take on the job of inter-
area referrals to training that would result from
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our earlier recommendations about new locations
for training programs.

(e) Bureau of Labor Statistics reports on labor
conditions in various cities will need to be modified
in order to provide tip-to-date data on labor needs
in rural labor demand areas and in cities that are
potentially desirable destinations .for migrants.
The reports will also need to be simplified to permit
effective IlfC by local agency staffs. Given these
modifications, the Bureau of Labor Statistics re-
ports could provide the information needed-to serve
as the basis for counseling migrants on destinations
-where plentiful employment opportunities exist.

(f) On the urban end of the process, job develop-
malt procedures of the local State employment
service offices will also require modification if they
an. to more effectively reach and serve disad-
vantaged populations.

The human resources development program awl
programs like the Youth Opportunity Centers are
beginning aggressive recruitment_ practices to reach
the unemployed in disadvantaged communities.
-However. job development procedures still seem
primarily to consist of attempts to make placements
to job orders placed by employers. In addition, new
techniques might call for aggressive recruitment of
employers and provision of technical assistance to
employers in redefining the job delvriptions and
qualifications of jobs that cannot be filled presently.
and in dealing witk problems such as punctuality,
attendance, and deviant work and personal habits
among disadvantaged workers in new job situations.

(g) Coverage under unemployment insurance
should be extended to include farm labor and other
jobs that- arc not now eligible for benefits. Benefits
should also be standardized from State to State,

-based on family size, increased to a level consistent
with an intent to relieve poverty, and made trans-
ferable from State to State in order to permit
geographic

(4) The Agricultural Extension Service of the
U.S. Department of Agriculture could also perform
an important function as one of the agencies in-
volved in a comprehensive rural areas service pro-
grain. The Extension Service has traditionally pro-
vided informal education and information to rural
families on ways of more effectively utilizing and
conserving the resources available in the area. The
Extension Service might therefore be the appro-
priate agencyacting in-cooperation with the rural

gm, agencyto develop and carry out educational
and. training programs for rural premigrant fam-
ilies in subjects like homemaking. budgeting, and
use of resources in urban areas. The prime target
group in this case would be the wives of rural
workersa group critical to the success of the
move, yet usually ignored by services and programs
that influence rural-to-urban migration.

(5) State, county, and local public health Agen-
cies in rural areas also have an important function
to perform both for those who will remain and work



in rural areas and for those who will migrate. They
should be the primary agen:y for identifying and
treating work-related health problems prior to re-
location. Not only have title V work experience
programs and the Job Corps discovered extensive
untreated and previously unidentified health prob-
lems among the disadvantaged. but labor mobility
projects have had a substantial number of job-
applicants rejected by companies in urban areas
because of job-related- health problems.

Most of the programmatic tools _needed to pro-
vide health services and health education to rural
residents are available, but are underutilized: The
maternal and child health programs. for instance,
have not been instituted in most rural _areas and
the Medicaid program is also little used. A change
in the 50-56 =State and Federal share funding
formula that resulted in larger Federal- share
might- be an inducement to States that are not now
participating. In addition, because of the scarcity
of adequate medical facilities in rural areas, new
delivery- systems will be requiml to (-any services to
residents in isolated locations.

(6) Both the Economic Development Admin-
istration of the U.S. Department of Commerce and
the_Economic _Research Service of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture have -important analytic and
research functions to perform in a comprehensive
rural areas service program. However, for their
data to be most useful in providing the basis for
planning the manpower needs of rural areasfor
both farm and nonfarm jobsand in projecting the
Magnitude of migration that will need to be en-
couraged, their methods of collecting, interpreting,
and categorizing data will need to be coordinated
with each other and with the much broader efforts
of the-Bureau of Labor Statistics.

(7) Public schools in rural areas have a partic-
Wady vital role to play in supporting the success
of rural-to-urban migration. High school age youth
and those who have just graduated from or left
:AIM represent a highly mobile group. Despite the
fact that manyand in some eases, even a majority
-4-of the graduating seniors in rural schools leave
their home area, the public schools tail to provide
any orientation to urban life. Vocational schools in
rural areas, as we pointed out earlier, are primarily
focusing on rural trades and neglect to include
either courses in trades more common to urban
areas or counseling and guidance in the require-
nients of city life.

They could provide an effective instrument for
preparing youth for relocation and adjustment to
urban living if they included preurban orientation
courses and counseling as part of their regular cur-
riculum, or even as an extracurricular or elective
offering. Some measure of inducement might be
offered by establishing a system of special_ ear-
marked grants for this purpose under title I or title
III of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act.

Adult basic education cours-es that are sped&
eally related Loth to skill training and urban ad-
justment in terms of content might be linked to
in addition to present links with MDTA and other
Department -of Labor programsCAP programs,
title V work experience, and USDA Extension
Service programs. In order to reach the desperately
poor, however, adult basic education- programs
should provide participants with an immediate eco=
nomic-payoff, either through MDTA or Other train-
ing allowances wherever possible, or through a
special nondeductible allowance system.

Finally, vocational education course - offerings
should-be expanded and increased where relocation
is required in order to obtain training-related em-
ployment or further training. Vocational education
graduates should become immediately eligible for
mobility assistance or counseling.

In urban areas, the efforts towards coordination
seem to be further along, if not yet in effectiveness,
at least in terms of willingness to experiment. CAP
agencies are already working in concert with the
local Department of Labor programs, and in some
cases with local public welfare agencies. The
OAP's, again because of their greater degree of
relevance on the grassroots level of the community,
may be the best agency to undertake coordination
of the reception apparatus that is necessary on the
urban end= of the migration process. Through the
local offices of the State employment service, the
job development and placement activities and skill
training programs, modified as we have suggested,
can be carried out. Most CAP's have already de-
veloped programs in health and social services and
referral procedures. There are two major require-
ments fur effectiveness in the urban area that the
CAP cannot now meet.

First, there is a need for an early identification
system that is capable of iik.ntifying migrants as
soon a s they reach the city. This may mean merely
coordinating for this special purpose the channels
of information that currently exist, such as the
clearance records in local State employment offices,
new public assistance records, new school registra-
tions, and the intake and .service records of private
agencies like the Traveler's Aid Society or local
neighborhood organizations. On the other band, it
may require the establishment of a new apparatus
to carry out this function.

Second, CAP's in urban areas have had little
success to date in dealing with the problem of
securing an adequate housing supply for low income
families. In fact, in most major urban areas, gov-
ernment activities such as urban renewal have re-
sulted in a net loss of units available for families of
low income. Perhaps industries in these areas that
require additional labor might be inducedgiven
adequate financing or subsidization and insurance
guaranteesto sponsor the development of more
housing to meet the needs of the workers they hope
to attract.
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Implications

The program modifications we have recom-
mended will tend, in most eases, to improve the im-
pact of existing programs, even if implemented on
a piecemeal basis. However, only if these programs
are coordinated through a mechanism like a com-
prehensive rural areas service program will they be
able to have maximum effect in relieving poverty
or in utilizing Manpower to the fullest possible ex-
tent. This conclusion is based, in part, on the ability
of a coordinated program to better serve people who
are-not skilled in negotiating a range of agencies.
But of even greater importance, this conclusion is
based on our perception of the need for a mechanism
that is concerned both with encouraging, support-
ing, and sustaining the relocation to urban areas by
those who will not be able to escape from poverty
or find suitable and rewarding employment in rural
areas, and -with .developing manpower plans for
rural areas that will Meet the needil of those who
elect to or are encouraged to remain in rural com-
munities.

If rural-to-urban migration continumand it
Seems sure that it willand if-rural areas cannot
provide jobs for all rural residents who.need jobs,
then the debate as to whether the problem of rural
pbverty should most properly be addressed and
ameliorated in rural areas or in urban areas is
empty. No real choice exists. The problem of rural
poverty must obviously =be addressed in both rural
and urban areas.

Yet, there is no way Of determining how the man-
power potential that currently exists in rural areas
should be distributed between rural and urban
areas for maximum use to the society and maximum
benefit to the individuals and families involved.
That is, there is a policy vacuum when it comes to
deciding who should be encouraged to migrate and
who should be encouraged to remain in rural areas.
At present, the decision appears to be made almost
haphazardly, on an individual-by-individual basis,
and in the national tradition, with each individual
having free choices to make. However, that is at best_
a surface. impression. There is a wealth of evidence
that suggests that, in fact, the existing programs
and policies that influence rural-to-urban migra-
tion have a differential impact on various sub-
groups of the rural poor.

It is generally acknowledged, for instance, that
despite efforts aimed at the support and encourage-
ment of the small farmersuch as the farm oppor-
tunity loans the ability of pcople-on small farms
to increase the size of their operations has been
restricted by U.S. Department of Agriculture price-
support, soil-bank, and acreage-allotment policies.

The 1967 Manpower Report of the President
points to at least two other populations that are
affected differentially by current programs or
policies on the subnational level. Between 1950 and
1960, while the white rural population increased by
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118,000, the rural Negro population declined by
600,000a trend apparently related to "their dis-
placement in agriculture by mechanization and the
decline of the share tenant system," as well as to
"the search for equality of social and economic
opportunity" (4). That Negroes have been under-
represented in the rural nonfarm sector and over-
represented. in farm employment is further borne
out by the Manpower Report (4). It states:

Farm and nonfarm rural enrollees tin MDTA programs]
differed in a number of respects. In general. larger propor-
tions of those with farm backgrounds were male and non-
white; they also tended to be older and.to havelewer years
of satooling. A significant difference also existed between
the persons enrolled in institutional training and those in
OJT ?One out of 5 of the institutional enrollees . . . was
nonwhite, far above the OJT's 8 percent. Farm and non-
farm enrollees showed a similar difference: 35- percent of
the farmworkers receiving institutional training and 24 per-
cent of those in OJT were nonwhite, compared with 17 and
7 percent, respectively, of the nonfarm rural workers.

Negroes, it seems, are therefore more affected= by
policies that encourage displacement of farm labor
than are whites.

The Manpower Report also points out that
"Although -many of- the well educated leave rural
areas to pursue the occupations of their choice, the
opportunities remaining in stable or declining areas
are most readily available to the families who own
businesses or- who have ample resources, of land
and capital" (4) . Programs that lead to capital in-
vestment opportunities or to tax-saving opportu-
nities in rural areas have a positive impact on such
families. They are also the families in rural areas
who are most likely to be in positions where they
can -influence local policies and the ways in which
programs are articulated and interpreted.

The distinctions made by present programs and
policies are, therefore, not rational. That is, the
selectivity they exercise in determining who will be
pushed out of rural areas and who will be encour-
aged -to stay is not based on criteria like the need
to alleviate poverty or to utilize manpower maxi-
mally. Nor can a policy designed to achieve theee

_ends,bef based on the commonly expressed opinion
that rural areas most need those who are most likely
to migratethe young, the well-educated or well-
trained, and the most capable. Cities also need
residents with these characteristics, and the evi-
dence suggests- that rural people with precisely
these traits adjust best and most quickly to urban
life. Some people with these characteristics may
both make a larger contribution and gain greater
personal benefits in rural areas, while for others,
the city will offer better opportunities. There un-
doubtedly arc other rural residentsolder, less
well educated or trained,-and less likely to migrate
who should be encouraged to migrate because
their potential can best be realized in an urban
environment.

A more rational. policy directed at conscious use
of rural-to-urban migration as one of a set of tools



for achieving effective manpower utilization pat-
terns and relief of poverty would aim at develop-
ing ,selection criteria based on:
Accurate projections of rural and urban manpower

needs; including, for any period, numbers and
types of jobs, locations of jobs, types of skills
required.

A categorization schema -that would provide in-
sights about the differential _needs of various,
subgroups of the rural poor and about the types
and combinations of programs required to train,
move, and adjust different subgroups for different
types of jobs in both rural and urban areas.

The comparative costs and benefits involved in
following various routes to utilizing, the man-
poivei potential or alleviating poverty in the
several subgroups.

Such a policy would not decrease the element of
personal choice, since it is improbable that all the
members of- any particular subgroup could be -bene-
ficially absorbed either in exclusively rural or ex-
clusively urban areas. At the same time, -such a
policy would provide an instrument for establish-
ing- priorities for programs, on a decentralized but
systethatic basis, to allocate funds and other re-
sources, and to assess on a national basis the de-
mand for funds, resources, and programs.

If it is, successfully formulated and proves to be
operationally feasible, such a policy could also pro-
vide the vital interface which needs to be estab-
lished between "person oriented" training efforts
(focused on the need of people, particularly the
hard-core unemployed or disadvabtaged, -for jobs)
and "job-oriented" training efforts (focused on the
need for relieving shortages in various skill cate-
gories).

The comprehensive =rural areas service program
would then provide the operational mechanism for

implementing the policy and analyze the needs of
various subgroups of the rural poor, plan strategies
of intervention, and develop packages of programs
within those strategies to meet -the needs of the
rural poor for rewarding labor and a higher quality
of life.
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Chapter 17

The North's Stake in Southern Rural Poverty
JOHN F. KA1N, assistant professor of economics, Harvard University;

and JOSEPH .1. PERSKY, graduate student

Introduction

This paper examines the problem of ,southern
rural poverty from` the point of view of the metro-
politan North. Thus, it attempts to construct a
basic rationale for why the metropolitan North
should be concerned with the condition of rural
poVertY in the South_ and to discuss -the resulting
implications for public policy. Its basic premise is
that the problems of urban poverty in -the North
(construed in a broad sense to include the growing
cities of the West) and those of southern-rural pov-
erty are inextricably intertwined; that the roots of
much of the poverty in the metropolitan North are
traceable to the rural-South.

-The paper begins with a discussion of the -extent
of southern rural poverty and its relation to lie
poverty of the metropolitan North. Then we investi-
gate in some detail the crucial connecting link, the
system of migration from the rural South to the
metropolitan North. A discussion of southern edu-
cation follows because it- helps in understanding the
persistence of poverty and is a necessary prelude to
any consideration of alternative policies.

Poverty, Rural Poverty, and the South

Even the most casual investigation of U.S. pov-
erty illustrates the extent to which poverty is dis-
proportionately a condition of rural areas, of the
Negro, and of the South. -In part, the high incidence
of poverty in the South may be attributed to its
large Negro and rural populations, but a differential
remains even after controlling for such factors. The
extent to which U.S. poverty is concentrated in
these -groups is illustrated by data from the 1960
Census of Population on the number of households
with incomes below the "poverty line" of $3,000
per year, one of the operational definitions of pov-
erty used by the Council of Economic Advisors.
This often-used, and even more frequently criti-
cized, definition of poverty is imperfect, as is any
single definition. Still, findings do not differ mark-
edly from those based on other criteria. One might
also be concerned about the use of 1960 census data
in a discussion of poverty in 1967. However, per-
sistence appears to be a characteristic of poverty
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and thus the general picture would be modified
little by the use of more recent statistics.

Using the 43,000 criterion, 9.6 million U.S. fam-
ilies were in poverty in 1960. Of these nearly 10
Million .families, 4.5 million lived in the South.
Almost two-tllirds of these southern poor families
were white (3.0 million versus 1.'5 million Negro
poor families) and the majority lived in rural areas
(appendix, -table 16). The statistics for poor -un-
related individuals (those- having incomes below
$1,500 per year) are similar. For the entire United-
States there were- over 6.3 million unrelated indi-
viduals below the $1,500 poverty level. Over 2.0
million of these resided in the South (appendix,
table 16). Data are unavailable on the urban -and
rural residence of these unrelated individuals, but
it is probable that a disproportionate number reSide
in rural areas. As-was true of.poor families, whites
comprise about two-thirds of all southern unrelated
individuals living in poverty.

These numbers take on national significance
when expressed as percentages of either all poor
families or all poor unrelated individuals (appendix,
table 17). Thus, 46 percent of all U.S. poor families
and 32 percent of all poor unrelated individuals
live in the South. By comparison, the South contains
only 30 percent of all families and 27- percent of all
unrelated individuals (appendix, table 18). Simi-
larly, 26 percent of all U.S. poor families live in
the rural South even though only 12 percent of all
families live there.

The great extent of poVerty in the rural South
can be shown by computing the incidence of pov-
erty by race and residence. Table 1 illustrates both
the overall extent of poverty and its differential in-
tensity among groups. Thus, while the incidence of
poverty among all residences of the rural South is
very high, the incidence among rural Negroes is
shockingly so: 78 percent of all southern rural
Negro families have incomes below $3,000 per year
as compared to 39 percent of southern whites. The
differential between urban white and Negro families
(i.e., those living in communities of more than 2,500
population) in the South is somewhat smaller, 18
versus 53 percent.

Statistics for the entire South tend to be some-
what misleading and understate the seriousness of
the problems of southern rural poverty and their



TABLE 1. Incidence of poverty among families and unrelated individuab, by residence and race: 1960'

South

Non-
Income and residence White white All

Rest of U. S. Entire C. S.

Non- Non-
White white All White white All ;

Families, less than
$3,000:

Urban 18 53 25 12 29 14 14 40 16

Rural farm 52 86 58 38 53 :39 44 84 47

Rural nonfarm. :35 75 41 20 44 21 26 70

_ All rural-
_, 39 78

.
- 46 25 45 25 30 74 :33

All families 27 63 :33 16 :10 19 48 21

Unrelated individuals,
less than $1,5C0 52 68 56 45 45 45 47 56 48

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census. L.S. Census uj Pupa-
lotiun: 1960. Vol. 1, ('hararlerixlies ul the Population, Part
I, Vailed Slates Snatmary,Washington, US. Govern-
ment Printing Mice, 1964.

implications for the North, The census region re-
ferred to as the South includes a very diverse group
of States: for example; Florida and MiSsiss:ppi,
Maryland and Alabama. These States differ
Markedly in terms of their level of income, their
proportion of Negroes, and other important charac-
teristics. Although much of the data that Will -be
used in the ,remainder of this paper is perforce
based on census definitions, it is worthwhile wher-
ever possible to make a more meaningful division,
-of the Southern States. This is a Noble!), that has
caused considerable argument (not to mention a
civil war), so some caution and exposition are
clearly in order.

The U.S. Bureau of the Census divides the South
hmgitudinally into the South Atlantic, East South
Central, and West South Central divisions.' While
the historic use of these divisions by the Census is an
established fact, they fail to adequately represent
tine -economic and social basis of the subregions of
the South. In the first place, several States can -be
put aside as exceptions to the "southern pattern" of
economic development. Maryland, Delaware, and
the District of Columbia clearly fall into this cate-
gory. Some commentators on the economics of the
South have already made such exclusions by put-_

tmg these areas into the Middle Atlantic division
of the country. Continuing our pruning process, it
seems reasonable to separate Florida from the rest
of the South because of its peculiarities as a vaca-
tion and retirement center, the uniqueness of its
agricultural activities, and its rapid rates of growth.
With somewhat less confidence, Texas and Okla-
homa can join this "heterogeneous" group. These
States, while having definite southern character-
istics, are heavily mixed with a western element

" These divisions consist of the following States: South
Atlantic: Maryland. Delaware. District of Columbia. Vir-
ginia. West Virginia. North Carolina. South Carolina.

and Florida; gain South Central: Kentucky. Ten-
nO.,see. Alabama. and Mississippi; West South Central:
Atkansas, Louisiana. Oklahoma. and Texas.

' Percent of families with incomes below $3,000 or of indi-
viduals with incomes below 81.500 in each classification.

(petroleum and open lands) that differentiates them
from the rest of the region.2

Of the remaining States, sharp-division can be
made between those of the "Ciire" or Deep South
(South Carolina,- Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi,
Arkansas, and Louisiana and those of the Appa-
lachian or border South- (Virginia, West Virginia,
North Carolina, Kentucky, and Tennessee).3 The
primary distinction drawn here is between States
with high and low proportions of Negroes in their
population. Table 2 -shows this very clearly; 31.3
percent of the Core South and 16.6 percent of the
Appalachian South are Negroes. In this respect, the
group of excluded States are more similar to the
Appalachian States.

Other important characteristics of the two regions
are also listed in table 2. While the summary indus-
trial statistics for the Core and Appalachian regions
seem similar, the numbers mask the rapid changes
that have been taking place. In particular, the Core
South has dramatically reduce(' its dependence on
agriculture since World War Ii The demise of the
southern cash crop, cotton, cans ,1 by hot:, synthetic
Wier, and the more efficient cotton production of
California and Texas, has left many whites and
Negroes without a source of income. la the Ap-
palachian States, agriculture was historically less
important. Moreover, concentration in tobacco pro-
duction, a crop which unlike cotton has not under-
gone a technical revolution, adds stability to this
sector of the economy. As a result, manufacturing
and other nonagricultural sources of employment

= In lexsayx in Nonthern Romantic Development. at least
thicu' definitions of the South are used by various con-
tributors. All of these exclude Maryland. Delaware. and the
District of Columbia. Other States excluded by one defini-
tion or another are Oklahoma. Texas. and Florida (7).
(Italic numbers in parentheses indicate references listed at
the end of this paper.)

The terminolop used here was originated by Dunn (4).
However. Dunn holds West Virginia out of the Appalachian
region as a special case and follows a similar policy for
Louisiana with respect to the Core South.
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TABLE 2.-Selected characteristics of the southern subregions, 1960

Subregion Population
thousands

Percent
Negro

Percent
employment
in agriculture

Percent
employment in
manufacturing

1950-60
net

migration
thousands

App alachia 16,989 16.6 13.2 31.9 -1,434.3Co re 16,813 31.3 11.8 23.7 -1,719.3Heterogeneous 21,170 15.2 7.1 16.3 +1,737.9
South 54,973 20.6 9.6 21.4 , -1,415.7
South Atlantic 25,972 22.5 8.0 23.6 +634.8East South Central. 12,050 22.4 13.2 23.8 -1,,' 'West South Central 16,951 16.3 9.6 16.14--

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census. U.S. Census of Population: 1960. Vol. I, Characteristics of the Poputaiie,.. wart I.
United States Summary. 1964.

have come closer to offsetting agricultural declines
in Appalachia than they have in the Core South.'
These changes especially affect the Negro popula-
tion of the Core South who, even more than North-
ern :Negroes, are generally the last hired.-Thus,
While the demise of agriculture provides substantial
incentives to migration from the Core South. and
affects primarily the Negro population, in the
Appalachian region changes in agriculture haVe not
been so crucial. Here declines in nonagricultural
industries such as. coal in West Virginia and tex-
tileS in North Carolina have been relatively more
significant.

Having made this division of. the South, it is use -
ful to compare the subregions here defined to those
used -by the Census. As shown in table 3, the Census

In analyzing employment changes due to the industrial
mix of the two sectors, Dunn finds that fast growth sectors
Made up almost 50 percent of the Appalachian agricultural
lossel between 1939 and 1958, but only about-28 percent of
the Core South agricultural losses (4, p. 17). Note, these
figures do not take into account any of the "competition
rffeet" which also favors the Appalachian South.

divisions particularly fail_ to distinguish the con-
centration of poverty within the South. The con-
centration of Negro rural poverty in the Core South
and white rural poverty in the Appalachian South
are conditions that lead to important cqnsequences
for the metropolitan-North.

Southern Poverty and the Metropolitan
. North

The statistics- on southern poverty presented
above are ample reason for concern. Certainly a
society as wealthy as the United States in 1967 can
afford to guarantee the well-being of the disad-
vantaged, wherever they may live. Humanitarian
grounds alone would appear to be more than ade-
quate justification for programs designed to eradi-
cate southern, and particularly southern rural,
poverty. However, this general rationale for action
is not the subject of this paper. Rather, we will
argue that it is in the narrow self-interest of the
wealthy metropolitan North to be concerned about

TABLE 3.-=-Incidence of poverty among families and unrelated individuals by southern subregion and race:
1960 1

Core Appalachia Heterogeneous

Income and residence White
Non-
white All White

Non-
white All

Non-
White white All

Families, less than
$3,000:

Total..... ......... 29 72 40 30 63 35 ,-- 23 49 26Urban 18 66 31 18 54 24 16 44 19Rural nonfarm 36 81 47 36 69 40 31 68 36Rural farm 55 89 6.5 55 84 59 45 77 47
Unrelated individuals,

less than $1,500:
Total 57 85 63 55 69 58 49 59 51Urban 52 74 59 49 67 53 36 57 39Rural nonfarm 64 83 70 62 7 : 64 59 70 01Rural farm 74 91 81 75 78 62 78 64

Source:, U.S. Bureau of Census. U.S. Census of Popula-
tion: 1060. General Social and Economic Characteristics,
Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida,
Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North

no

Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas,
West Virginia. 1961. table 65.

' Percent of families with incomes below $3,000 or of indi-
viduals with incomes below $1,500 in each classification.



the condition of southern poverty and its persistent
causes.

These causes are many and complex and a com-
plete expositior would extend beyond what is of
relevance here. dowever, it is difficult to avoid the
conclusion that the roots :4' sithP.r. poverty are
deeply embedded in rac, ?r: .oration and a
longstanding and pervast.. .;rinvestment in
both human and physical capital. To the extent that
the metropolitan North is closely intertwined with
the rural South through the forces of migration,
these factors become pressing problems for that
region too. To the extent that the southern migrant,
ill-prepared for urban life, becomes a problem of
the metropolitan North, the improvement of the
rural South is in the North's self-interest. Moreover,
if southern poverty leads to underinvestment in
human capital, -the consequences may well be felt
to a greater extent in the more industrialized North
than in the rural South.

It is our contention that the migration streams
originating in the rural South form the crucial link
in a system of poverty; a system nurtured by the
inability or unwillingness of rural communities to
adequately ii.c are their children for the complex-
ities of mode life; a system brought to fruition in
the metropolitan area too crowded .and too short-
sighted to rectify these mistakes. While much of
this argument appears to be obvious for the south-
ern Negro migrant, it_ is important to realize that a
similar causal chain explains substantial amounts
of metropolitan white poverty. The Appalachian
Smith plays a role for white urban poverty (espe-
cially in the North Central region) similar to that
wine) t's- Core South plays vis-a-vis the metro-
politan ghetto: While the southern white doeS- not
come up against the same obstacles of discrimi-
nation that meet the southern Negro, he does suffer
from similar, if not as extreme, educational and
vocational handicaps. Clearly the magnitudes of
both movements, Negro and white, index the extent
of the northern metropolitan areas' self-interest in
the rural South. The next section will analyze the
linkage of the rural South to the rest of the nation
through migration. Then we will proceed to a dis-
cussion of the implications of these streams for the
metropolitan North, West, and South.

Southern Migration

High levels of southern outmigration result
largely from historical experience as an underde-
veloped, and -even colonial, region with a "popu-
lation problem." Like many areas of the world, the
South has amply explored the possible variations
of subsistence agriculture. It does not require a
great deal of sophistication to realize the shortcom-
ings of such an economic system. Nor do trends
since World War II indicate any eagerness to con-
tinue the peculiar agriculture of the South. This
has not, however, meant the demise of the rural
southern population which has shown only small

declines. One reason has been the growing rural
manufacturing sector. Another has been the rural
South's traditionally high birth rates.

The continued existence of a hard-pressed south-
ern rural population implies serious problems for
metropolitan areas, the natural destination of rural
America's surplus population. Indeed the South's
most consistent export has been its people. As Ginz-
berg and Bray put it, "One of the major products of
the South is babiesOne of its major exports to
other parts of the country is young adults" (6, p.
189). Thus, starting with the decade 1910-20 and
the opportunities opened up by World War I, the
South has never failed to run a net migration def-
icit of 1 million, reaching a high of 21/4 million= for
1940-50 (10, p. 251). These migration streams have
become increasingly Negro as most new opportun-
ities in the rural and urban South tend to be for
whites only. The directions of these streams become
significant in light of the magnitude and persistency
of the net numbers. Where have the people gone?

= Migration Streams

In discussing migration, it is important to distin-
guish.between the characteristics of the migrant, his
place of origin, and his place-of destination. The
major data sources used here are especially poor in
this respect. The 1960 census provides a lifetime
migration series that gives State of birth and State
of 1960., residence by race. The same series gives
division of-birth for the residents of the largest
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA's)
in the country (greater than 250,000 in population).
The census also contains 5-year migration estimates
by State of- residencein 1955 and place,of residence
in 1960. These tabulations include several other
characteristics of migrant as of 1960. The series is
based on a 25-percent sample which is notorious
for nonreporting. Finally, a special set of reports
by the Department of Agriculture in cooperation
with the Department of Commerce provide esti-
mates of net migration in regions, divisions,
States, and SMSA's by idrsex, and race for the
1950-60 period. These three basic sources are in
(2, 19, 20).

The implications of the lifetime migration figures
must be carefully drawn, since (perhaps under-
standably) the census does not obtain information
on the rural-urban-metropolitan level at place of
origin. Moreover, problems emerge from the
definition of the divisions of the country. As dis-
cussed above, the longitudinal division of the
South fails to isolate meaningful subregions; there-
fore the Core-Appalachian distinction should be
kept in mind as an overlay on the census regions.
Nevertheless, the peculiarities of the data have a
saving grace in that population flows for Negroes
run on north-south lines. These are clearly dis-
cernible with the current division of the South once
it is understood that the majority of Negro migrants
were born in the Core South.
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With respect to points of destination, much of the
following discussion is based on a disaggregation of
the divisional inmigration into large metropolitan
areas ( SMSA's greater than a million), medium
sized SMSA's (250,000 to 1 million), and the re-
mainder of the division. These categories are
dictated as much by the availability of data as by
analytical justifications.

In returning to the question: Where have they
gone ?, it is perhaps natural to find that the answer
varies sharply with the race of the migrant. Thus,
the typical rural Negro lifetime migrant tends to
move to large urban areas (greater than a million
in population) outside of the South. The white
movement is more diffused and has a marked orien-
tation toward medium-sized northern cities and the
metropolitan areas of the South itself. While south-
ern-born whites and Negroes each sent about 21/4
million (2:61 and 2.47 million, respectively) indi-
viduals to cities larger than a million outside of the
South, only .42 million Negroes went to nonsouth-
ern cities of between 250,000 and a million as com-
pared to 1.42 million whites.- Moreover, all SMSA's
greater than 250,000 account for only 60 percent-of
the whites leaving the South as against 89 percent
of the Negroes. With respect to movements within
the South, only .86 million Negroes left their State
of birth to move to southern SMSA's greater than
250,000 as compared to 2.86 million southern
whites.

The 5-year migration series (1955-60) suggests
no recent alteration of the basic pattern. Thus, 25
percent of -the white outniigrants from the South
moved to rural areas in the North and West, as
compared to 8 percent of the Negro outmigrants.
Within the South, southern cities account for 72
percent of_ all southern whites moving to urban
areas, but only 55 percent of all southern Negroes.
Moreover, there is evidence that Negroes moving
North move in stages: first to a southern city, then
to a northern ones' If this is so, the differences are
even larger than indicated here. It is also important
to note that these figures include considerable inter-

' An interesting example of "chain" migration is given
in Lurie and Thwack (11).

urban migration. If the rural-urban stream could
be isolated, it is likely that the pattern would be-
come even sharper, with rural Negroes much less
reluctant to move North than their white neighbors.

Support of these conclusions and some idea of
the impact of outmigration on the rural South can
be gained from an examination of the 1950-60 net
migration figures. Table 4 gives net migration from
southern counties by race and extent of urbaniza-
tion. The pattern of internal migration can easily
be inferred from these figures. Thus. Negroes are
quicker than whites to leave all areas and ,slower
to move to the highly urban counties within the
South. The magnitudes of southern rural outmigra-
tion becomes clear: almost 2 million southerners
(net) left counties having less than 30 percent
urban population. At the same time highly urban-
ized areas were attracting immigrants from both the
white South and North.

The system of southern migration is even more
specific than indicated in the above comments. This
is clearly brought out by an analysis of the fraction
of lifetime outmigrants (individuals horn in -the
division now living elsewhere) from the three
southern divisions now living in various parts of
the country (appendix, tables 19, 20, 21). Fifty-
eight percent of Negroes born in the South Atlantic
division and now living elsewhere, live in the four
northeastern- SMSA's -greater than a million,
(Buffalo, New York, Philadelphia, and Pittsburgh).
Similarly, about 40 percent of the Negro lifetime
migrants from the East South Central division have
moved to the five East North Central SMSA's'
greater than a million, (Chicago, Detroit, Cincin-
nati, Cleveland, and Milwaukce).. Finally, about 36
percent of the same group from the West South
Central division live in the four Pacific SMSA's
greater than a million (Los Angeles, San- Diego,
San Francisco, and Seattle). Thus, not only have
Negroes from the South, and by inference from the
Core South, moved to large metropolitan areas,
they have moved a:ong clear -cut lines to their desti-
nations, forming at least three major streams, one
up the eastern seaboard, another up the Mississippi
River to Ohio and Michigan, and one westward to
California.

TABLE 4.-Net migration from southern counties 19.50-60 by extent of urbanization

White Negro Total

Type of county Absolute Rate Absolute Rate Absolute Rate

All rural -812.6 -15.5 -421.8 -24.7 -1,234.4 -17.8
1 to 29 percent urban.... .... .. . . . . -1,113.2 -13.5 -745.7 -25.1 -1,858.9 -16.6
30 to 49 percent urban.... .. .... . .. -371.3 -4.3 -476.5 -17.9 847.9 -7.6
50 to 69 percent urban .. .. ..... . 274.5 +4.6 -71.6 -5.9 202.8 +2.8
70 percent or more.... .... .. 2,065.3 +13.2 257.4 +5.8 2,322.6 +11.5

Note: Minus sign indicates net loss through migration.
Absolute figures in thousands.
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The pattern is more diffused for whites. While
whites from the three divisions also tend to move
along these streams, there is a much greater will-
ingness to cross longitudinal lines and to go to
smaller places. Here 1. breakdown by Core-Appa-
lachian South is particularly useful. The number of
lifetime migrants from these areas to each non-
South region by race is presented in table 5. White
migrants to the Northeast and North Central
regions are predominantly from the Appalachian
States which account for 57 percent of this group,
while the-West gets a majority of its white migrants
from the Heterogeneous South. Negro migration to
the non-South is, of course, heavily based in the
Core area. The importance of these distinctions is
dependent, the educational and CCJBOBlie oppor-
tunities (or lack of opportunities) available to these
specific groups in their home regions. These matters
will be discussed in more detail below.

In any event, both northrn and southern urban
areas have had to cope with vast numbers of poorly
prepared rural migrants. The percentage of the
population living in various urban areas of the
North born in the South is given in table 6. The
central city figures given for Negroes are based on
the reasonable assumption that all Negro migrants
from the South moved to the central city of the
SMSA of destination. Thus. the figures for Negroes
vary from 12-percent for central cities over a mil-
lion in the East North Central division to the I

percent for SMSA's of 250,000 to a million in the
Middle Atlantic region. Of particular interest is the
number of white southerners migrating to medium-
sized SMSA's of the East North Central and Pacific
divisions (9 percent and 11 percent, respectively).
A breakdown of the migrant group into those born
in the South Atlantic, East South Central, and West

TABLE 5.-Lifetime migration from the South
[In thousands)

Subregion of birth

Region of destination Core South Appalachia Heterogeneous Total-South

Negro White Negro White Negro White Negro White

Northeast 572 169 461 381 135 357 1,169 08
North Central 1,094 585 311 1,838 90 564 1,495 2,987

West 312 698 40 533 217 1,561 569 2,792

Total (non - south) - 1,978 1,452 812 2,752 442 2,482 3,233 6,687

Source: Compiled from tr.S. Census, Special Report, State of Birth.

TABLE 6.-Percent of popidation living in nonsouth-
ern metropolitan areas, born in the South

Metropolitan area White Negro Total

New England:
Medium SMSA's. 1.61 1.37 2 .98
Large SMSA's.... .... 1.51 1.04 2.55

Middle Atlantic:
Medium SMSA's 1.86 1.21 3.07
Large SMSA's 2,00 4.18 6 18
Center city of large
SMSA's .... 7.45

East North Central:
Nledium SMSA's... 9.38 3.86 13.24
Large SMSA's 5.66 6.49 12.15
Center city of large

SMSA/s 12.01
West North Central:

Medium SMSA's 5.77 1.53 7.20
Large SMSA's 4.76 3.61 8.37

Mountain:
Medium SMSA's 10.72 1.39 12.11

Pacific:
Medium SMSA's 10.81 1.53 12.34
Large SMSA's 9.21 3.50 12.71
Center city of large

SMSA's 9.42

Sources Compiled from U.S. Census Special Reports, State
of Birth, 1960.

South Central divisions would again reemphasize
the patterns of both Negro and white migration.

Large as these figures are, they seriously under -
state the impact of southern migration. Since many
migrants leave before forming families, there is no
allowance for the cumulative effect of migration on
the "second generation." What is needed is a meas-
ure of "southern households" in any particular
areas. Moreover, such a figure is useful in measuring
the effect of southern migration on the labor force
of the northern and western cities. Estimates of the
southern born fraction of the working age (20 to
65 years) population of the various areas arc given
in table 7.0 The pereentagei increase substantially
so that 16 percent of the working age population of
the largest East North Central cities and 12 percent

"The estimation process involved the computation of the
percentage of the populations of individual SMSA's between
20 and 65 years and the percentage of all lifetime migrants
from each division (South Atlantic, East South Central, and
West South Central) falling into this age group in 1960 by
race. The product of these two numbers and the fraction of
each SMSA accounted for by the specific inmigrant group
gives the estimated percentage of persons 20 to 65 years old
in the SMSA coming from the specific division. by race.
These numbers were then aggregated to form table 7.
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TABLE 7.-Percent of population 20 to 65 years old
living in nonsouthern metropolitan areas, born in
the South

Metropolitan area White Negro Total

New England:
Medium SMSA's 1.90 1.95 3.85
Large SMSA's 1.78 1.47 3.25

Middle Atlantic:
Medium SMSA's 2.20 1.71 3.91
Large SMSA's 2.23 5.67 't 90
Center city of large

SMSA's 9.78
East North Central:

Medium SMSA's 11.68 5.49 17.17
Large SMSA's 6.91 8.92 15.83
Center city of large

SMSA's 16.02 ....
West North Central:

Medium SMSA's 7.66 2.21 9.87
Large SMSA's... 6.76 5.06 11.22

Mountain:
Medium SMSA's 14.18 2.01 16.19

Pacific:
Medium SMSA's... .. . 14.32 2.21 16.53' =
Large SMSA's 11.32 4.78 16.10
Center city of large

SMSA's 12.34

Source: Compiled from U.S. Census Special Reports, State
of Birth. 1960.

of the largest Pacific cities are southern-born
Negroes. At the same time, the percentage of south-
ern-born whites in the medium-sized SMSA's
increases everywhere, with those on the Pacific
Coast showing the greatest gains.

The important conclusion to be drawn is that
rural outmigration from specific areas in the South
becomes imnigmtion for specific areas outside (and
for whites, inside) the South. Thus, the link be-
tween the rural Negro Core South and the large
northern Metropolis is a very strong one. Negro mi-
gration provides a substantial release of pressure
for the southern economy (urban and rural)-pres-
sure produced by high rural Negro birth rates and
limited economic opportunity. The southern econ-
omy is similarly unable to provide for large num-
bers of whites, especially in the Appalachian
region. Important evidence supporting the be-
havioral model implied by this interpretation of
southern outmigration is presented in a recent dis-
cussion paper by the authors (13). Cross-sectional
analysis of the counties of Mississippi (the Core
southern State, par excellence) indicated that in
addition to the effect of agriculture on outmigration,
variables such as urbanization and manufacturing
growth had more significant holding effects on the
white than on the Negro population. Moreover, a
regression study of the choice of destination of
5-year migrants from the Core South indicated that
while Negroes were most attracted by large centers
of population, whites were more drawn to areas of
rapid employment expansion and seemed more re-
luctant to leave the South.
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Characteristics of Lifetime Migrants

It is central to the view presented in this paper
that southern-born white and Negro migrants are
ill prepared for life in the metropolitar. North. This
implies that they are different from other residents
of northern metropolitan areas. The southern-born
migrant to the North is clearly and identifiably
different if lie is Negro. As we discuss more fully
below, this fact is in itself of considerable impor-
tance given the problems created by the rapid
growth of Negro ghettos in northern cities (9, pp.
3-40). However, our analysis implies that the mi-
grants are different in other less visible ways as
well. In particular, they are likely to be poorly edu-
cated, have high levels of unemployment and low
incomes, and place disproportionate demands on
welfare and public services. This section examines
these propositions.

The published census data used in preceding sec-
tions do not provide detailed characteristics of life-
time migrants. However, such data can be obtained
through cross-tabulation of the census one -in -a-
thousand sample.? Analysis of this sample provides
information on the -education, labor force partici-
pation, unemployment, and income of residents by
place of birth (i.e., the four major census regions,
including the South). I s discussed above, this re-
gional aggregation is not -ideal. The impossibility
of disaggregating the South_into_the more homo-
geneous subregions of the Core, Appalachian, and
Heterogeneous- South results in a serious loss of
information and obscures a number of important
relationships. Even so, use of the sample enables
us to examine directly a number of questions that
can only be inferred from the published statistics.
This analysis of the characteristics of southern mi-
grants is limited to heads of households living in
the North Central region in 1960. The North Cen-
tral region is the recipient of the largest number of
southern, and particularly Core southern, Negro
migrants. In addition, it is probably somewhat more
homogeneous than the remaining two regions, the
Northeast and West.

The analysis of characteristics of lifetime mi-
grants to the North Central region is based on a
sample of 15,267 heads of households, randomly
selected from a population representing an esti-
mated 15.3 million household heads living in that
region in 1960. Table 8 indicates the percentage of
this group born in each region, by race.8 It is not
surprising that Negroes are more likely to be mi-
grants, and particularly southern migrants, than
whites. Seventy-five percent of the Negroes living

The 1960 census one-in-a-thousand sample provides large
amounts of information on the characteristics of a random
sample of the U.S. population. It is available both on cards
and on magnetic tape for machine processing. The analyses
presented here are based On the tapes.

"Those not reporting place of birth are allocated to othei
regions proportionally, a procedure we believe yields a con-
servative estimate of the population born in the South.



in the North Central region were born in the South.
These differences in proportions should not be al-
lowed to obscure the fact that the number of North
Central whites born in the South is larger than the
number of Negroes; 1-mghly 1.7 million as com-
pared to 1.1 million. In SMSA's of over a million
the positions are reversed; 426,000 North Central
Negroes were born in the South as compared to
364,000 whites.

Education of Southern Migrants

Statistics on years of school completed, shown in
table 9, clearly indicate that southern-born residents
of the North Central region, whether white or
Negro, have completed fewer years of school than
those born elsewhere. This finding is of particular
significance since many writers on migration have
Minimized the potentially harmful effects of imni-

gration to urbanized areas on the grounds that
migrants tend to be better educated than nonmi-
grants. While this may be true in general, it is dis-
tinctly not the case when comparing lifetime
migrants from the South with other residents of the
North Central region. Undoubtedly, the differences
would be even greater if southern rural migrants
could be isolated. A sampling of figures from table
9 illustrates these differences. For example, 13 per-
cent of all southern migrants living in SNISA's of
over a million completed less than 5 years of school
as compared to only 2 percent of those born in
other parts of the country. To a significant degree
this difference is due to the very low educational
achievement of southern-born Negroes. Fully 20
percent of this group had completed less than 5
years of school as compared to 7 percent for Negroes
born in other parts of the country. To same-extent
this may be due to the fact that the Negro popula-

TABLE S.-Heads of households by place of birth and race: North Central Region and SMSA's.greater than
1 million

Place of birth'

Entire region SMSA's greater than 1 million

Negro White All Negro White All

Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Perceh:

battle State 18.8 65.6 63.0 17.1 56.9 52.7
North Central 4.8 14.3 13.8 5.0 14.2 13.2
Northeast 1.0 3.9 3.7 0.7 6.2 5.6
West- 0.2 0.8 0.8 0.2 0.8 0.8
South 74.8 7.6 11.3 76.5 7.7 15.0
Foreign born 0.4 7.7 7.3 0.5 13.9 12.5
Other 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2

Tot al 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Thous. Thous. Thous. Thous. Thous. 7'hous.

Number 882 14,385 15,267 602 4,854 5,456

Source: Tabulated from the census one-in-a-thousand sample.
' Not reported allocated proportionally, within each column.

TABLE 9.-Percentage of native-born heads of households with given amounts of education, by region of
birth: North Central region

Born in South Born in rest of country

Residence and schooling Negro White All Negro White All

Entire region:
Less than 5 years 21.5 9.3 1 :3.7 7.7 2.9 :3.0

8 years or less 62.5 51.7 55.7 35.4 :36.2 36.2
Some college 5.8 12.5 10.1 9.6 18.5 18.3

SMSA's greater than 1 million,
entire 8' MSA :

Less than 5 years 20.2 5.2 13.3 7.5 2.1 2.4

8 years or less 60.9 42.8 52.5 31.8 28.9 29.0
Some college . 5.8 16.5 10.8 9.2 22.8 22.2

Central cities:
Less than 5 years 1q.1 5.1 15.0 7.0 2.6 2.9
8 years or less o9.9 44.9 55.5 28.5 33.8 33.4

Some college 6.7 13.9 8.8 9.5 19.1 18.4

Source:, Tabulated from census one-in-a-thousand sample.
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tion born outside the South is generally younger.
Theic is a negative relationship between years of
school completed and age. However, significant dif-
ferences remain even after standardizing for age.
Sinklarly, the proportion of southern whites com-
pleting less than 5 years of school is more than
twice that of whites born outside the South. Again
it should be emphasized that these differences Avould
be even more pronounced if migrants from the Core,
Appalachian, and Heterogeneous South_ could be
identified separately.

Labor Force Participation and Unemployment

Labor force participation and unemployment
rates of native-born heads of households by resi-
dence, race, and place of birth are presented in
table 10 for the North Central region. These figures
are somewhat more difficult to interpret than those
presented for education, but are no less relevant.
The most interesting finding is that southern-born
Negroes have lower unemploYthent rates than those
born in the rest of the country, although the rates
for both are substantially higher than those of
either northern- or southern-born whites. The -rate
for southern -horn Negroes residing in central cities
of SNISA's of more than 1 million is 9.3 percent as
compared to a rate of 12.9 percent for those born
outside of the South: The rates for southern-born
whites and whites born elsewhere are 5.0 and 3.9
percent, respectively. This suggests that discrimi-
nation against Negroes may be so dominant that
differences in education and other factors are less
important than for whites. The finding may also be
attributable to the fact that unemployed Negroes
born outside of the South are younger than those
born in.:.the South. The extreme difficulties of the
Negro teenage job seeker have been documented
by other researchers (15) . The remainder of the
difference is very likely due to the lower labor force
participation rates of southern-born Negro heads
of households.

In contrast, the situation of southern-born whites
is much less favorable than that of whites born in
other parte of the country. Unemployment rates of
southern-born whites residing in metropolitan areas
of over a million are 6.1 percent, more than twice
as high as the 2.7-percent rate for whites born else-
where. For the region as a whole, the rates for
southern whites are 6.4 percent as compared to 3.1
percent for whites born outside the South. Like the
situation for Negroes, labor ,force participation
rates operate in the opposite direction.

Below the Poverty Line

Analysis of the census one-in-a-thousand tape
suggests that roughly 8.6 million persons in the
North Central region belong to a_ household below
the Poverty_ level ($3,000 for families and $1,500
for unrelated individuals). About 7.5 million are
members of families and 1.1 million are unrelated
individuals. Of these 8.6 million poor persons 1.3
million or roughly 16 percent belonged to families
with a southern-born head of household. For metro-
politan areas of over a million, fully a third of all
poor persons belong to families headed by an in-
dividual born in the South. Households headed by
southern-born Negroes alone account for a fourth.

Education of the Southern Migrant

We have already suggested that the southern
migrant's lack of education is an important determi-
nant of the hiw income he is likely to earn in the
North. The question now becomes one of explaining
why the southerner and in particular the southern
migrant is so poorly prepared for the labor market.
Formal education is by no means the only form of
investment in human resources. While on-the-job
training, experiences in the home, and other kinds
of experiences may be of great importance, only
the most limited information concerning these file-

TABLE 10.-Labor force participation and unemployment rates of native born heads of households, by
residence, race, and place of birth: North Central region

1Percent,1

Negro,
horn in- horn in-

All native born,
born in-

Work status, and residence South (teat South Hest South Rest

Labor force participation rate:
Ent ire region 77.9 79.6 85.8 82.4 82.9 82.4
SNISA's greater than 1 million 76.5 79.8 90.4 8(U) 82.9 86.6
Central cities, SNISA's greater than

1 million 76.7 78.5 88.0 83. 80.0 83.1

Hate of unemployment:
Entire region. . . . 8.1 11.1 6.4 3.1 7.0 3.2
SNISA's greater than I million... .... 9.2 11.6 6.1 2.7 7.6 3.0
Central cities, SMSA's greater than

1 million 9.3 12.9 5.0 3.9 7.9 4.6

Source: Tabulated from the census one-in-a-thousand sample.
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tors is available. Granted that other types of train-
ing and experience should not be overlooked, it is
difficult to deny the importance of a minimum
amount of formal education. If anything, the need
for minimal skills in reading, writing, and mathe-
matics seems to be increasing. Also several studies
indicate that an individual's income is strongly de-
pendent on his educational background (8). It is
implicit in it,ost discussions of poverty that lack of
education is a major restraint to a decent standard
of living. To the extent that poverty is a product
of poor education, it is not difficult to understand
why the rural South is poor. The same inference
obviously applies to the rural southern migrant to
the northern metropolis.

While southerners in general receive a poorer ed-
ucation- than individuals in the rest of the country.
it is no surprise that the situation for the southern
Negro is substantially worse. In large part this is
due to decades of systematic discrimination in the
provision of public education, the concentration of
Negroes in small towns and rural areas, and low
levels of income. Data on the fraction of persons
25 years and over who have completed. fewer than
5 years of school, by region of residence in 1960
and by race, are presented in table 11. Five years
of good schooling would appear to be close to the

TABLE 11.--Percent of persons 25 years and over
completing less than 5 years of school, by region
and race: 1960

Region White
Non-
white All

Uniied.States 6.7 23.5 8.3
Northeast 6.6 12.9 7.0
North Central . 4.8 14.0 5.4
West .... 4.8 1(3.0 5.6
South._ 10.0 31.8 14.0

Core. ...... 10.6 39.2 18.3
Appalachia... 11.6 29.3 14.2
Heterogeneous 8.5 2:1.1 10.6

Source:, US. Office of Education, Digest of Educational
Statistics, 1W Edition. Bul. 1965, No. 4. 1965. p. 129.

minimum level of educational preparation needed
to perform most tasks in an industrialized society.
There is every indication that 5 years of education
in a southern school, and particularly in a southern
Negro school, represents substantially less. The
most striking finding in table 11 is the large dif-
ference in the proportion of whites and nonwhites
with at least 5 years of formal education. In 1960,
24 percent of the Negroes and 7 percent of the whites
in the United States failed to meet this standard.
In the South, especially the Core South, the pro-
portions are still larger: 39 percent of the Negroes
and 11 percent of the whites. Outside of the South
the percentages of Negroes and whites-.With less

than 5 years of school are only about half as large.
If these data were by region of birth rather tint,-
region of _residence the discrepancies might be even
greater. At least there is no doubt that a large por-
tion of the poorly educated Negroes living in the
North and West received their few years of educa-
tion in the South.

Information about the quality of formal educa-
tion is neither plentiful nor systematic. However,
the fragmentary data indicate that the products of
southern schools, and particularly southern Negro
schools, are markedly inferior to those of the North.
The inadequacies of southern schools became
widely recognized during World War II as a result
of the nation's experience with the draft. Large-
scale screening under the Selective Service Act of
1940 provided substantial evidence of the low qual-
ity of southern schools. At the end of the war, the
Selective Service System analyzed a 20- percent
sample,of all men who had been rejected for mili-
tary service after their initial examinatien. A major
reason for rejection was failure to pass a standard=
ized intelligence test which led to a classification
of "mentally deficient." For the entire United States
approximately 4 percent of the registrants were re-
jected on this basis (6, p. 42). Rejection rates for
the Southern States, and particularly- for southern
Negroes, were much higher. The rejection rates for
reason of "mental deficiency" by region and sub-
region within the South are given in table 12. The
rejection rate for southern whites, 4.9 percent, was
somewhat higher than the national average and
almost twice the rejection rate of all whites. For
all Negroes the rejection rate was 15 percent and
for southern Negroes it was 18 percent. An even
more interesting pattern appears for the southern
subregions. Negro rejection rates within the South
are highest for the Core South. Rejection rates for
southern whites exhibit a somewhat different rela-
tionship, being lower for Core South whites than for
Appalachian whites. This is a pattern that will
reappear throughout this discussion of southern
education.

There is considerable evidence that the Core
South has provided a relatively high level of edu-
cation for its white population at the expense of its
Negro population. That is, it appears that the Core
South has more strongly discriminated against the
Negro in education and has provided a relatively
higher level of educational opportunities for its
white population than other parts of the South. 13y
comparison, the Appalachian South seems to have
providol_somewhat better educational opportunities
for its Negroes and poorer educational opportuni-
ties for its whites (as compared to whites in the
Core South). These differences in education avail-
able to Negroes and whites in the subregions of the
South are of particular importance given the marked
difference in their migration patterns. It appears
that the North obtains the worst of both worlds:
the most poorly prepared Negroes from the Core
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TABLE 12.-Selective Servict system rejections for "mental deficiency," by region and race

White Nonwhite

Region and State Examined Rejected
Rate per

1000
registrants

Examined
Rate per

Rejected - -1000
registrants

United States 15,652,000 391,300 25 2,138,816 :325,100 152
Rest of United States 10,615,509 143,600 14 517,048 26,2(10 51
South' 5,036,491 247,700 49 1,621,768 298,9110 184

Core
Mississippi 167,857 4,700 28 162,927 13,400 203
Alabama 295,745 13,900 47 147,196 31,500 214
Georgia. 309,756 12,700 41 148,058 30,500 206
South Carolina 193,022 8,300 43 12:3,105 :34,100 277
Louisiana 256,364 14,100 59 451,822 :37,500 2.7
Arkansas 242,373 14,300 59 75,000 15,900 212

Core total. 1,465,118 68,000 46 808,108 182,900 227
Appalachia

Tennessee 365,625 23,400 64 81,067 9,8(0 12tf
Kentucky 384,375 24,600 64 34,247 2,500 . 73
North Carolina 430,645 26,700 62 172,727 36,100 209
West Virginia 285,714 12,000 42 18,966 1,100 58
Virginia 340,678 20,100 59 114,045 20,300 178

Appalachia total 1,807,037 106,800 59 421,652 69,800 166
Heterogeneous

Maryland 264,706 4,500 17 61,654 8,200 133
Delaware :33,333 600 18 7,292 700 96
District of Columbia 75,000 300 4 36,207 2,100 58
Florida 228,571 4,800 21 110,811 16,400 148
Texas 852,381 53,700 63 152,830 16,200 106
Oklahoma 310,:345 9,000 29 '23,214 2,600 112

Heterogeneous total... 1,764,336 72,900 41 392,008 46,200 118

Source Ginsberg, Eli, and Douglas W. Bray, The Uneducated. New York; Columbia Univ. Press. 1953. PP. 42-53.

South and the most poorly prepared whites from
the Appalachian South.

The Office of Education Report, Equality of Edu-
cational -Opportunity, popularly referred to as the
Coleman Report, provides recent confirmation of
the inadequate state of southern education (3). It
presents- average achievement scores for Negro and
white students in the 1st, 3rd, -6th, 9th, and 12th
grades. By the 12th grade, Negro students in the

-metropolitan South had an average verbal ability
4.2 grades below white students in the metropolitan
Northeast. The verbal ability scores of Negroes in
the nonmetropolitan South was even worse; 5.2
grades behind. By comparison, southern whites did
much better. Those in the metropolitan South were
less than 1 year behind (0.9) and those in tin non-
metropolitan South, 1.5 years behind northeastern
whites. Unfortunately, the manner in which the test
scores are presented does not permit us to obtain
scores for our three southern subregions. This prob-
ably obscures important differences between the
educational performance of the southern Negroes
and whites in these subregions. Other information
suggests that the Core and Appalachian South
differ importantly in their expenditures on white
and Negro education and in the quality of schooling
provided these groups.

While the scores presented in the Coleman Report
indicate that both southern whites and Negroes test
somewhat below their counterparts in other parts
of the country, the most striking finding is the low

level of educational achievement of Negroes re-
gardless of region of residence. Twelfth grade
Negroes in the metropolitan Northeast and- Mid-
west average 3.3 grades in verbal ability behind
metropolitan northeastern whites. True, this is
nearly a grade better than the performnance of
Negroes in the metropolitan South and nearly two
grades better than Negroes in the nonmetropolitan
South, but it is hardly a record the metropolitan
North can he proud of.

In part, these low levels of Negro achievement in
the metropolitan North and 'West are due to many
of the samne factors that explain the low levels of
achievement of southern Negroes. Prominent rea-
sons include discrimnination in the provision of edu-
cation and low levels of motivation. However, the
low levels of achievement of northern Negroes are
also due indirectly to the decades of underinvest-
muent in southern Negro education and directly to
the fact that many Negroes currently enrolled in
northern schools obtained their early years of edu-
cation-in the South. This not only affects the migrant
child's achievement in the North but also disrupts
the operation of these already hard-pressed schools
which now are faced with the additional task of
compensating for the early years of education in
inferior southern schools.

These low achievement levels of both whites and
Negroes educated in the South, and particularly of
Negroes educated in the Core South, are not diffi-
cult to understand when the educational expendi-



tures by Southern States are compared to those of
other parts of the country. Data on average current
expenditures per vipil (based on average daily
attendance) in dollars and_as a percentage of the
U.S. average by region for the years 1964-65, 1955-
56. 1945-46. and 1929-30 are presented in table 13
(21, pp. 8-9; 22, pp. 64-65). For the entire South,
the level increased from 64 percent of the U.S. aver-
age in 1929-30 to -78 percent in 1955-56; in 1965-66
it-amounted to 76 percent. Per pupil expenditures in
the Core South are consistently below this level for
the entire period, being only 44 percent of the U.S.
average in 1929-30 and 65 percent of the U.S. aver-
age In 1964-65. Dismal as these statistics may be,
the actual situation may be even more unfavorable
for the South. These figures are based on average
daily attendance. and ratios of average enrollment
to average attendance are higher in the. South.
Moreover, dropout-rates are higher in the South
than in other parts-of the country, so that a smaller
percentage of the school age population-is attending
sehdol at any one time.

Similarly, there are possible sources of bias in
the-opposite direction. Per pupil expenditures for
current outlays may exaggerate the difference- be-
tween the quality of schools in the North and the
South because of differences in the cost of inputs.
It may be possible to produce a given quality of
educational opportunity in the South leis expen-
sively than in the North. It is clearly the case that
teachers' salaries, the largest component of current
expenditures, are considerably higher in the North.9
While differences in teachers' salaries may explain
much of the differentials in per capita expenditures

For example, the average annual salary of instruetional
staff in full-time public elementary schools in 1961-62 was
$6,770 in Connecticut, $6.941 in New York, and $6.300 in
Illinois. By comparison, they were only $3.685 in Arkaa,
19.837 in Mississippi. and $3,865 in South Carolina. Instruc-
tional staff in these comparisons includes supervisors, prin-
cipals, classroom teachers, and other instructional staff (21,
p. 38)

in a numerical sense, they do not at all invalidate
the comparison. There is considerable evidence that
teachers in southern schools have poorer education
and fewer years of education than teachers in north-
ern schools.

As serious as these large discrepancies in the level
of per pupil expenditures may appear, they are only
one facet of the southern educational system rele-
vant to the metropolitan North. There is substantial
evidence that the investment in the education of
migrants from the South may be well below the
average level for the entire South. As is discussed
above, migration from the South to the North is
highly selective. Southerners migrating to the North
ake_likely to be Negro and are drawn disproportion-
ately from States where the overall level of per
pupil expenditures tends to be low. The overrepre-
sentation of southern Negroes in the migration
streams to the metropolitan North is of particular
significance since there is abundant evidence Of
systematic discrimination ,against Negroes in the
provision of public education in the South. While
practices in this respect may have improved in re-
cent years, it still appears that less is spent on the
southern Negro,: lio consequently receives an ex-
tremely poor edtieation.

Prior to 1954 when school segregation was ruled
unconstitutional by the Supreme Court, 17 States
and the District of -Columbia maintained separate
school systems for Negro and white children. Thus,
it is possible to obtain fairly. systematic and rea-
sonably accurate information on per pupil expendi-
tures for Negro and white school children before
,1954. Data on per pupil expenditures for whites and
Negroes in a number of the Southern States
crating segregated school systems are given in table
14. The statistics for 1953-54 are for total expendi-
tures for instruction per pupil in average daily
attendance, while those for all other years are cur-
rent expenditures (including administration, main-
tenance, etc.). In all years the data indicate that
Southern States (with the single exception of Okla-

TABLE 13.-Current expenditures per pupil in average daily attendance in public elementary and secondary
schools, and ratio of U.S. average, by regions'

Expenditures per pupil Percent of U.S. average

Region 1964-65 1955-56 1945-46 1929-30 1964-65 1955-56 1945-46 1929-30

United States $484 $294 $146 $87 100.0 100.0 RAO 100.0
Northeast 539 122 161 101 111.4 109.5 118.4 116.1
North Central 481 101 148 96 99.4 103.4 108.8 110.3
West 508 318 156 106 105.0 108.2 114.7 121.8
South 169 230 97 56 76.2 78.2 71.3 64.4

Core 316 195 70 38 65.3 66.3 51.5 4:3.7
Appalachia 131 191 88 50 68.4 85.0 64.7 57.5
Heterogeneous.... 452 297 1:31 80 93.4 101.0 96.3 92.0

Sources; US. Office of Education, Statistical Summary of
Rflocoliou: 1955-56 (U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington. D.C.. 1959), p. 110; Idem., Digest of Educa-
tional 81gli$liol, 1665 Edition, p. 66.

' Per pupil expenditures for regions are simple unweighted
averages of State per pupil expenditures.
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homaj spent significantly less per pupil on Negro
students. The high figures for Oklahoma reflect the
fact that with only 36,000 Negro pupils in 1953-54
a segregated system of education was expensive. It
is perhaps not surprising that Mississippi, Arkansas,
Georgia, and Alabama seem to be the most deficient
in their efforts to educate their Negro populations.
On the positive side, the narrowing of the difference
between white and Negro per pupil expenditures
between 1945-46 and 1951-52 suggests some at-
tempt to improve the level of educational oppor-
tunity available to southern Negroes. The smaller
differentials in the 1953-54 figures for instructional
purposes may indicate that much of the noninstrue-
tiimal expenses of the Negro schools were included
in the expenses of the white system. Alternatively,
the Negro system may just not have gotten these
services. In any case, the apparent improvement
should be viewed with some caution, since increased
Federal pressure over the period may have caused
southern school officials to be less candid at the
later date:

In part, the differences in per pupil expenditures
for Negro and white schools may reflect differences
in-the degree of urbanization of- the two popula-
tions. Per pupil expenditures are generally higher
in more urbanized areas.'° But the differential de-
gree of urbanization of Negroes and whites can

"For example, 1955-56 .survey for 38 States indicated
that foi the entire United States per pupil expenditures in
rmal counties were 8237 per pupil in average daily attend-
ance as compared to $305 for cities of 2.5.000 to 99.999 popu-
lation and $333 for cities of over 100.000 population Rand
counties in the South spend an average of S174 per pupil
as compared to $203 for the smaller cities and-8222 for the
larger (23. p. 65).

explain only a part of the expenditure gap. More
importantly, it explains very little of the even
larger difference that existed before World War II.

One of the most comprehensive studies of Negro
education before World War II was prepared under
the direction of Thomas Jesse Jones for the U.S.
Bureau of Education (16) . The report. Negro Edu-
cation, published in 1917, provides _a survey of
Negro education dur;ng the period immediately pre-
ceding World War I. Estimates of public expendi-
tures per capita for Negroes and whites were ob-
tained by dividing total salaries for teachers in
Negro and white schools by the number of Negro-
and white children 6 to 14 years of age. As smaller
proportions of Negro children were in school, this
exaggerates the discrepancy between the white and
Negro per pupil expenditures for those students
actually in school." On this basis they found per
capita expenditures in the Southern States to be
$10.32 for each -white child and $2.89 for each Negro
child. Moreover, they determined that expenditures
per school age child differed widely among Southern
States. Using the Southern subregions defined above,
the per child expenditures in the Core South were
$1-.98 for Negroes and $11.97 for whites. Comparable
statistics for the Appalachian South were $3.50 for

" It would have been valuable to have per capita expendi-
tures based on attendance or enrollment. However, the
authors report that attendance and enrollment statistics
were neither uniform nor accurate enough to provide con-
sistent estimates and suggest that a per capita figure= based
on enrollment is not as significant as one based on school
age population .ars,a measure of finaneial interest in the
schools. because enrollment is to a considerable extent
dependent on the appropriations. made.

TAKE 14.Current expenditures per pupil in average daily attendance for white and Negro public
elementary schools

State

1945-46

White

1947-48 1949-50 1951-52 1953 -54'

Negro White Negro White Negro White Negro White Negro

Alabama .... . $85 $38 $123 $75 $130 $93 $172 $108 $112 $105
Arkansas 74 35 10:3 60 124 73 1:38 77 09 72
Delaware 158 125

.176Florida 135 62 1 i i 11:3 196 137 2:21 160 191

Georgia.. 83 :31 127 59 145 80 IOU 115
Kentucky 90 98
Louisiana.... ......... 136 44 165 122
Maryland.
Mississippi .

130
75

I 11
15

201
115

165
24

217
123

199
3:3

254
147

201
32 98 4:3

Missouri... .. 138 133
North Carolina 86 70 114 96 148 123 186 150 132 125

Oklahoma..... III 118 14:3 168 .. . 162 166
South Carolina 100 40 146 68 155 80 196 98
Tennessee 80 56
Texas .. .... . ... .. ... . 123 91
Virginia 96 77
West Virginia. 101 III

.345District of Coltunbia 190 140 290 221 261 240 187

Source:. U.S. Department of Health. Edt:,ation. and Wel-
fare. Biennial Survey of Education in flu ( ruled Molex,
1345-46. 1947-48., 11)40 -50, 1951-62. 1353 54. at.w.er
Statistical Summary of Education.
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Negroes and $7.81 for whites; those for the Hetero-
geneous South were $6.18 for Negroes and $11.73
for whites.

Though there was considerable difference among
the States and subregions of the South in the level
Of school expenditures for whites and Negroes, the
divergence among counties according to their pro-
portion of Negro school age population was even
larger (appendix, table 221. The inequality in-
creases as the proportion of Negroes in the county
population increases and is greatest in those
Counties with the highest proportion of Negroes.
The expenditures per capita are roughly the same
In counties with lessthan 10-percent Negro popula-
tion, $7.96 per capita for Negroes and $7.23 per
capita for whites. They are most dissimilar in
counties with over 75 percent Negroes, $22.22 per
capita for whites and $1.78 per capita for Negroes.

These results, surprising even for the early period-
under discussion, are attributable to the then prey-
alent method of allocating State education funds
among counties. These funds were assigned to the
counties on the basis of total population without
regard to race. Thus, a large Negro population was
as much of an asset to a county school system as a
large white population. Funds were then divided
between the races by the county board of education
and supplemented by local taxes voted by the
county. Accordingly, appropriations for Negro
schools were almost entirely dependent on the local
sentiment, of the white school Ooard. In the counties
with populations-less than 2,5 percent Negro, tlie
comparatively high per capita figures for Negro
children are due to the high cost of maintaining
schools for a scattered population:"--

Causes of Underinvestment in Education

The determinants of the level of educational ex-
penditure by State and local government are many
and complexly interrelated. They included the com-
munity mores and attitudes toward education, the
proportion of children attending private and paro-
chial schools, the ratio of school-age children to the
economically active population, the degree of urban-
ization, and the cost of providing a given quality
of education. Yet there can be no doubt that the
most important explanation of the low level of ex-
penditure by Southern States is the level of per
capita income.

"While current statistics do not allow such honest inter-
pretations, there can be little doubt that this type of mecha-
nism for the allocation of educational funds was operative
at least until 1954 and most likely well into the present
decade. Higher per capita figures for the border States are
partly due to the wider distribution of Negroes and the
consequent necessity of providing a much larger number
of schools with but a few pupils. It is also partly explained
by the fact that the border States had a higher number of
high schools for Negro pupils. There is a striking parallelism
between the Negro right to vote in these,border States and
the better school facilities provided.

When average current expenditures per pupil in
average daily attendance for all 50 States are
plotted against State per capita income, they dearly
indicate a strong positive relationship between per
capita income and per pupil current expenditures
for education. Low levels of educational expendi-
tures appear to be both a cause and an effect of low
income. With relatively few exceptions, the States
of the Core and Appalachian Smith spend less on
education per pupil and have the lowest incomes.
For example, in 1965 Mississippi spent the smallest
amount per student ($317) and had the km est per
capita income ($1,566). South Carolina. Alabama.
and Arkansas did not exceed Mississippi's per pupil
expenditure rate by much, and all had per capita
income below $2,000 per year. In the Core South
only Louisiana had a level of per pupil expenditures
above $450 per year. These problems are com-
pounded by the'fact that the South has a relatively
large school age population in terms of its economi-
cally active population.

If the educational effort of the South is compared
to its per capita income levels, its performance is
much more credible. For the United States as a
whole, direct expenditures of State and local govern-
ments for education amounted to 5.2 percent of per
capita income (21; p. 137)-; All 6 Core States, all 5
Appalachian States, and all Heterogeneous States
except Delaware and Maryland exceeded this per
centage, Unweighted- averages of State and local
education --c,)enditures were 5.7 percent of the per
capita incomes of the 6 Core South-States, 5.6 per-
cent of those of the Appalachian Smith, and 5.2
percent of those of the Heterogeneous South. Un-
fortunately, this effort by Southern States buys
fewer educational inputs as a result of their low
level:. of per capita income. Average per capita ex-
penditures for education by State and local 'govern-
ments were $127 for the entire United States. By
comparison, those for the Core South were $93, for
the Appalachian South,.$108, and for the Hetero-
geneous South, $127 per capita. North Carolina
made the greatest effort of any of the Southern
States in 1963 by spending fully 7.3 percent of its
per capita income on education, a level of effort
exceeded by only 4 of the 50 States. However, 14
States exceeded North Carolina's per capita ex-
penditures on education of $149 per year because
of their higher I,,vels of per capita incomes.

The Shed

The discussion presented up to this point is
aimed at identifying the narrow self-interest of
northern metropolitan areas. The necessity for
action along any possible lineseducation, eco-
nomic development, or supplemental income for
impoverished familiesmust finally hinge on the
expectation that the trends outlined above will con-
tinue into the future. The central question becomes
whether or not the rural sotithern population, white
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and Negro, will produce a high excess population
in the future. The answer would appear to be yes.

Table 15 gives the number of male entrants into
the rural labor force by race and region for the
1960's, based on the assumption of no net migration.
Two figures of particular interest here are the large
number of Negro entrants in the Core South, 331,-
000, and the even larger number of white entrants
in the ApPalachian South, 807,500. The figures_ for
the total South have not changed much from the
1950-60 period, despite the high level of outinigra-
tion experienced by rural areas during that period.
One reason for this is the high birth rates of south-
ern rural areas.13

A per4)ective on the entrants into'the rural labor
force of the 1970'S can be made by comparing the
rural population under10 years old in 1960 with the
same group in 1950. There were 689,000 -rural
southern Negro males in 1960 as comfiared to 740,-
000 in 1950. Thus, there has been only a slight de-
crease in the cohort group that- Will be responsible
for the bulk of Negro migration. in -the 1970's. Simi-
larly, there were 2.0- million white southern males
under 10 in 1960 as compared to 2.2 million in 1950.

While no figures are available on rural outmigra-
tion in the 1960's some total figures for the South

-are available. Most striking Is the rate of Negro
net-migration. Between 1960 and 1966, 600,000 non -
whites (net) left the South, at an average rate of

-0.9 percent per annum.'' This annual rate is
roughly two-thirds of the average migration rate-of
the 1950's. If, as in that decade, metropolitan- areas

"Thus, in 1950 (the last year in which an entrant to the
1960-70 labor force could be born) rural Appalachian States
had uniformly higher white birth rates than the rest of the
country, while Core States had Negro birth rates above the
national Negro rate and fur above national white rates. In
1965, birth rates were still among the highest in the country.
Acco..ding to the Public Health Service (24) the national
white birthrate for 1950 was 22.7 births per 1,000 population.
The rural white birth rate for Appalachian States varied
between 21.7 for North Carolina (the only State below the
national rate) and 25.4 for Kentucky. The rural Negro birth
rate for Core South States varied from the 30.3 of Arkansas
to the 38.4 of Mississippi.

"See (17). These figures are based on data from the
Current Population Survey, and can he considered only
rough estimates.

of the South had some small net immigration of
Negroes (a likely assumption for the 1960's), the
conclusion follows that at least 600,000 Negroes left
the nonmetropolitan areas of the South. The native
white population showed a net outmigration in the
period of about 100,000. This figure, however, is not
highly informative since many whites moved into
the South and the metropolitan-nonmetropolitan
distribution cannot be so easily hypothesized.

Given that the above figures are only crude esti-
mates of the trends in rural outmigration from the
South, they still serve to emphasize that no sudden
change in the ektent of that movement is imminent.
This is especially true for the Negro population.
The origins of the-current problem can be seen by

_combining the predicted number of entrants for the
1960's with the Department of Agriculture's replace-
ment ratios which measure the number of entrants
to the rural labor force per 100 departures through
death or retirement, assuming no net Migration (1).
The ratio for southern rural Negroes moved up from

MO for the 1950's to 250 for the 1960's. This meant
that 60 percent of the potential rural Negro entrants
would not find jobs unless the number of rural jobs
expanded or these individuals migrated out of rural
areas. In actual numbers, this estimate would imply
that 343,000 rural male Negroes would not find
jobs in the 1960's as compared to 335,000 in the
1950's.15 considering that the pace of technological
change in agriculture has been continually ac-
celerating in the Core South, there_ is little _doubt
that these estimates form a lower bound. Moreover,
this discussion does not take into account any pull
effects of metropolitan areas, but only relates to
rural surplus. The situation for white males is only
slightly better. The potential white surplus went
from 872,000 to 854,000 between the 1950's and
1960's.

The general conclusions are clear: (1) Migration
in the 1960's is of the same order as that of the
1950's. (2) There can be no significant decline in

"These figures are based on multiplying the number of
entrants by the fraction of sunilus labor implied by the
replacement ratio.

TABLE 15.Entrants to the male rural labor force
[In thousands]

1950-60 1960-70

Area Negro White Negro White

South 593 1,820 571.4 1,837.6
Core South NA NA 331.2 571.2
Appalachian NA NA 159.6 807.5
Heterogeneous NA NA 80.5 458.8

Source: Bowles, Gladys K., Calvin L. Beale, and Benjamin S. Bradshaw, Potential Supply and Replacement of Rural
Males of Labor Force Age, 1066-70, U.S. Department of Agriculture. Economic Research Service, 1966.

NA = not available.
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the absolute number of potential outmigrants from
the rural South until the 1980's.

Conclusions and Policy Implications

We might do well here to retrace the somewhat
complicated and often indirect path that has been
followed in this paper. Our basic argument is that
the -metropolitan North has a major stake in the
future of the rural southern population. The rural
South is impoverished, a condition that alone might
well justify concern, but we contend that there is
an even stronger reason for a commitment on the
part of the rest of the country. The fortunes of the
metropolitan North are closely linked to those of
the rural-South through migration. (Again it is well
-to emphasize our generic use of the-term North,
since many of the potential migrants will Move to
western metropolitan areas). The NL:th's biggeSt
cities attract large numbers of rural Negroes from
the -Core South. &miler northern areas draw dis-
proportionately large numbers of Appalachian
whites. Ironically, it is these groups that are rela-
tively the worst prepared for coping with the com-
plexities of the industrial, metropolitan North. The
educational achievement of each is inferior to the
majority of the southern population from which
they come. Negroes of the Core South-are especially
disadvantaged in_this respect. In analyzing the dis-
tribution of -poverty in the north-central-region of
the_ country, we found that, a substantial fraction
of the metropolitan North's pocr were born and
educated in the South. This result applies to both
north-central Negroes and whites. Finally, we have
found no evidence to support the widely held view
that rum! zouthern migration to the North will
soon abate. The base populations are just too large.

In reviewing the above analysis, we are struck
by the contrast between the implications of migra-
tion from the rural South and the traditional view
of _mobility in the United States. The actual migra-
tion portends severe strain both on the metropoli-
tan centers of the country and the individual
migrants involved; the tradition evokes a vision of
the workings of a free marketplace leading in the
long run to an efficient distribution of economic
activity. The former is bolstered by the increasing
difficulties of the rural migrant and especially the
tensions of the Negro ghetto; the latter is based on
America's experience with both foreign immi ,ration
and the westward expansion. Resolution of these
discrepancies can be made only by taking into ac-
count the changing characteristics of the metropoli-
tan enyironment. Today's uneducated and unskilled
must accept a relative position vastly inferior to
that which they held earlier in the century. The
long run may well have become too long, for it now
implies several more generations of ill-equipped
rural-urban migrants, continued underinvestment
in education, and heavy burdens on the social insti-

tutions necessary to control and ameliorate these
mistakes.

The need for public action follows directly from
these propositions. What form this action -'mould
take is not so easily determined. We have identified
two primary groups of interest in the rural South:
the Negroes of the Core South who contribute so
heavily to the problems of the metropolitan North
and particularly its largest cities, and the whites of
the Appalachian South who affect the medium-
sized cities throughout the country. While many
programs might be tailored to deal with problems
faced by the migrant, these must perforce take the
form of correcting mistakes made in the past with
all the difficulties involved in such a venture. There-
fore, a strong argument can be made for programs
aimed at-the two populations in question, not after-
they have arrived in the metropolis, but while they
are still in the rural South.

In this-light, the first and most obvious recom
mendation that can be made is to-strengthen deci-
sively the education received by southern rural
children, -white and Negro. The discussion on south--
ern education both-identifies this-problem and sug-
gests the magnitude of the task. Clearly, the diffi-
culties in attracting talented teachers to depietsed
rural areas -are substantial, -but not necessarily_
greater than the similar problem of attracting these
teachers, social workers, and policemen to the urban_
ghetto. Some emphusis on the former now could
easily replace a great deal more effort on the latter
at some future time. Education is particularly im-
portant for the rural Negro who needs all the aid
he can obtain to work -against the edge of discrimi-
nation. While it may be ironic that the Core South,
the source of the major Negro migration, does a
poorer job of educating Negroes than the Appa-
lachian South, and the latter does a poorer job of
educating whites than the Core South,these facts
tend to simplify the choice of first targets among
rural areas. The implied distribution of funds is
justified by the fact that areas of high outinigration
are (perhaps understandably) more reluctant than
other areas to maintain and expand their educa-
tional systems." At the same time there can be no
compromise with the southern tradition of "nonedu-
cation" for its Negro population. It is important to
recognize that just those States which uphold this
tradition the strongest are exporting the greatest
number of Negro migrants. In some real sense it is
the southern establishment that has no right to
interfere in the North's business and not vice versa.

A second policy that receives support from these
conclusions is a= renewed effort to equalize employ-
ment opportunities for Negroes in the South as
part of an overall national program. In particular
this would seem to be an important consideration in

'4 Weisbrod (26) presents an interesting discussion of this
point, including a quantitative analysis of the impact of out-
migration on school expenditures. He finds a high negative
correlation between these two variables.
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the Core South, an area where pins made in the
past have been almost exclusively white. Even a
redistribution of poverty between whites and
Negroes might be atiet gain in light of the cumu-
lative nature of inetropolitan ghetto poverty as
compared to less cobstiicting white poverty. How-
ever, it seems more reasonable to include such an
objective in a wider program to increase southern
nonagricultural employment and incomes. Indeed
the politics and economics of the South may make
equal opportunity feasible only when coupled to a
substantial expansion of the economy.

The question has now been transformed into
determining the most efficient_ (in both a human and
economic sense) place for economic expansion. The
major alternatives include rural industrialization
in the South, metropolitan expansion in the South,
and migrant-oriented job creation in the Noh. We
admit to a bias, based on previous research, that
rules against efforts of expandilig employment op-
portunities of southern migrants in the metropolitan
North; at least to the exclusion of even larger
efforts in the South (9, pp. 4-8). It takes little
specialited knowledge to identify- as the major
problem facing the large metropolitan areas of the
North the task of assimilating their Negro popu-
lation. Conditions have reached crisis proportions
in many cities and increases in the populations of,
northern ghettos could prove disastrous. In fact, a
major reason for aggressively expanding employ-
ment opportunities in the-South is to permit a =much
larger attack on the problems of discrimination and
poverty in the ghettos of the metropolitan North.
Without a simultaneous effort to dramatically ex-
pand employment opportunities for disadvantaged_
southerners, efforts to alleviate _poverty in the
ghettos of the metropolitan North could prove
counterproductive. A delicate equilibrium obviously
exists between the poverty areas of the North and
the South. Unless efforts to improve conditions in
the metropolitan North are accompanied by efforts
to expand opportunity in the South, the final con-
sequences of programs aimed at employing the
migrant in-the metropolitan North may be to ae-
celefate already uncomfortably large flows of ill-
prepared Southern migrants. Consequently, the
levels of unemployment, poverty, and distress
might remain unchanged while the monumental
problems of assimilation increase.

In analyzing the remaining alternatives, rural in-
dustrialization and metropolitan expansion in the
South, it is important to consider the historic de-
velopment of southern manufacturing and other
nonagricultural industries. The experience of in-
dustralization in the South has generally differed
from the northern pattern of concentration in large
metropoli. in areas. From the first "bring the mills
to the fields" movement of Reconstruction, the
rural areas and small towns of the South have ac-
counted for substantial proportions of southern
nuanufaeturing activity. Standard Metropolitan
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Statistical Areas contain the majority of mantifac-
turing employment in only one State of the Core
South. Louisiana. and two of the Appalachian
South. Kentucky andWest Virginia. By contrast.
all of the Heterogeneous States have a majority of
their manufacturing employment in metropolitan
areas. The implications of this dispersion,of indus-
try are of fundamental importance to the southern
economy. In an extensive analysis of wage differen-
tials in the United States, Fuchs found that quality
adjusted wages for rural areas and small towns are
significantly lower than for the entire South (5).
It is to he expected tnat these low wages and the
vast remaining pools of unskilled workers will con-
tinue to attract large numbers of firms using dis-
proportionate amounts of low cost, low skilled
labor. The benefits to the South of this continued
development should not be minimized. These low-
age industries.can serve both as a training ground

for rural labor and as a substantial source of in-
come.

At the same tithe the rapid expansion of southern
metropolitan areas suggests a second form of south-
ern economic development. The metropolitan South
has been one of the most rapidly growing payts of
the country. All U.S. metropolitan areas grew by
55 percent between 1940 and 1960. as compared to
a growth in population of the entire United States
of only 35 percent (18). By comparison, southern
metropolitan areas grew by 84 percent between
1940 and 1960_(35 percent between 1940 and 1950
and 36 percent between 1950 and 1960). Only the
expanding metropolitan areas of the Western United
States grew at more rapid rates (48 percent between
1950 and 1960). Moreover, Fuch's data suggest that
the expansion of employment in southern metro-
politan areas is not greatly attributable to low
wages, even though quality adjusted wage levels in
southern metropolitan areas remain slightly lower
than those of the North (5, p. 19).

This rapid growth of employment in southern
metropolitan areas, like that of the metropolitan
North, must he due to factors which increase the
productivity of- at least some firms at these loca-
tions and allow them to pay higher wages. These
factors include economies of scale, agglomeration
economies, and the access of a large local market.

Thus, to a significant degree southern growth
potential may be tied to the development of metro-
politan areas. From the viewpoint of the rural
South, growth in these cities is no less desirable
than rural growth. Expansion of economic oppor-
tunities, no matter where it occurs in the South.
must of necessity be beneficial to the rural popu-
lation. The basic remedy is one of taking up the
slack in a surplus population; the exact point at
which tension is applied is no crucial. If such ten-
sion is more efficiently created in metropolitan
areas, this course of action should be accepted.

Our discussion thus becomes one of general
southern development and the need to bring that



region more in line with national levels of per capita
income. This is the basic solution to the problems
produced by rural southern outmigration. In par-
ticular, it is important to guarantee that an expan-
sion of the southern economy be shared by the
rural, especially the rural Negro, population. To a
certain extent this process may be automatic. Gen-
eral prosperity and the resulting tightness of labor
markets are perhaps the strongest forces for the
integration of the Negro into the southern economy.
Some evidence of this pattern is visible already in
certain parts of the South. Osburn concluded from
a study of Negro employment in the Carolina tex-
tile industry that the Negro labor force has made
substantial gains since 1960 and that these gains are
doe to the abandonment of that industry's "exclu-
sionary hiring practices as whites were attracted to
higher paying industries and its need for labor
grew." While the Negro is often hired for dead end
jobs, "under tight labor market conditions. em-
ployers have more incentive to-hire and train Negro
job applicants and to upgrade Negro employees"
(12) .

Clearly the gains of general prosperity for poor
rural Negroes and whites will be magnified to the
extent that educational programs prepare them for
these increased and improved opportunities. The
gains to Negroes from stronger measures aimed
against discrimination arc even more obvious. En
foreement of equal opportunity laws for govern-
ment contractors and subcontractors in the South is
already increasing the openings for Negroes in
southern industry and these efforts should be
Stepped up. Broader legislation is also desirable.
The task of obtaining and enforcing such measures
is substantially eased by a clinuite of general im-
provement. Economic expansion and the enforce-
ment of equal opportunity are highly comple-
mentary.

An important perspective that derives from this
discussion is the need to approach the obviously
serious prohlems of southern rural areas as parts of
a -larger regional and national system. This-is dis-
tinctly different from the current approach to de-
pressed areas, which concentrates only on the worst
or most distressed areas." A more neutral policy
aimed at general southern development is required.
Thus, with respect to capital subsidies to industry,
the best approach might be to allow the entrepre-
neur to locate anywhere he chooses within the
South rather than attempt to bribe him into what
may well he an inefficient location in a severely
distressed rural area. The important point is that
economic development in a city or metropolitan
area 50 or even 200 miles away can be both ad-
vantageous to the rural poor and consistent with

For example, the enabling legislature of the Economic
Development Administration of the Department of Com-
merce limits its development to distressNI areas. The ageney
has administratively decided, moreover, that the worst
counties must he taken first (14).

national economic trends. The goal is not so much
to keep the rural southerner rural as to provide him
with an opportunity to earn a decent income in a
decent environment. Where the rural South and
metropolitan North have failed at this task. the
metropolitan South may well he able to succeed.

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)
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Appendix

TABLE 16.-Number of families with incomes below $3,000 and unrelated individuals with incomes below
$1,500, by residence and race: 1960

Residence

South Rest of U.S. Entire U.S.

White
Non-,
white

Non-
White white

Non-
White white Total

Families:
Urban 1,230 764 2,720 513 3,950 1,277 5,227
Rural farm 606 22:3 729 11 1,335 234 1,569
Rural nonfarm 1,176 470 1,15:3 53 2,329 524 2,853

Total families 3,013 1,458 4,602 577 7,615 2,035 9,650

Unrelated individuals 1,456 559 3,892 416 5,347 976 6,323

Source: US. Bureau of the Census. US. Census of Population: 1960. Vol. I, Characteristics of the Population. Part I,
UnitedStates Summary. 1964.

TABLE 17.--Families with incomes below $3,000 and unrelated individuals with incomes below $1,500 as a
percent of all poor families and unrelated individuals, by race and residence: 1960

South Rest of U.S. Entire U.S.

Residence
White

Non-
white White

Non-
white White

Non-
white Total

Families:
Urban 12.7 7.9 28.2 5.3 40.9 13.2 54.1
Rural farm 6.3 2.3 7.6 0.1 13.8 2.4 16.2
Rural nonfarm 12.2 4.9 11.9 0.5 24.1 5.4 29.5

Total 31.2 15.1 47.7 - 6.0 78.9 21.1 100.0

Unrelated individuals 23.0 8.8 61.5 6.6 84.6 15.4 100.0

Source: US. Bureau of the Census. US. Census of Population: 1960. Vol. I, Characteristics of the Population. Part I,
United States Summary. 1964.

TABLE 18.-Families and unrelated individuals by residence and race as a percent of all U.S. families and
unrelated individuals: 1960

Residence

South Rest of U.S. Entire U.S.

White
Non-
white

Non-
White white

Non-
White white Total

Families:
Urban 14.8 3.2 48.9 4.0 63.6 7.2 70.8
Rural farm 2.6 0.6 4.2 0 6.8 0.6 7.4
Rural nonfarm 7.5 1.4 12.7 0.3 20.2 1.7 21.9

Total 24.9 5.2 65.8 4.3 90.5 9.5 100.0

Unrelated individuals 21.1 6.2 65.6 7.1 86.7 13.3 100.0

Source: US. Bureau of the Census. US. Census of Population: 1960. Vol. I, Characteristics of the Population. Part I,
United States Summary. 1964.
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Explanatory Note: Tables 19, 20. 21.

These tables give the percentage of outmigrants from each of the three census b egt ons in the South who now live
in various regions of the country.

The regions ale selectively broken down so as to indicate the differential migiation of whites and Negoes- to cities of
various sizes. Moreover, a cumulative percentage is given to emphasize the magnitude of these differences.

TABLE 19.-Percentage distribution of migrants from the South Atlantic division

White Negro

Present location Distribution Cutnulat ive Distribution Cumulative

Northeast cities greater than I million 1:3.5 ... . 58.3 .. .
East North Central cities greater than I million 9.3 22.8 14.4 72.7
Northeast and East North Central, 250,000 to I million 11.0 :33.8 9.6 82.3
Remainder-Northeast -1- East North Central "49.0 52.8 -.7.7 90.0
West North Central + Mountain 8.2 61.0 1.2 91.2
Pacific cities greater than I million 8.9 69.9 2.6 9:3.8

Remainder Pacific -'6.0 76.3 -4.0 94.8
East South 'Cent ral -1- West South Central eities,greater

than 250,000.. 9.3 85.6 2.7 97.5
Remainder East South Central 3- West South Central 14.4 100.0 2.5 100.0

TABLE 20.-Percentage distribution of migrants from the East South Central division

White Negro

Present location Distribution Cumulative Distribution Cumulative

East North Central cities greater than 1 million 1:3.4 .. . 40.6 .

Northeast cities greater than I million 2.2 15.6 7.8 48.4
West North Central cities greater than I million. 1.9 17.5 6.8 55.2
East North Central cities 250,000 to I million 7.2 24.7 8.4 6:3.6

Northeast + West North Central-cities 250,000 to I million 1.0 25.7 1.6 65.2
Remainder East North Central --17.4 4:3.1 -'8.9 74.1

Remainder Northeast + West North Central. -':3.0 46.1 ,--0.9 75.0
Mountain :3.1 49.2 0.8 75.8
Pacific cities greater than 1 million 5.5 54.7 5.9 81.7

Remainder Pacific 4.2 58.9 1.4 83.I
West South Central cities greater than 250,000 6.2 65.1 2.8 85.9
Remainder West South Central . 9.6 74.7 5.0 90.9
South Atlantic cities greater than I million.. . ..... ... :3.9 78.6 1.4 92.3
South Atlantic cities 250,000 to I million. ... 6.7 85.:3 2.1 94.4

Remainder South Atlantic -.14.7 100 --5.7 100

TABLE 21.-Percentage distribution of lifetime migrants from the West ,South Central division

White Negro

Present location Distribution Cumulative Distribution Cumulative

Pacific citiesjgreater than 1 million.. . . . .. 20.6 .... :36.3

East North Central cities greater than I million . 4.0 24.6 19.1 55.4

West North Central cities greater than I million. :3.7 28.3 8.1 63.5

Pacific cities 250,000 to I million 9.8 :37.1 5.4 68.9

Remainder Pacific 13.0 50.1 :3.4 72.:3

East North Central -1- West North Central cities 250,000
to 1 million 3.6 5:3.7 4.9 77.2

Remainder East North Central -1- West North Central.... .. -.12.7 66.4 -.4.4 82.6

Northeast, 4.1 70.5 4.4 87.0

Mountain 15.4 85.9 6.2 93.2

Eat South Central 6.3 92.2 4.0 97.2

South Atlantic cities greater than 250,000 :3.9 96.1 1.5 98.7

Remainder South Atlantic 3.9 100 1.2 100
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'rum: 22.-Per capita white and Negro expenditures for teachers' salaries in South(n States. by eountjj
groups: 1911-12

County groups, percentage of
Negroes in the population

Entire South'

1hite Negro

Core South

Negro

Hest of South

White Negro1hite

Counties under I 0% . $7.96 $7.23 $6.98 83.48 $8.16 $8.07
Counties 10 to 25% .. 9.55 5.33 7.24 2.63 10.11 6.33
Counties 25 to 50% 11.11 3.19 11.60 2.13 10.63 3.90
Comities 50 to 75% . 12.53 1.77 12.88 165 11.48 2.20
Comities 75 to 100% . 29.99 1.78 22.63 1.73 17.39 2.25

All. 10.06 2.89 10.87 1.96 9.62 4.31

Solure: I'S. Department of interim. Bureau of Education, .V qo, Educfsilfm. Vol. II. Bulletin. 1916. No. 39. Wash -
ington, D.C.: 1-.S. (ovenintent Printing Wive. 1017, pp. 11, 27. 335. 471.

' 1.055 counties when. per capita expenditines by lace were available.
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Chapter 18

Health Needs and Services of the Rural Poor
MILTON I. ROEMER, professor of public health, University of California at Los Angeles

Introduction

The relationship between health and social well-
being is reciprocal. It has long been known that
poverty causes disease, insofar as the conditions of
diet, housing, occupation, and behavior associated
with poverty contribute to the genesis of illness,
disability and, eventually, death. Rates of death
and morbidity have long been highest among the
lowest income groups OW The "causative" impacts
of poverty on health involve both those factors in-
fluencing the biologieal occurrence of disease (e.g.,
spread and implantation of the tubercle bacillus)
and other factors influencing the procurement of
health servieespreventive and curative.

On the other hand, disease has long been known
to be a cause of poverty. A physically disabled per-
son is unable to work and earn a living. On a
broader scale, populations decimated with malaria
or intestinal parasites show lower economic produc-
tivity than healthy populations (2). Chronic illness
and its treatment may also sap the financial re-
sources of a family, obstructing the education of
its children or blighting its development in other
spheres.

This reciprocal relationship between health status
and social well-being or effectiveness operates in all
types of geographic and social setting. Indeed, it
probably applies to rural areas more than to urban,
because in such 1?-eas, as we shall see, the resources
for preventing ada treating sickness are less devel-
oped. A specific disease or injury, therefore, is likely
to have more far - reaching social consequences for
a rural patient than for an urban patient who is
more accessible to prompt medical care.

Without arguing about which force may be more
powerfuldisease as a cause of poverty or poverty
as a cause of diseasethere can be no doubt about
the importance of good health in the maintenance
of personal happiness and community progress.
There can also be no doubt about the essentiality of
good medical care within a modern standard of
living. Regardless of the rate of occurrence of dis-
ease hi a population, modern social policy demands
the provision of scientific and humane medical
service to cope with it.

An overflow of the problems of rural poverty,

' Italic numbers in parentheses indicate references listed
at the end of this paper.

therefore, must examine both health needsthat is,
disease and disabilityand health serviees. The
latter include the therapeutic and preventive serv-
iees procured by individuals in the open market, so
to speak, and those services provided by organized
social programs launched under various auspices.

Rural poverty, of course, involves two social di-
mensions: rurality in contrast to urbanity) and
poverty (in contrast to affluence). Whatever handi-
eapsor, for that matter, assetsare implicit in
rurality are further compounded by those implicit
in poverty. This is especially true for health serv-
ices, for which the rural environment creates dis-
tinct obstacles that are thornier for low income
families within that environment. Much of the
quantitative data on rural health services as well
as rural health status, nevertheless, are available
only along a rural-urban dimension, without further
categorization of the rural poor. Other data are
available along an economic dimension, without
categorization of low income -country dwellers. To
permit some broad understanding of the problem,
however, this account of health needs and services
will focus mainly on the conditions among rural
populations and in rural areas as a whole. It must
be understood throughout that, within this context,
the characteristics of the rural poor are nearly
always worse. Within different subjects, "worse"
has different meanings, but it generally means
greater deficiencies in both quantity and quality of
health service.

This account will be presented in three principal
parts. First, some bask background features will be
drawn on health needs among the rural poor:

health status
medical and related personnel
hospitals and other facilities
health serviees received

Second, an examination will be made of the prin-
cipal organized programs now in operation to serve
the health needs of rural populations.

public health programs
welfare medical services
voluntary health insurance
the Medicare law
migrant family and other special rural pro-
grams
further governmental health programs
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voluntary health agencies
attracting doctors and others to rural areas
regionalization and comprehensive planning

Finally, suggestions will he offered on:
problems that must be solved.

In each of these 14 sections. the account will be
brief, but it is hoped that the highlights will be
clear. To provide data necessary for specific plan-
ning purposes, more thorough research would be
required than was possible in the time available for
preparing this report.

Health Status

In the early 19th century, cities were the hotbeds
of disease. mostly infectious. The rural -areas, by
contrast, were salubrious places, and this was re-
flected by marked differentials in death rates among
urban and rural populations. III 1900, the annual
death rate of the U.S. urban population was still
much higher than that of the rural; after standard-
ization for age composition, it was 20.8 per 1.000
urban people and 13.9 for 1,000 rural people 131.

Improvements in urban living conditions and
health services have greatly reduced this differen-
tial. Rural circumstances affecting health have also
improved, but at a slower rate. The result is that
whatever "natural" advantages for health the rural
environment may once have had, in contrast to
congested cities, they have been steadily lost. By
1940, the age-adjusted urban death rate had shot
down to 11.4 per 1,000 per year, while the rural rate
had descended proportionately less to a level of
9.9 per 1,000.

While current data for these parameters are not
available (due to changing practices of the national
agencies compiling health statistics). there is much
indirect evidence to suggest that the distinction
between overall rural and urban mortality has now
almost vanished. The impact of a region's general

TABLE I .-Death rates by selected causes in

economic development and its health technology
has become so decisive. that the differentials in
death rates of populations are greater between the
geographic divisions of the United States than be-
tween rural and urban localities as such. The low-
est age-adjusted death rate in the nation in 1959
(7.4 per 1.0001 was in the West North Central
States. which are highly rural, while the highest
18.5 per 1,0001 was in the heavily urbanized Middle
Atlantic States. Nearly as high as the latter, how-
ever. was the death rate 18.4 per 1.0001 in the East
South 'Central States I Mississippi, Alabama, Ten-
nessee. aml Kentucky), which are indeed highly
rural and contain many isolated conmamities (4).

Comparison of the crude death rates (i.e., not
adjusted for age composition or other elements)
between States is deceptive because of marked dif-
ferences in the percentages of children and aged
persons in the population. For biological reasons
(largely outside of social or medical control with
current knowledge) the death rates of children
everywhere are lower than those of old people. Thus,
Massachusetts-with its high level of urbanism and
economic affluence-had a crude death rate in 1965
of 11.4 per 1.000. compared with only 8.4 per 1,000
in rural and low income South Carolina. The prin-
cipal explanation is_ that Massachusetts has rela-
tively more old people and fewer children than
South Carolina; with proper age adjustment, the
death rate differentials almost disappear.

Among specific diagnoses, rural populations tend
to have lower mortalities for the chronic diseases
of later life-heart disease, cancer, and strokes -
which are, indeed, the highest causes of death in the
United States. They tend to have higher mortalities
for the infectious and other currently preventable
diseases and injuries. The epidemiological factors in
back of these findings are highly complex, and any
short explanation is bound to he faulty. Some com-
parisons for a few diseases is a few States of dif-
ferent rural-urban character are shown in table 1.
To ritk an oversimplifieivion, it would appear that
the conditions of rural life reduce the risk of death

States of different urban-rural character, 1964

State

Percent age
urban

Cause of death
(I)eat II rate per 100,000 population)

Chronic diseases of the aged Conditions more
readily preventable

Heart disease Cancer Accidents Diseases of
early infancy

New York 85.4 448.8 183.9 41.8 :30.2
Massachuset is 83.6 395.1 167.1 41.7 23.6
Mississippi :37.7 301.9 128.2 70.1 48.8
North Ihtkot a :35.2 C30.2 134.3 (i.4 :33.2

Source: U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW), Public Health Service (PHS). Vital Statistics
of the United Mors, 1g64. Vol. II, "Mortality," Pt. A, Sec. 1. pp. 1-39.
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for diseases which are chronic and afflict mainly the
aged, while they increase the risk for infectious and
traumatic conditions that with current knowledge
are more readily preventable.

While the rural population still appears to hold
some advantage over the urban in its record of
deaths. the relationship is quite different for the
burden of sickness during life. The continuing Na-
tional Health Survey of the U.S. Public Health
Service provides a rich series of data on morbidity.
based on household interviews of the noninstitu-
tionalized civilian population.

Considering acute conditions, the urban-rural
comparisons are quite variable in different years,
depending on such factors as the incidence of epi-
demic influenza and other respiratory disorders.
Thus:, for the period July 1961 to June 1962, the
days of disability caused by acute illness= in the
different populations were as follows:

Plaec Of rt. idellCe

Restricted-activity dayx
front acute illness per
100 persons per year

Urban 881
Rural nonfarm 875
Rural farm 894

The next year _0962-63, however, the rate of
restricted-activity days from- acute illness., in the
same sequence was: 881, 881, and 837 per 100 per-
sons per year. In both of these survey years, over
half of all the volume (as measured by disabled
days) of acute illness was due to respiratory tract
disease in both urban and rural populations (5)

The comparisons for the burden of chronic disease
are more consistent and, indeed, more significant.
It is chronic disorder which causes the greatest over-
all loss of time from productive work, the greatest
drain on family finances and family spirit, For such
disorders, the prevalence is clearly higher in rural
than in urban populations. Moreover, the burden is
greatest in low income families of rural areas.

Because of problems of intercensal population
estimates and other considerations, the scheme for
classifying urban and rural populations has changed
in the U.S. National Health Survey over the years.
In the latest period, July 1963 to June 1965, data
on chronic illness arc available by Standard Metro-
politan Statistical Areas (counties containing a city
of 50,000 population or more plus contiguous coun-
ties which are socioeconomically integrated 1 and by
other areas. The SNISA's contained in 1964 about
118,730,000 people who arc basically urban, while
the "other areas" contained about 7,065,000 people
who are largely rural. The latter arc divided be-
tween 55,345,000 nonfarm people and 11,720,000
farm-based people.

Using time categories, the prevalence of chronic
disorders iu the different populations, as of 1963-65
was as follows (61:

Percent of persons with limitation of
activity due to chronic illness

Type of area All ages Under 45 to 65 65 years
45 years years and over

SNISA's .. 10.5 4.7 17.1 43.4
Other areas:

Nonfarm.. . 14.5 5.7 24.1 56.2
Farm 16.5 6.4 27.3 58.9

It is evident that for all ages together, and each
age group separately, the proportion of persons dis-
abled in some degree by chronic illness is higher in
rural populations, and the differential is greater for
the middle and older age groups. Moreover, the
burden is heaviest among farm families.

Taking a combined measure of disability from
either acute or chronic disorders, the aggregate burr
den is also greatest among rural populations. In the
period 1959-61, when the older rural-urban popu-
lation classification was used, the U.S. National
Health Survey found as follows:

Type of area

Ut ban
Rural nonfarm
Rural farm

Restricted-activity days from all
conditions per 100 perAans

per year
Mato; Females
1230
1,340
1,670

1.450._
1.610
1,710

In the more recent period, July 1963 to .June 1964,
when the SMSA scheme has been used, the relative
findings for overall days of disability show c.sse_n,...,
titilly the same relationship (7):

liestticted-activity days from all`
conditions per 100 persons

Type of area per year
Shales Females

SMSA's 1,380 1.730
Other areas:

Nonfarm 1,530 1.880
Farm 1,710 1,740

Analysis of the 1963-64 disability data shows that
under 25 years of age, and especially under 5 years,
the rural record of disability is actually lower than
the urban. In the more economically important
working years after 25, however, and especially in
males, the rural record of disability is clearly higher.
For wen 45 to 64 years old, for example, the rate of
restricted activity from all causes was 1,980 days
per 100 per year in the urban SMSA's, compared
with 2,310 days and 2,730 days per 100 per year in
the nonfarm and farm populations outside the urban
districts.

Military Selective Service examinations provide
another measure of the health status of populations,
as reflected by conditions among young males.
Counting all causes for disqualificationphysical
as well as mental disorder or mental deficiency-

313



the national rate in 1965 was 44 percent. Among
the 25 most urbanized States, the rejection rate ex-
ceeded 50 percent in three (Louisiana, Maryland,
and Hawaii ), while among the 25 most rural States,
this high a rejection rate occurred in eight States
(Mississippi, West Virginia, North Carolina, South
Carolina, Maine, Tennessee, Alabama, and Georgia)
18). Many of these rejections reflect congenital dis-
orders or uncorrected sequelae of past disease.

In all these indices of rural health needs, the bur-
den is unquestionably heavier among the rural poor.
In any location, the rate of disability has been found
to be higher as family income declines. Using age-
adjusted rates (thus canceling out the bias that
might be caused by the lower income of aged per-
sons), the National Health Survey found in the
period July 1962 to June 1963 as follows (9) :

Disability -days per 100
persons per year

Any
Family income restricted Days in Wnrk

activity bed loss

$7,000 and over 1,370 560 550
$6,999- $4,000 1,480 590 590
$3,999- $2,000 1,710 700 730
Under $2,000 2,280 970 860-

A particularly heavy burden of illness is found in
the rural population who are Negro and largely con-
centrated in the lowest income groups. And the
problems of health service for nonwhite families is
complicated not only by the handicaps of poverty
but by the further obstacles of racial discrimination,
which tends to be especially severe in rural districts.

With this bird's-eye view of health needs in the
rural population and among the rural poor, we may
turn to the personnel and facilities available to
provide health service.

Medical and Related Personnel

Health status is determined by many factors in
the environment, as well as in the biological reac-
tions of the individual. The material and se^i:.!
environment lay the foundation for physical and
mental health, but the reactions of the individual
organism can be enormously influenced by the inter-
vention of the healing arts. Physicians and a wide
range of other health personnel are necessary to
apply these skills.

In the rural areas of America, as elsewhere in the
world, the supply of doctors knd other health
workers is much lower than in the cities. This has
been true for at least a century and, while certain
improvements have occurred (largely due to better
transportation), the relative deficiencies are still
serious. The increasing specialization of medicine
has aggravated the traditional tendency_ of most
physicians to engage in practice in urban centers,
where medical facilities and other technical re-
solirces are most abundant.

In 1963, there were about 42 million persons in
the United States living in isolated rural or semi-
rural counties that were not even adjacent to a
metropolitan county containing 50,000 people. In
these sparsely settled counties there were located
only 81 physicians per 100,000 population, com-
pa-red with 132 in the metropolitan counties and
those adjacent to them. The rural physicians, more-
over, were mainly general practitioners, while in the
metropolitan and nearby-counties the vast-majority
were specialists in private practice or on hospital
staffs (10). The generaLpractitioner may have cer-

.--ttntliumanistic advantages, but he is rarely capable
of providing the soundest scientific medical service
for serious illness.

The basic facts are presented in table 2. It is not
to be expected, of course. that every county in the
nation should have the same ratio of doctors regard-
less of its degree of urbanization. Specialists may
reasonably be expected to be concentrated in the

TABLE 2.Physician supply in counties of different urban-rural character (non-federal physicians per
100,000 population), 1963

County group

Private practice
Hospital

staff,
teaching, etc.

RetiredTotal General
practice

Fulltime
specialty

United States 132 35 56 34 7
Metropolitan 143 35 63 38 7

Greater metropolitan 1 181 38 80 55 8
Lesser metropolitan' 133 30 62 33 8
Adjacent counties f 80 38 27 10 5

Isolated 81 38 27 10 6
Semirural 3 87 38 31 12 6
Rural 50 38 6 2 4

Source: U.S. Public Health Service, Health Manpower
Source Book, Scc. 18, "Manpower in the 1960's." Washing-
ton, 1964, p. 25.
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main cities, where people should come for the treat-
ment of complex disease problems. But the 42 mil-
lion people living in isolated counties, it should be
realized, are a sizable distance from the cities; for
the treatment of the vast bulk of their illness they
must rely on the sparse supply of rural doctors in
their local areas. Moreover, transportation to a dis-
tant city is often not accessible to low income people
in rural districts.

Aside from these county comparisons, whole
States of predominantly rural character tend to
have much lower ratios of physicians, even counting
the cities within those States, than the predomi-
nantly urban States. There are 12 States with 50
percent or more of rural population, but only one of
them (Vermont) has a physician-population ratio
higher than 105 per 100,000. On the other hand,
among the 12 most urban States (74 percent urban
or'inore), all but one (Texas) has a ratio higher
than 125 physicians per 100,000. New York and
Massachusetts each has about 200 doctors per
100,000, while South Carolina and South Dakota
each has about 75 per 100,000. Over the last 25
years, the ratios of physicians in all these States
have improved slightly, but the proportionate State
supplies in relation to each other have remained
about the same.

In a few States, osteopathic physicians contribute
significantly to the supply of medical manpower.
Over 15 osteopaths per 100,000 population are lo-
cated in Maine, Iowa, Oklahoma, Missouri, Michi-
gan, and California. Being mainly general practi-
tioners, these doctors are more often located in small
towns and rural areas. The quality of their training,
however, suggests that the service they render does
not meet current scientific standards. This is much
moire true of chiropractors, who are also settled
somewhat more frequently in rural districts.

The prevailing pattern for private medical prac-
tice in the United States is the individual office, and
this is especially true in small towns serving rural
populations. In the larger cities, physicians have
increasingly come to share office facilities, and the
urban "medical arts building" has promoted com-
munications between doctors even when they are in
separate quarters. The busy urban hospital is a
further channel for interchange. The relative isola-
tion of the rural or small-town 'ctor, by contrast,
deprives him of the stimulation necessary to keep
abreast of the endHs advances in medical science.
A slow movement toward multispecialty group prac-
tice, which is found in certain rural regions, will be
discussed in a later section.

The lack of specialists in most small towns leads
the rural general practitioner to do more compli-
cated surgery than his counterpart in the larger
city. Bylaws of rural hospitals permit this, while in
the urban centers the abundance of specialists usu-
ally results in more rigorous restrictions on the
"surgical privileges" of general practitioners. This
was confirmed in a recent study of several general

practices in Alberta, Canada I which is much like
the western mountain States), as was a finding of
fewer referrals to specialists by rural general prac-
titioners (11).

The urban-rural distribution of dentists is even
more skewed than that of physicians. In 1962, there
were 54.1 dentists per 100,000 population in the
United States. Among the 10 most rural States, all
but one (Vermont) had a ratio of under 46 per
100,000, while among the 10 most urban States all
but one (Texas) had a ratio of 56 dentists per
100,000 or higher. At the extremes, there were 70
dentists per 100,000 population in Massachusetts
and 22.5 in South Carolina 1121. The small town or
rural dentist, moreover, tends to have fewer aux-
iliary personnel (dental hygienists, aids, etc.) than
his urban counterpart, so that his productivity per
day is lower.

Nurses are extremely important in extending the
arm of the physician, especially in hospitals. There
are several levels of nurse, varying with their years
of training, but the registered nurse (R.N.) is the
mainstay of nursing service; she typically super-
vises vocational nurses or nurses' aids in hospital
wards. Rural deficiencies are serious for these health
personnel also, although the differentials from urban
settings are less severe for physicians or dentists.
Registered nurses are mainly employed by hospitals,
rather than being engaged in private practice, so
that the accelerated hospital construction in rural
regions, to be discussed below, has had a greater
impact on their rural supply.

Although there is a generally recognized "slwrt-
age" of nurses in relation to the expanding demands
of modern hospital service, the nurse-population
ratio in the United States has steadily improved.
In 1950 there were 249 registered nurses per 100,000
population, and this rose to 319 per 100,000 in 1966
( 13). In rural States the rate of improvement has
been even greater than in the more urban States.
Mississippi's nurse supply, for example, increased
from 74-to 139 per 100,000 between 1949 and 1962
a rise of 88 percent; New York's supply over these
same years improved from 297 to 384a rise of 29
percent (14). The overall nurse supply in rural
States, nevertheless, tends to remain lower than in
urban. Much depends also on geographic region. In
the New England States, the supply is high even in
rural Vermont, where the 1962 ratio was 429 nurses
per 100,000; Texas, on the other hand, with 75 per-
cent of its population urban had a nurse-population
ratio of only 170 per 100,000 in that year. Nurses
who are married tend to follow their husbands in a
choice of locationa factor that further favors
settlement in the metropolitan centers.

These bare statistics on the rural-urban distribu-
tion of health personnel tell only a part of the story
for the rural poor. A relatively low supply of physi-
cians or other paramedical workers in an area means
that everyone in the area is handicapped, but the
poor suffer the most. If they are Negro they face
further discriminationsegregated in separate wait-
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ing rooms and generally put at the end of the queue.
Even the poor whites in Appalachia or elsewhere
face transportation problems in getting to a doctor's
office in the town, let alone traveling to a specialist
in a distant city.

The training of rural health personnel, moreover,
is usually more modest. Specialists in medicine, as
mentioned earlier, are heavily concentrated in the
main cities, and the more accomplished persons in
all professions are usually attracted there. The
staffing of rural hospitals must rely more heavily
on "practical" or vocational nurses than on fully
trained and registered nurses. The rural physician
or dentist, moreover, tends to be older and, there-
fore, less energetic and less likely to keep abreast
of new scientific advances. In a solo, as against a
shared office, furthermore, he is seldom likely- to get
away for a postgraduate or refresher course. Studies
in rural sections of North Carolina have disclosed
the professional mediocrity that unfortunately char-
acterizes the performance of many rural general
medical practitioners (15).

Hospitals and Other Facilities

Medical care of the most serious or complex ill-
ness requires hospital facilities. Twenty-five years
ago, the deficiencies in rural hospitals compared
with urban were marked. In 1942, when there were
3.5 general hospital beds per 1,000 population in the
United States as a whole, the metropolitan counties
had 4.7 beds per 1,000 the bordering counties had
2.4, and the nonbordering counties had 2.1 beds per
1,000 population. In the six most urbanized States
at that time there were 4.5 general hospital beds
per 1,000, while in the eight most rural States there
were 2.2 beds per 1,000 (16).

The intervening years have brought much im-
provement in the relative supply of hospitals in
rural regions. The national population, of course,
has grown a great deal over this quarter century and
the overall hospital-bed supply has risen at only a
slightly faster rate, so that the national bed-popula-
tion ratio in general hospitals is now 3.8 per 1,000.
Indeed, if only "acceptable" beds under the stand-
ards of State hospital- supervising agencies are
counted, the national ratio in 1965 was only 3.4
general beds per 1,000 population (17). The distri-
bution of these beds among the States, however, is
now much more even. This has been largely due to
the operations of the Federal-State hospital con-
struction program, launched under the Hill-Burton
Act of 1946.

By 1965, new hospital construction, combined
with a relatively greater population increase in the
urban than the rural States (partly due to the gen-
eral migration to metropolitan centers), resulted in
a greater relative improvement in rural hospital
facilities. Between 1948 and 1965, Mississippi, for
example, had doubled its general hospitalbed sup-
ply from 1.5 to 3.2 beds per 1,000, while Massachu-
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setts showed a decline from 3.9 to 3.7 beds per 1,000.
Examining ,the 1965 hospital-bed ratios in sets of
10 States by increasing degrees of rurality, the com-
parative urban-rural regional bed supply has been
nearly equalized, as shown by the following figures
118):

Sees of 10 States
by percentage rural

General hospital beds
per 1.000 population

11.4-25.1 3.86
25.5-33.4 3.79
34.3-41.7 4.09
43.2-52.5 3.59
55.5-64.8 3.62

Adequacy of hospital care, however, cannot be
measured solely by the number of beds. In general,
smaller hospitals are less well staffed with technical
personnel and less well equipped, and it is to small-
sized hospitals that rural people must usually go.
Hospitals in small -towns, moreover, seldoM have
rigorous policies for medical staff organization, so
that they are less likely to meet the quality stand-
ards of the Joint Commission on Accreditation of
Hospitals. In rural Arkansas, for example, only half
(39) of the 80 hospitals listed by the Affierican
Hospital Association in 1960 were accredited, and
in Montana only 27 out of 60 hospitals. By contrast,
in urbanized Delaware 13 out of the 16 hospitals
were accredited, as were nearly three-quarters (52)
of the 71 hospitals in Connecticut (19).

Of special significance to the rural poor is the
sparsity of organized outpatient departments in
smalltown hospitals. For centuries, hospitals in the
main cities have offered "free" or very low-cost
medical services to ambulatory patients of low in-
come. Partly from the charitable tradition of the
hospital and partly to provide teaching resources
for medical students and interns, the big-city hos-
pital has long conducted a variety of outpatient
clinics for the indigent and medically indigent.
Physicians using the hospitals for inpatient care of
their private patients have staffed these clinics with-
out remuneration. In smalltown hospitals, however,
such organized outpatient departments are seldom
found. There may be an "emergency room" where
anyone can conic without an appointment, but-this
does not meet the need for regular medical care
especially for chronic ailmentsamong the poor.

Institutional care of the aged and chronically ill
is provided increasingly in nursing homes and re-
lated "extended care facilities," as distinguished
from general hospitals. These are predominantly
small units (mainly under 50-bed capacity) oper-
ated by private "proprietors, rather than nonprofit
agencies. Many of these facilities are simply old
converted houses, in which 10 or 20 aged patients
are accommodated. Nationally, almost 50 percent
of their patients are recipients of public assistance.

The supply of nursing home beds tends to be
lowest in States and counties of lowest per capita
'income, and also where the proportion of the popu-
lation in the over-65 age group is smallest. Thus,



the lowest ratios of nursing-home beds providing
"skilled nursing care" (under 0.5 such beds per
1,000) are found in North Carolina, Alaska, Ala-
bama, Arizona, and Georgia. The highest ratios of
beds (over 4.0 per 1,000) are found in New Hamp-
shire, Massachusetts, Vermont, and Washington
State (20). The rural-urban discrepancies in these
institutional resources are evident, but they are
reflected less in the bed-population ratios than in
the types of facilities. The best quality nursing
homes are those operated by church groups and
other nonprofit agencies; such facilities are typically
built on the suburban fringes of the metropolitan
centers. In the isolated rural counties, extended care
is dependent almost entirely on small proprietary
units of the humblest quality.

One important type of health facility is provided
mainly by State governmentshospitals for the
mentally ill. In each of the four most urbanized_
States of the nation (New Jersey, Rhode Island,
California, and New York( the ratio of mental hos-
pital beds "acceptable" to the State-supervising
agency exceeds 3.0 per 1,000 population. In each of
the four most rural States (North Dakota, Missis-
sippi, Alaska, and West Virginia), the ratio is lower
than 3.0 per 1,000 (211. Examining the nation as a
whole, however, the relative deficiencies in the more
rural States are not so striking. In fact, mental hos-
pitals are often used as a last refuge for senile
patients who, because of poor family circumstances,
cannot be cared for at home; the low income rural
States, therefore, have been relatively energetic in
building mental hospitals to cope with this problein.
Georgia and Virginia, for example, operate higher
ratios of mental hospital beds than Connecticut and
Massachusetts.

The deficiencies in this sector are reflected mainly
in the staffing of _mental hospitals. Everywhere in
the nation, they are understaffed and under-
equipped, but especially in the lower income rural
States. Senile and other psychotic patients from
rural areas must usually go to seriously substandard
facilities. This is a special misfortune for the rural
poor, since everywhere mentally disturbed patients
of lower social classes are more likely to be handled
through institutionalization than persons with the
same diagnosis of higher social rank (22i.

Thus, in summary, -he total health facilities in
rural regions, while they have improved over the
last quarter century, are still somewhat lower in
quantity than those serving large city populations.
Their qualitative deficiencies are more serious. Of
course, rural patients may and do travel to distant
cities for hospital care, but this is done mainly by
those of moderate or high income. The financial
means and the medical sophistication required to
obtain medical or surgical attention in a distant city
hospital are seldom found among the rural poor. It
is for this reason that efforts have been made to
develop networks of related hospitals in large geo-
graphic regions, a subject to be discussed later in
this report.

Health Services Received

With these deficiencies in health personnel and
facilities serving rural populations, it is to be ex-
pected that the volume of services they receive
would be lower than that for city dwellers. This is
especially true for the rural poor, in spite of their
higher burden of sickness and usability.

Medical care is obtained through private pur-
chase, voluntary insurance, and governmental or
charitable sources. In 1961, the average urban
family spent $355 for all medical servicesa figure
which included $91 in health insurance premiums.
Rural farm families, which were on the average
larger, spent in that year $310 1231. Support for
medical services by way of government, as we shall
see, is also lower in rural -areas.

The best measure of the day-to-day medical care
people receive is the rate of contact with physicians
or dentists per person per year. These contacts may
take place in_ the doctor's office, the patient's home
or in an organized clinic, but the great majority take
place in an office. The basic findings for 1963-64 are
shown in table 3. For both sexes the rate of contact
with physicians and dentists is appreciably lower
in the nonmetropolitan areas, farm and nonfarm.
Other tabulations show that this holds for each age
group, but the differential is particularly great for
the very young. Differences are also greater at the
lower income levels.

TABLE 3.Medical and dental services by place of
residence, 1963-64

Contact per
person per year

Standard Outside SMSA's
Metropolitan

Sthtistical
Areas (SMSA) Nonfarm Farm

Physician visits:
Males 4.2 3.7 3.0
Females 5.4 4.8 3.7

Dental visits:
Males.. .... 1.7 1.0
Females 2.0 1.4

Source:. U.S. National Health Survey, reported in U.S.
Department of Commerce, Statistical Abstract of the
United States 1966, Washington. p. 66.

Hospitalization presents a different urban-rural
comparison., Hospital care, more than ambulatory
health care, has been supported by public funds,
such as in the programs of welfare departments, the
Veterans' Administration, or the Indian Health
Service. Inadequacies in physician's care of the
ambulatory patient, moreover, often result in an
illness becoming aggravated, so that hospital ad-
mission becomes urgent. Furthermore, doctors in
rural districts, who are hard-pressed for time, cope
with the pressures by hospitalizing patients more
readilysometimes for conditions which could ordi-
narily be treated in the patient's home or the doc-
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tor's office. As a result of all these factors, the
volume of hospitalization received by rural people
is not lower than that received by metropolitan area
residents, except if they are actually fain families.
The basic findings of the National Health Survey
for the 2-year period July 1963 to June 1965 were
as follows (24) :

Hospital Hospital
discharge Average days per

Type of area per 1,000 length of 1,000 per
per year stay (days) year

SMSA's. 122.2 8.8 1,075
Outside SMSA's:

Nonfarm 145.0 7.6 1,102
Farm 111.7 6.8 760

If the net measure of hospital days per 1,000
persons per year is used the overall rate of service
to nonmetropolitan populations is lower than that
to the residents of cities and -their environs (these
measures are, of course, by the person's place of
residence rather than -by place of hospitalization 1.
In fact, in 1959, when the National Health Survey
analyzed its data according to the older form of
rural-urban breakdown, the aggregate days of hos-
pitalization per 1,000 persons per year were:

Urban 901.6
Rural nonfarm 8006
Rural farm 704.7

As one can gather from the previous sections on
medical personnel and facilities, the type of physi-
cian's-care received by a country dweller is more
likely to be that of a general practitioner than a
specialist. In the drugstore, he is more likely to
purchase a self-selected or patent remedy, as dis-
tinguished from a prescribed medication. In the
dental chair, he is more likely to have extractions
of neglected teeth than fillings or other services to
preserve the teeth.

The lower level of education of rural people, espe-
cially the poor, means that they are less likely to
observe principles of hygienic living, aside from the
physical handicaps of poverty. They are less likely
to obtain preventive immunizations, to have pre-
natal care during pregnancy, to eat a nutritionally
balanced diet, and to obtain periodic health exami-
nations for early disease detection. In the poorest
rural families, who suffer discrimination on racial
or ethnic grounds, a certain fatalism and despond-
ency may develop so that medical attention is
sought only when health problems become des-
perate,

Public Health Programs

The previous pages have summarized the health
status of rural people, the general resources in per-
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sonnet and facilities available to them, and the
medical services they receiveprimarily in the
"open market." There are many organized health
programs in America, however. designed to protect
the health of populations and to make medical care
more accessible to them. The extent and character
of these programs in rural areas must be examined
starting with the activities of public health agencies.

Historically, public health departments, like hos-
pital:, were born in the largest cities; it was not
until 1911 that a local, public health agency was
organized by a county government, with specific
orientation to a rural population. Since then, about
80 percent of the 3,071 counties in the United States
have come to be served by organized health depart-
ments with full-time health officers ( 25) . In many
sparsely settled regions, however, a "hcaltl, district''
composed of several adjoining counties is the juris-
dictional unit.

The-traditional services of .public health agencies
include supervision of environmental sanitation,
control of-communicable diseases (isolation of eases,
immunizations, etc.), promotion of maternal and
child health, and health education. As tools for theie
objectives, the departments collect vital statistics,
operate laboratories, and conduct clinics. In the last
25 years, some health departments have broadened
the range of 'their activities to include such programs
as dental service for children, accident prevention,
operation of treatment programs for crippled chil-
dren, promotion of-mental health, early detection of
chronic noncommunicable disease (like cancer or
diabetes), and sometimes the administration of
public hospitals.

These wider ranging public health programs, how-
ever, are usually conducted by agencies based in the
larger cities. Rural county or district health depart-
ments tend to carry out relatively narrow programs.
Aside from the conservatism of rural county gov-
ernments, the staffing of county departmenti is
usually so frugal that there is little time for innova-
tions. The same applies to most State health depart-
ments in the more heavily rural States. In such
States, the public health agency is often dominated
by the State medical society, which tends to inhibit
extension of governmental programs. Many of the
rural county health departments, moreover, are di-
rected by semiretired doctors, who are seeking an
easier life and are not inclined to move out and
blaze new trails for public health improvement. It
is common, moreover, for the health officer position
to remain vacant for months or years, when a former
director has left or died. In Arkansas, for example,
21 of the 27 local health units were without a full-
time health officer in 1964, as were 83 of the 121
units in Kentucky. California on the other hand,
had such medical vacancies in only 2 of its 61 local
health units and New York in only 3 of its 42 units.

A good indicator of the adequacy of public health
services is the ratio of public health nurses to popu-
lation in a State. The public health nurse is involved'
in most of the clinic programs (child health services,



venereal disease, tuberculosis, dental care. etc.), she
visits families at home, gives immunizations in
schools, offers health education, and generally acts
as the foot soldier of the public lief.lth ar'ny. In
table 4, computation has been done ('f the ratio of
public health nurses to population in sets of 10
States ranked in sequential order of their rurality;
it is evident that in the BICA'irural States the ratios
are consistently poorest.

TABLE 4.Publie health nurses in States ranked by
order of rurality,1964

Sets of 10 States
by percentage

rural

-;:: N

=Population Public
health
nurses,

Public
health
nurses

per
100,000

11.4-25.1 75,427,000 16,441 21.4
25.5-3'3 4 50,821,000 8,827 17.4
34.3-41.7 24,940,000 3,563 14.3
43.2-52.5 23,091,000 2,981 12.9
55.5-64.8.... 18,735,000 2,217 11.7

Source Derived from American Nurses Association, Facts
About Nursing 1966, New York, p. 28.

Nevertheless, the operation of public health agen-
cies in any State tends to offer special benefits for
the lower income groups. In the rural South, where
private health services are beyond the reach of
many Negro families, public health clinics help to
meet certain needs. Prenatal visits-to public health
clinics, for example, may be correlated with the
births occurring in a State;, in 1965, such visits were
made by mothers in Mississippi at the rate of 186
per 1,000 births and at the rate of -163 per 1,000
births- in North Carolina. In urbanized New York,
the rate that year was only 21 per 1,000 births and
in Pennsylvania 24 per 1,000 (26). Most pregnant
women in the latter States are doubtless given pre-
natal care by privatt physician, so that the total
rate of prenatal services from all sources is almost
certainly higher there Bu4. the impact of -public
health agency services in rural States is obviously
helpful in the face of inadequacies through the pri-
vate sector for the low income population.

Welfare Medical Services

Another important health program specifically
focused on the needs of the poor is the system of
welfare agency services which include certain types
of medical care. Some of these services are given in
municipal or county hospitals operated directly by
government, other services are purchased by the
welfare client with his cash allotment, and still
others are obtained through ..o-called vendor pay-
ments by the welfare department, to private doctors
or hospitals that render care to the indigent person.
An elaborate set of "categories," moreover, define

persons whose financial aid and medical care are
supported largely by Federal grants to the States
mainly the aged poor, the poor families with "de-
pendent children" (due to lack of a breadwinner),
and the indigent blind or totally disabled. Other
indigent persons requiring medical care must depend
entirely on State or local funds for "general assist-
ance."

In general, the proportion of persons receiving
some form of public assistance is higher in the low
income States with greater percentages of rural 1)01)-
illation. This is especially true for old-age assist-
ance; in Georgia, for example, 28.7 percent of all
persons over 65 years of age received such assistance
in 1965, while in New Jersey it was only 2.2 percent
of such persons. This is partly due to the greater
extent of poverty in the more rural States and partly
to the lesser coverage in those States of the Federal
old-age insurance program (commonly known as
social security). .

The financial as well as the medical benefits per
indigent 1_,. .son, however, tend to be decidedly lower
in the more rural States. In the program for aid to
families with dependent children (AFDC), for ex-
ample, the expenditures for vendor payment for
medical care in the month of December 1965 were
$4.84 per recipient hi New York, $7.81 in Connecti-
cut, and $6.42 in Hawaii (which is 76 percent
urban). By contrast, the vendor medical payments
per AFDC recipient -that month were $2.53 in
North Carolina, $1.35 in Maine, and $1.39 in Vir-
gini.i. Moreover, in several rural States, like South
Dakota and Mississippi, there Was no vendor pay-
ment program at all- for AFDC families, whose
medical care had to be financed entirely from their
Cash allowances or obtained through the charity of
doctors or hospitals -(27). A comparable differential
applies to the aged poor who may obtain medical
care either through the program of old-age assist-
ance (OAA) or the special programs enacted in 1960
on medical assistance for the aged (MAA).

As mentioned earlier, outpatient clinics of hospi-
tals are less accessible tc rural people of low income
than to the urban poor. Yet the poor who do not
fit under one of the federally aided categories (for
example, a mindisaliled man under 65 years of age)
cannot ordinarily get welfare support for care from
a private physician; he must either impose on the
kindness of the doctor or seek local "general assist-
ance," which is seldom available for medical ex-
penses outside the hospital. Although there is much
talk of the "medically indigent" (i.e., those who can-
not afford medical costs, although not poor enough
to be eligible for public assistance). no significant
governmental assistance was available for such per-
sons before the MAA program of 1960 and the Social
Security Amendments of 1965 known as Medicare.

Under Medicare, title XIX, there will doubtless
be improvement in the support of medical service
for the rural poor, although much will still depend
on the ability and willingness of State governments
to put up money which can be matched by Federal
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grants. Prospects under this new law are considered
below. Until now, the rar f welfare medical bene-
fits for the rural poor been meagerlimited
largely to hospitalization of emergencies or severe
diseases.

Voluntary Health Insurance

For those who are self-supporting, a major device
for facilitating medical care is health insurance.
Through pooled periodic payments into a fund, indi-
viduals and families gain protection against the cost
of hospital or medical services. so that access to
those services is greatly enhanced. There is abun-
dant evidence that persons with health insurance
receive greater volumes of medical careat all
. roily income levelsthan those without 1281.

In this sphere too, however, the rural population
suffers a disadvantage, especially the rural poor.
Hospitalization insurance is the most extensive form
of health cost protection carried in the United
States. At the end of 1965, about 80 percent of the
civilian population had such coverage (291. The
enrollment of rural people, compared with urban,
is appreciably lower, and the differential is even
greater with respect to insurance for physicians'
care. Comparative data are available for 1962-63
and are shown in table 5. At this time the national
coverage of hospitalization insurance was 70.3 rr-
cent, according to the U.S. National Health Survey,
while it is evident that among the rural poor (under
$4,000 family income)both farm and nonfarm
it was less than 50 percent.

TABLE 5. Health insurance coverage: Percentage
of the-rural and urbun population protected by
hospitalization insurance, 1962-63

Family income
Rural Rural

Urban nonfarm farm

$7,000 and over... 88.8 85.3 71.2
$4,000$6,999 81.4 75.1 65.3
Under $4,000....... 47.6 41.6 37.4
All incomes 74.5 63.8 50.8

Source: U.S. Public Health Service, Vital and Health
Statistics: Health Insurance Coverage July, 1962June,
19a3. Washington. 1964, p. 9.

The -eipliThation of this rural handicap is not diffi-
cult. Aside from lower incomes, which in both urban
and rural sections mean less insurance coverage,
rural populations are less readily enrolled in health
insurance plans for administrative reasons. The
great bulk of insurance enrollment is done through
organized groups of people--mainly the employees
in a firm or other place of work. Larger groupings
are more easily enrolled than small ones. In small
towns and agricultural regions, however, it is obvi-
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ous that such organized groupings of people are both
fewer and smaller.

Among rural nonfarm people. mineworkers and
their fa nilies have achieved fairly good health in-
surance coverage, largely through collective bar-
gaining of their labor unions. The welfare and retire-
ment fund of the United Mine Workers of America
has providecl insured hospital aml specialist serv-
ices, with careful quality surveillance, to several
hundred thousand miners and their dependents since
1948 1301. The farm organizations ill some areas-
including the Farmer's Union, the Farm Bureau.
and the Orangehave also achieved the benefits of
group enrollment of their memberships.

Many of the lowest income people in rural areas,
however, are not attached to mining employment,
to farm organizations, or to other organized group-
ings. Their isolated status not only presents greater
obstacles to Ir-alth insurance enrollment in volun-
tary plans, bu aiso deprives them of the financial
advantage of premium-sharing by an employer. In
_most industrial populations, the latter "fringe bene-
fits" have been achieved over the years in labor-
management negotiations.

Another result of isolation is the necessity of rural
people, who do seek health insurance coverage, to
depend on those policies that are sold specifically
for individuals, as distinguished from groups. Be-
cause of actuarial considerations in the insurance
business, high sales costs, and profit incentives, indi-
vidual health in.-grance policies tend to cost more
and give less. T. sir premiums are higher and their
benefits are more restricted than those of group
inf.iance policies. In fact, such individual enrollee
policies are sold mainly by the commercial carriers,
among which the cost-benefit ratio (i.e., the per-
centage of premiums paid out in benefits) is gen-
erally poorer 131).

The great predominance of commercial health
insurance coverage in rural populations is reflected
by data from the separate States. In 1962 (when-
about 70 percent of the national population had
hospitalization insurance), the overall distribution
among the three main forms of insurance organiza-
tion was as follows 132) .

Percentage of
Type of carrier enrollment
Commercial companies 56.1
Blue Cross-Blue Shield 39.3
Other "independent" plans 4.6
.111 cm viers 100.0

In the more urbanized States, the "Blue" and the
"independent" plans tend to have greater propor-
tionate enrollment, while in the more rural States
the commercial companies tend to have an even
greater share of the total enrollment pie. Thus, in
heavily urbanized States like New Jersey, Rhode
Island, New York, Massachusetts, Hawaii, Utah,
Colorado, Ohio, and Pennsylvania, the commercial
share of health insurance coverage is under 50 per-



cent. It is over 60 percent, however, in more heavily
rural States like North Dakota. Mississippi. Alaska.
West Virginia, Vermont, South Dakota, North and
South Caro:ina, Arkansas, Idaho, Montana, Ne-
braska. and others.

One of the more ,womising developments in the
health insurance ...al in the establishment of plans
providing more comprehensive benefits than the
large commercial or "Blue" entities. The health
services offered under these latter organizations are
mainly confined to hospitalization and physician's
care in hospitalized illness; comprehensive doctor's
care in the home and office (or clinic) as well as the
hospital is only meagerly provided. Moreover. the
benefits for even hospital-based services are pre-
dominantly on an indemnification basis, with the
patient usually being obligated to pay a balance of
charges beyond the limit of the indemnity allow-
ance. By-contrast. a small but important share of
the national populationabout 4 percentis en-
rolled in health insurance plans, usually sponsored
by consumers or industrial firms, which offer com-
prehensive medical and hospital services. Most of
these people are in plans that have physicians or-
ganized in group-practice clinics.

The largest of these comprehensive prepaid medi-
cal care plans are in New York ( Health Insurance
Plan of Greater New York) and California (Kaiser
Foundation Health Plan), aid they cover essen-
tially urban populations. In those two States, enroll-
ment in comprehensive insurance plans reaches
nearly 8 percent of the population (33). There are
certain- rural regions, however, where this type of
plan has shown vitality, even though the percentage
of population reached is still very small. One of the
earliest was the Farmer's Union Hospital Associa-
tion with its prepaid community clinic, started at
Elk City, Okla., in 1929. In rural sections of Texas,
Arkansas, South Dakota, Alabama, Kansas, Minne-
sota, Missouri, Oregon, and Washington. somewhat
similar health plans are operating. Their importance
is to be measured less in terms of the numbers of
rural people enrolled, which are still snail, than in
their demonstration of sound medical service pat-
terns which may suggest blueprints for the future.

The voluntary health insurance movement in
America has made great progress, against much
early opposition, in enabling people to get needed
medical care. Its value has been not only in lighten-
ing financial loads on families, but also in laying
foundations for improvement in the quality of pro-
fessional care. There is still a long way to go, how-
ever, before health insurance protection achieves its
full potential of both population coverage and scope
of medical benefits. Its impact so far has been less
among rural than among urban people. and the very
least among the rural poor. An important step for-
ward in helping low income people, both rural and
urban, was taken by the health insurance amend-
ments to the Social Security Act of 1965, and they
are reviewed in the next section.

The Medicare Law

The provision:, of the Medicare amendments to
the Social Security Act of 1965 are too well known
to review here, but their relative impact on rural
people may be considered. First of all, with its focus
on the health care of the aged 65 years and over,
the benefits must be somewhat less for rural resi-
dents. since they have a smaller proportion of aged
persons and a larger proportion of children. The
national urban population (1959) has 9.3 percent
of aged persons. compared with 8.0 percent in the
rural population.

Secondly. there is the problem of rural enrollment.
The benefits of title XVIII on health insurance of
the aged include part A for hospital and related
services and part B for physician's tare and other
special services. Part A benefits are automatically
available to virtually every senior person in the
nation, but part 13 benefits require voluntary enroll -_
went by the individual, with payment of a share of
the premium costs ($3 per month in 1967. By Janu-
ary 1967, some 93 percent of all aged persons: in the
United States had voluntarily enrolled in part B
and were therefore entitled to insurance for a fairly
wide range of physician's services and Pertain other
benefits (34).

Among rural aged persons. however, the enroll-
ment for part 13 benefits was clearly lower than the
national average. Among the 10 most urban States,
all 10 aged populations were enrolled in the part B
program at a rate higher than the 93 percent na-
tional average; among the 10 most rural States, only
3 of the aged populations had enrolled at a rate
exceeding the average. For example, in the two most
urban States (New .Jersey and Rhode Island) the
enrollment was 96 and 95 percent. while in the two
most rural States (North Dakota and Mississippi)
it was 92 and 85 percent, respectively. These appar-
ently small differencesdue probably to difficulties
in communication with .solated and poorly edu-
cated aged persons in rural areasmay make a
large difference in the medical care to he received
by these noninsured persons.

A third problem in the rural operations of Medi-
cae relates to the Civil Rights law, which requires
that participating hospitals and "extended care fa-
cilities" must practice no policy of racial segrega-
tion in rendering services. About 95 percent of the
licensed general hospitals in the nation have com-
plied with these requirements, but those that have
not are concentrated in the rural States of the South;
many age :I persons in those States, thereforeboth
Negro and whiteare being denied access to facili-
ties for hospital care to which they arc legally
entitled.

There are other deficiencies in the Medicare law
which are bound to strike the rural aged harder than
the urban. Various deductibles and cost-sharing
requirements naturally create greater obstacles for
the impoverished aged persons found more fre-
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quently in rural areas. The practical availability of
all the benefits, moreover, depends on the supply of
medical and related personnel which we know is
lower in rural districts.

In spite of these weaker benefits, there can be no
doubt that the social insurance principle in Medi-
care title XVIII has been a boon to the rural aged,
and constitutes a long step forward for medical
care. This new law has corrected many of the de-
ficiencies of voluntary health insurance in rural and
urban areas alike.

Another feature of the Medicare amendments is
the provision for improved services for the indigent,
old and young, legislated under title XIX. As re-
viewed earlier, these are largely limited to eertain
categories among the poor, but the new law permits
Federal matching of State funds for "medically
indigent" persons of the same demographic char-
acteristics, even if they are not receiving cash
assistance. This will doubtless he of special value
for low income rural people who are "categorically
linked"particularly the children in families with
a missing breadwinner. By 1975, moreover, the
Medicare law requires that all medically indigent
persons in a State, even if not categorically linked,
must be eligible for some medical assistance if the
State is to receive Federal support for any of its
poor residents.

It is still necessary, however, 'or the States to
put up approximately half the cost of this medical
care for the poor; and the economic potential in the
rural States remains lower. The law's requirement
of a greater share of financing from the State, as
against local, governments is, it is true, a special
advantage for the residents of rural counties within
any type of State. As of January 1967, however, 23
of the 50 States had not yet implemented the title
XIX program; of these 23, 16 were in the most rural
half and only 7 in the most urban half of the na-
tion's 50 States 1351. There is much leeway left,
moreover, on the scope of health services which a
State may provide for its welfare beneficiaries.
Hospital, nursing home, and physician's services are
mandatory, but dental care, physical therapy, and
drugs are optional, and these may be expensive
items. There is every likelihood that this range of
services for title XIX beneficiaries will be narrower
in the more rural States, and the criteria for eligi-
bility of the medically indigent will be more rigid.

The Medicare law, nevertheless, constitutes a
solid step forward in medical services for both the
rural and urba,. poor, by reason of both titles XVIII
and XIX. Amendments in the coming years may
well improve its provisions further.

Migrant Family and Other Special Rural
Programs

For certain sectors of the rural population, special
programs of health service have been organized, and
these must be examined briefly. Of principal current
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importance are migrant agricultural families, Amer-
ican Indians, and residents of the Appalachian
region.

In the 1930's and early 1940's, when the nation
was plunged into a massive economic depression,
the rural areas were hit especially hard and numer-
ous assistance programs were developed under the
U.S. Department of Agriculture. Perhaps the most
imaginative was that of the Farm Security Admin-
istration I FSA which had many facets, including
special health service programs for low income farm
families and migratory farmworkers. At their peak
in 1942, special federally subsidized prepaid medical
care plans for FSA borrowers reached over 600,000
persons in 1,100 rural counties. In addition, about
130,000 persons in migratory ,families were served
by special clinics or health centers established at
250 locations of seasonal labor concentration (36).
This terse summary cannot possibly convey the
boundless work, ingenuity, and dedication that went
into the development and operations of these re-
inarkable rural medical care programs.

With the end of World War II, there was a re-
trenchment in Federal assistance programs of the
U.S. Department of Agriculture and a return of
responsibilities to the States and counties. In most
States, governmental agencies did not take up the
challenge in the field of health services, so that
these publicly supported programs were, in effect
abandoned. The health needs of low income farm
families and migratory agricultural workers were
left to be met by the traditional local welfare pro-
grams or through the private sector. Experiences of
the Farm Security Administration and related pio-
neering rural health programs, however, left their
mark on the nation, especially in a heightened ap-
preciation of the special ploblems of rural medical
service. Enrollment of farm people in Blue Cross
plans through their farm organizations, founding
of some voluntary rural medical cooperatives,
strengthening of rural county health departments,
and the whole concept of hospital regionalization
under the Hill-Burton Act were among the long-
term benefits.

Health services for migratory agricultural fami-
lies remained an especially vexing issue, since
being nonresident in mo,1, of the areas where they
do seasonal work these low income people have
usually been ineligible for medical assistance from
the local welfare devartment or local public hos-
pitals. The 4ght-of-the:ie unfortunate adults and
childrenimmortalized in John Steinbeek's Grapes
of Wrath 119391is rediscovered, it would seem,
every 20 years or so. In 1962, therefore, there was
enacted the Federai Migrant Health Act 1P.L.
87-692), which reestablished Federal assistance for
health services to migrant workers and their de-
pendents. Instead of a direct Federal operation,
however, this program authorizes grants by the
U.S. Public Health Service to State and local agen-
cies (mainly health departments) for services to
migrant families.
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The 1962 law emphasizes grants for "family
health service clinics " a politically palatable iden-
tification for general ambulatory medical care, as
distinguished from the restrictive preventive serv-
ices conventionally offered by rural county health
departments. By 1965, grants had been made to 60
local projects for such broad-gaged clinics and for
other purposes (like health education, sanitation, or
public het.lth nursing) in 29 States and Puerto Rico
(37). Undoubtedly these projects improved the
health care of several thousand migrant families,
among the estimated 2,000,000 such persons in the
nation.

The total appropriation for these migrant health
grants in 1965, however, was only $3 million. A
study of the problem by the American Public Health
Association suggested that an "average" level of
medical service for these families would cost over
$100 million per year (38). Exact accounting of
financial needs, in relation to private resources for
health care, is extremely difficult to make, but it
is evident that by almost any criterion this pro-
gram's impact must be small. The drop in the bucket
that it offers is less important than its value in
keeping alive social concern for the migrant family,
whose health problems require more basic rural
actions to solve.

Another distinct rural population for which gov-
ernment has taken _substantial responsibility is that
of the American Indian. Of the 552,000 Indians
counted in the 1960 census, about 380,000 are en-
titled to health services from a special network of
hospitals and health centers operated by the Divi-
sion of Indian Health of the U.S. Public Health
Service. These are predominantly rural people, of
low income, concentrated on Indian reservations in
23 States. The largest numbers are in Oklahoma,
New Mexico, and Arizona (39).

With origins going back to War Department
treaties with Indian tribes in the early 19th cen-
tury, the Indian health service program was oper-
ated by the U.S. Department of the Interior from
1849 to 1955, and since then by the U.S. Public
Health Service. Today there are 47 general hospitals
and 3 tuberculosis sanatoriums (from 14 to 400
beds) earmarked for these rural people. There are
about 300 field health stations attended by doctors
or nurses and, in areas of sparse Indian settlement,
there are contractual arrangements for services from
some 200 other local hospitals, 400 private physi-
cians or dentists, and 18 State and local health de-
partments. A reflection of this program's amplitude
is its expenditure for health service in 1964 of almost
$138 per capita, an amount only slightly lower than
the per capita health expenditure of the entire U.S.
population.

The outstanding feature of the Indian health
service is its comprehensiveness, combining all the
usual preventive services and a full range of ambu-
latory and institutional services for treatment. No
other population group outside of the active mili-
tary forces receives such wide benefits at Federal

Government expense. As a result, the record of
health improvement among Indians in recent dec-
ades is impressive, in spite of seriously impoverished
living conditions. Their life expectancy increased by
11 years between 1940 and 1962, although it is still
8 years below that of the average American. It is
interesting to observe the daringly "socialized" pat-
terns by which health services have been organized
for this special social minority, in contrast to larger
sectors of the rural poor in America.

k third group among the rural poor for whom
government has taken special action are the resi-
dents of the Appalachian mountain region. In 1965;
the Federal Appalachian Regional Development
Act (Pl. 89-41 was passed to help improve the
conditions of life for low income rural people in
Kentucky, Tennessee, West Virginia, and western
sections of Virginia and North Carolina. This pro-
gram included $21 million for grants to build and
equip hospitals, diagnostic and treatment centers
I i.e., units for ambulatory patients), and other
health facilities in this region (40). Along with this
construction subsidy has gone technical consultation
from the U.S. Public Health Service to help improve
the basic public health and hospital services avail-
able to these mountain people.

There are other governmental health programs
serving selected rural populations, like the families
of personnel working for the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority or residents of the Virgin Islands and U.S.
trust territories in the Pacific Ocean. Altogether,
however, these, along with the three special pro-
grams described above, reach only a small propor-
ion of the rural poor in the nation.

Further Governmental Health Programs
A variety of other governmental health programs

for certain demographic groups or special diseases
operate throughout the United States and have some
impact on the rural poor.

School children everywhere have the benefit of
limited health protection, including physical exami-
nations and first aid, as well as health education in
the classroom. Immunizations are sometimes given,
and occasionally treatment for common disorders
like dental cavities and visual problems in low in-
come youngsters. In the larger schools of the great
cities, these services are often well developed, with
full-time nurses on the premises, consulting psy-
chologists, and periodic visits from physicians.
Schools in rural districts, on the other hand, seldom
have strong health programs. The isolated one-mom
country school house, of course, has handicaps in
many spheres, but even in the larger schools of
rural trade centers, the health programs tend to be
weak. Instead of full-time school nurses, public
health nurses from the health department, with
many other duties, must cover the schools ab well.
Physicians are usually in too short supply to permit
regular examinations of the children for detection
of physical or mental defects.
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Industrial establishments have also long provided
special health protection and services and safety
promotion programs for their workers. Large firms
often have well-developed in-plant medical services,
with full-time nurses. physicians, safety engineers,
industrial hygienists. and others. Some of the ear-
liest programs of prepaid medical care did. indeed,
have their origins in isolated rural enterprises like
mining. lumbering. and railroads (41).

Most rural workers, however, do not have the
benefit of good occupational health services. In
smaller towns, factories tend to have smaller work
forces, and in-plant services are poorly developed.
In the mines, protective health and safety legisla-
tion is in effect. but the rate of serious injuries and
fatal accidents is still high. Numerous small mines
and lumbering operations have no organized medi-
cal or safety programs. In agriculture. of course, the
majority of working peoplewhether self-employed
farmers, tenants, or fa rmworkersare engaged in
small enterprises without any occupational health
programs. Even the large "agri-business" farms or
ranches seldom maintain the systematic health
services found in uroan factories with comparable
numbers of employees. In stall enterprises, accident
rates are often high, and a problem of serious con-
cent in recent years has been the hazard to field-
workers possible from improper use of pesticides
(42).

The workmen's compensation laws on industrial
injuries, which provide for disability cash payments
and the costs of medical care, tend to be less com-
prehensive in the rural States. Self-employed
farmers or tenants are not covered at all, and even
agricultural employment is exempted from coverage
under most State laws or left to the voluntary deci-
sion of the farm operator (43).

Governmental medical care programs for special
population groups under Federal auspices are more
equitable for rural people. Veterans with service-
conneted disabilities, wherever they may live, are
entitled to first-class comprehensive medical care
front the facilities of the U.S. Veterans' Administra-
tion. Even for nonservice-conneeted conditions. they
may get hospital care in :illy of 175 V.A. institutions,
if the veteran states that private care would be a
financial hardship. Since this is usually true of the
low income veteran from a rural area, this Federal
program has particular value 1441. The same sort
of rural benefit applies to the dependents of mili-
tary personnel on active duty. Since 1956 these
wives and children have been entitled to payment of
most expenses for general medical care by the U.S.
Department of Defense.

Among special diseases for which government
assumes the major financial responsibility, mental
disorder is the most important, Mental hospitals are
nearly always a State government responsibility,
and their quantity and quality in different States
were discussed above. The modern approach to men-
tal illness, however, is to attempt to treat emotional
problems early so as to prevent the need for hospi-
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talization. To facilitate this. it network of psychi-
atric. clinics has been growing up around the nation,
financed largely by grants front the Federal and
State governments.

The establishment and capacities of these mental
health clinics are much weaker in the rural States.
Psychiatrists are very heavily concentrated in the
largest metropolitan centers (New York, Chicago.
Los Angeles. etc.) and leadership in the small towns
is usually lacking. Rural Arkansas. for exwnple, has
only 4 such psychiatric clinics, while .erbanized
Colorado with almost exactly the same State popu-
lation 11.969.000r has 28 of them. Urban Connecti-
cut has 30 such clinics. while rural Iowa with just
a slightly smaller population (2,760.000i has only
22 of them 1451. Perhaps the prevalence of mental
discatse is lower among more rural populations, but
it is just as likely that the recognition of these
problems is obscured by the nonavailability of re-
soures for diagnosis and treatment.

Crippling conditions in children is :mother cate-
gory of disorder that government has tackled. The
U.S. Children's Bureau in the Department of
Health. Education. aunt Welfare gives grants to the
States, to help pay for the costs of medical care of
children identified as "crippled" and financially
eligible for this aid. These definitions are flexible,
and the rural States actually derive relatively
greater benefits from this program than the uco.m.
In 1964, the crippled children's program served 5.1
children per 1,000 persons under 21 years of age in
the nation. Among the 20 most urban States, this
average rate was exceeded in 8, while among the 20
most rural States it was exceeded in 17 461. This
special advantage for rural populations is not acci-
dental, but has been deliberately written into the
Federal grant formula which favors areas of greater
poverty.

Disabled adults who are employable may be
helped to get corrective medical care. as well as job
training, by the Federal grant-in-aid program of
the Vocational Rehabilitation Administration
(VRA I. Eligibility, both medical and financial, is
also flexible in this program. so that States with
lower per capita incomes and lesser private resources
tend to take greater advantage of it. Nationally the
vocational rehabilitation program helped 51 persons
per 100,000 in 1961not a very large proportion.
Among the 20 most rural States, however, this rate
was exceeded in 12, while in the 20 most urban
States it was exceeded only in 5. The greatest im-
pact of the YEA program was in West Virginia (188
cases per 100,0001. Georgia (152 cases), and Ar-
kansas ( 138 eases r , while the smallest relative im-
pact was in California (16 cases per 100,000), Ohio
(21 cases( and New Jersey (28 cases) (47).

Modern rehabilitation of disabled persons re-
quires a combination of skills in physical medicine.
surgery, vocational training. job counseling and
placement, social casework, and other disciplines.
Rehabilitation venters which offer these varied skills
under one roof arc not plentiful (there are only



about 150 of them in the United Staten,, and they
are naturally located in the larger cities. The gov-
ernmental programs for children and adults just
described usually arrange transportation of patients
to these centers. not only covering travel costs but
making the various professional and administrative
liaisons required. Low income rural people who are
reached by these programs, therefore, may be
greatly benefited. but those who must rely on their
own private resources can seldom profit from the
comprehensive rehabilitation centers in the metro-
politan cities.

Voluntary Health Agencies

Complementing and often antedating govern-
mental health programs are a great diversity of vol-
untary agencies with specific objectives for health
service. Voluntary health insurance plans have been
discussed. as have been the health activities of pri-
vate industry; by contrast, the "voluntary health
agency" does not have an earmarked population to
cover. It is typically supported by charitable dona-
tion, and the benefits go to various and sundry
persons in need of them.

There are thousands of voluntary health agencies
in the United States, the best known of which con-
duct campaigns on specific diseases like cancer,
blindness, or cerebral palsy. Typically they devote
their funds to a combination of support for scien-
tific research, education of the health professions,
and direct service to patients. The large voluntary
organizations consist of a network of local chapters,
State offices, and national headquarters which match
governmental hierarchies in their complexity. In
addition, there are many voluntary health agencies
with purely local roots, directing their efforts to the
solution of some unique local problem. It has been
estimated that no less than 100,000 local voluntary
units of both types are operating in the United
States for various purposes (48). Although the pro-
grams of these agencies do not compare in magni-
tude with those of government, and there is evi-
dence of much waste due to fragmentation and high
administrative overheads, nevertheless they help to
meet certain health tie& It served by government
and they often-pioneer . $. ideas.

As for other organized social efforts, however, the
impact of the vountary health agencies is typically
lower in the rural areas. The sources of private
charity are much greater in the cities, and health
activities are largely carried out in the communities
where the money is raised. Data from the American
Heart Associationthe voluntary health agency
tackling the nation's top cause of deathreflect the
general tendency, This agency has chapters in every
State and it spends money in every State. In the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, it spent over $21
million or slightly over W cents per capita for the
national population. This average of 10 ccnts, ho -
ever, was exceeded in 8 of the 10 most urban States

but in only 2 of the 10 most rural States (491. A
similar computation of 1966 expenditures by the
American Cancer Society showed outlays of over
20 cents per capita in 13 out of the 25 most urban
States. compared with only 4 out of the 25 most
rural States (501. Comparable relationships would
undoubtedly be found for most of the other disease-
specific voluntary agencies.

Some of the most important voluntary health
agencies are virtually restricted to the large cities.
Visiting nurse associations give bedside care to
patients at homeusually the chronically ill of low
incomebut seldom do they serve rural populations.
One striking exception is the Frontier Nursing Serv-
ice of Kentucky, a philanthropically supported pro-
gram in which nurses go by jeep or horseback to
serve isolated families in the backwoods. There are
also some church missions providing small hospitals
and general medical care ior impoverished rural
populations in New Mexico, Tennessee, and else-
where. Other large agencies with national networks,
however, like Alcoholics Anonymous, the Salvation
Army, or the Planned Parenthood Lsociation, are
essentially confined to the cities.

This is not to suggest that small towns and vil-
lages lack community spirit _for health purposes.
Women's home demonstration clubs, parent-teacher
associations, church auxiliaries, and other such
groups are numerous and active, and their programs
may include some concern for issues like improved
nutrition or safety on the school grounds. The pur-
poses of such rurally based organizations, however,
are mainly educational, and they have little impact
on the medical needs of the rural poor.

Attracting Doctors and Others to Rural
Areas

The preceding pages have summarized the prin-
cipal organized programs which help to meet the
health needs of populations. Most of these programs
are nationwide, with differential impacts on rural,
compared with urban, people; some are specifically
oriented to rural districts and to the poor within
them. Underlying all these programs, however, is a
need for health personnel and medical facilities to
actually render the needed services. As we noted at
the outset, these resources are in leaner supply and
nearly always of poorer quality in the rural than
in the urban areas. We must now examine, there-
fore, certain other general movements which are
designed mainly to improve these basic human and
material resources in rural areas.

Efforts to improve the rural supply of physicians
have taken many forms. Basic is the output of doc-
tors by the medical schools, since the overall na-
tional production of doctors naturally influences the
number who will settle in rural areas. The net out-
put of physicians by medical schools throughout
the nation, however, has barely kept up with the
growth of population over the last 30 years (51).
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Indeed, were it not for the inflow of medical gradu-
ates of foreign medical schools in recent years, the
net ratio would have markedly declined. Neverthe-
less, since the end of World War II there has been
an increase from 77 to 88 medical schools in the
United Statesnearly all of the new ones being
established by State governments. As of late 1966,
inbreover, 16 more medical schools were in the
process of development (52 ). Enrollments in the
existing schools have also been increased, although
only slightly.

The principal growth of new medical schools in
the last 20 years has been in the more rural States,
like Kentucky, West Virginia, and New Mexico.
These State-sponsored schools give preference to
admission of native sons who, it may be expected,
are more likely to settle in their home territory
Furthermore, an internship or residency at a uni-
versity medical center often leads a young physician
to start practice nearby, even if he comes originally
from another State. Thus, the establishment of new
medical schools and teaching hospitals in the prin-
cipal cities of rural regions is an important force
for improving the supply of rural doctors in the long
run. Federal grants to the universities for medical
research, and more recently for medical school
facility construction, have helped to foster this
development.

Another approach to the problem of attracting
doctors to rural areas has been the construction of
modern office facilities. For many years, small towns
on their own have offered physicians rent-free office
quarters or even low-cost homes to induce thein to
come 153. In 1953, the Tennessee State Medical
Association set up a "medical foundation" devoted
to helping rural communities attract young doctors
through advice on building private clinics and other
means (54). Since 1959, the Sears Roebuck Founda-
tion has put money in back of this idea and con-
ducted a systematic program of assisting small
towns to build efficient private medical clinics, with
capital loans and architectural plans. In 1966, 20
towns were so aided (55). The American Medical
Association has collaborated in this program, offer-
ing an information service to new medical gradu-
ates on towns and villages lacking a doctor; since
1948 the AMA has held a series of national confer-
ences on rural health, publicizing this and other
approaches to the problem. In early 1967, Senator
Tydings introduced in the U.S. Congress a Rural
Community Medical Clinic Loan Act which would
put the Sears Roebuck idea on a firm governmental
basis; it would provide $10 million in loans to rural
communities of 500 to 5,000 population for con-
structing clinic buildings to accommodate two or
more private physicians. Amendments to the Health
Professions' Educational Assistance Act in 1966,
moreover, authorized forgiveness of educational
loans up to 100 percent for physicians, dentists, and
optometrists who set up practice in low income
rural areas.
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Other steps have been taken by State govern-
ments to induce settlement of young physicians in
rural localities. During and after World War II,
several Southern States enacted statutes to provide
full fellowship support for medical students who, on
completion of the'r training, would set up practice
in a rural community. The fellowships were given
initially as loans, but the debts for up to 4 years of
medical schooling were canceled for each year that
the young doctor practiced in a community certified
as "rural" by the State agency. This type of pro-
gram is still operating in Kentucky, Virginia, North
Carolina, and other States. In Virginia and Ken-
tucky, the State department of health administers
the program, while in North Carolina it is a sepa-
rate governmental "North Carolina Medical Care
Commission" (56. The latter State also subsidizes
the education of dentists and optometrists for rural
practice, and the programs in the several States
differ in various details. Virginia's State Health
Commissioner, however, commen:s: "It is hard to
evaluate the effectiveness of the program. Certainly
it has not been a great boon to (medical) practice
in the rural areas; on the other hand, it has helped
fill a monetary need for these students" (57).

Medical and surgical specialists are particularly
lacking in rural areas, since, more than general prac-
titioners, their successful practice requires the popu-
lation concentration of the larger cities. For this
reason, the pattern of group medical practice, which
can bring together a team of specialists and general

-physicians in a viable professional enterprise has
great potentialities for betterment of rural medical
care. It is encouraging,-therefore, that group medical
practice has been increasing significantly in rural
counties, even though it is still a minority phe-
nomenon.

In 1959, physicians engaged in multispecialty
group practice (as distinguished from single spe-
cialty clusters) in the United States constituted a
ratio of 5.8 per 100,000 civilian population (58).
While this is only a small percentage of the 132
physicians per 100,000 people in the nation, it rep-
resented a marked increase from the level of 2.2
physicians per 100,000 in group practice in 1946.
The ratio is decidedly higher, moreover, in the iso-
lated rural counties where, in 1959, it was 8.2 such
physicians per 100,000, compared with 5.0 in the
metropolitan counties. As a proportion of total phy-
sicians in private practice, furthermore, the rural
predominance of group practice is more striking, as
shown by the following figures for 1959:

Type of county

Percentage of total
private physicians
al group practice

Metropolitan 4.6
Adjacent 8.0
Isolated 12.6

Probably more basic than these several strategies
for attracting doctors to rural areas has been the



construction and improvement of smalltown hospi-
tals, discussed earlier, and the extension of health
insurance. Adequate facilities for medical practice
and assurance of a satisfactory income are funda-
mental, although they cannot necessarily compen-
sate for the cultural handicaps of small town, as
against large city, life. Between 1949 and 1959, how-
ever, the net effect of all the forces at play produced
a slight decrease in the ratio of doctors in the metro-
politan and adjacent counties (135.9 down to 132.6
per 100,000 population) and a slight increase in the
ratio within the isolated counties (73.7 up to 74.7
per 100,000). As noted earlier, well-to-do country
dwellers can readily travel to a distant city for
medical care, but au improved physician supply
within rural counties has special importance for the
rural poor.

Attracting nurses and other types of health per
sonnel to rural districts is more directly dependent
on organized measures, like hospital construction or
health department enlargement, than is improve-
ment of the doctor supply. Paramedical personnel,
more than physicians and dentists, are mainly em-
ployed in-organized health agencies. Yet, it is likely
that the overall problem of rural health personnel
will be most effectively solved within a framework
of general improvement in the social and economic
setting of rural community life.

Regionalization and Comprehensive
Planning

The handicaps of rural ecology for the delivery
of scientific medical service have led everywhere in
the world to plans for greater use of transportation.
Rural patients can be transported to an urban fa-
cility when necessary or urban specialists-can travel
to the hinterland. Moreover, the entire level of tech-
nical performance in rural hospitals can be elevated
by continuous professional and administrative ties
to better developed urban institutions. Rural popu-
lations, in other words, can be served not only by
the facilities in the country, but by a network of
both rural and urban facilities covering large geo-
graphic regions.

This concept of hospital regionalization has had
extensive discussion in the United States, although
its actual accomplishments have so far begn spotty.
In 1936, a private foundation set out to improve the
quality of medical care for the rural people of
Maine, through organization of a system of pro-
fessional connections between hospitals in the small
towns of that State and a large medical center in
Boston (59). A somewhat similar network was or-
ganized in 1945 in the cluster of rural counties
around Rochester, N.Y. (60). The principal impact
of these programs has been to enrich the education
of physicians, nurses, technicians, dieticians, and
other personnel in rural hospitals, so as to improve
their performance. Consultation services have gone
from the center peripherally, but transfer of patients

from the peripheral units to the center has occurred
only occasionally. Upgrading the quality of small-
town hospitals may be expected to benefit the poorer
rural people particularly, since they are least likely
to travel to a distant city for medical care.

The regionalization idea was emphasized along
another dimension, with the enactment of the-Na-
tional Hospital Survey and Construction (Hill-
Burton) Act of 1946. The basic purpose of this law
was to promote construction of hospitals in areas of
bed deficiency and, as noted earlier in this report,
a remarkable equalization among the States was
accomplished. Between 1948 and 1965, the popula-
tion of the United States increased by 37 percent,
while the general hospital-bed supply increased by
70 percent. The relative bed increases were greater,
moreover, in the more rural States. Among the 25
most urban States, 14 enjoyed an increase in their
bed-population ratios over this span of years, while
among the 25 most rural States, 20 benefited by such
an increase (61). Not all this improvement can be
attributed to the Hill-Burton Act, but the advan-
tages for low income States written into the Federal
granting formula suggest that in rural districts_ the
improvement in hospital-bed supply has been
largely due to the stimulus of this subsidy program.
Between_ 1947 and 1966, nearly two-thirds of the
$1,900 million Federal subsidy for genial hospital
construction went to communities of under 50,000
population.

Aside from their influence on quantitative im-
provement- in hospital-bed supplies, the State "mas-
ter plans" required under the Hill-Burton Act af-
fected the technical content of hospital design. On
the one hand, minimum standards were set for labo-
ratories, infant nurseries, outpatient departments,
and other basic features in all hospitals. On the
other hand, excessively elaborate equipment was not
alloWed in rural facilities, so that complex cases
would be referred to an urban center instead of
being improperly handled locally. Furthermore, the
Hill-Burton Act subsidized also the construction of
public health centers mainly to house local health
departmentswhich helped to- strengthen preven-
tive and case-finding health services in low income
rural districts. Between 1948 and 1965, there were
726 primary public health centers and 328 auxiliary
health centers constructed throughout the nation,
the great majority under the stimulus of the Hill-
Burton program.

With respect to hospital operation's or the pro-
fessional relationships among personnel in regional
networks of facilities, the achievements of the last
20 years have not been so impressive. Bricks and
mortar may be necessary to lay the foundations for
regionalization, but they are obviously not enough
to induce cooperative behavior among the compo-
nent units in a geographic system. One such theoret-
ical system in northern Michigandeveloped with
the assistance of the Hill-Burton program and the
Kellogg Foundationwas intensively studied over a
5-year period (1954-59). Two small rural hospitals
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of 19 beds and 18 beds were affiliated by a regional-
ization agreement with a 160-bed urban hospital 40
miles away, and another small 10-bed rural hospital
was affiliated with a 226-bed hospital 25 miles away.
Various exchanges were to be developed in the way
of consultation services, transfer of patients. pro-
fessional education. joint purchasing of supplies. etc.
In practice. however, very little of this WaS carried
out, and the investigators concluded: "In essence
regionalization, with its signed agreements, re-
mained, on the whole, a paper achievement." (62).

Another regionalization effort. confined to the
field of postgraduate medical education, was
launched in the suburban and sendrural districts
encompassed in a 75-mile radius around New York
City. Fifteen small community hospitals were affili-
ated with the medical center of the New York Uni-
versity College of Medicine, for a systematic pro-
gram of continuing education through lectures and
clinical case conferences offered by visiting pro-
fessors. Local attendance, however, gradually di-
minished. interpersonal frictions developed, and
after 17 years (1945-62 the program was termi-
nated (63). Other medical schools, which have
launched similar educational programs, have not
reported great success, and they may well. be less
candid than New York University in admitting
failures.

Since about 1957, the hospital regionalization
idea has come to have another meaning than that
just discussed. Instead of providing a framework
for bringing sound medical care to rural residents
of large geographic-areas, it has been applied to the
developmental problems of hospitals within metro-
politan centers. In the great cities, there are plenty
of riscal and administrative problems in the plan-
ning of hospital construction; the unfettered build-
ing of new hospitalswithout considering the opti-
mum use of the ,existing facilitieshas led to
wasteful inefficiencies. To cope with this, community
leaders in Chicago, Pittsburgh, and other large
cities organized voluntary hospital councils, repre-
senting philanthropic sources- (usually local indus-
trialists) as well as the hospitals themselves (64).
Through various indirect financial and moral pres-
sures, these councils have attempted to influence the
pattern of new hospital construction, or the renova-
tion of existing facilities. They have also promoted
certain joint administrative and professional prac-
tices (such as recruitment or in-service training of
personnel) among the hospitals within the city (65).
By 1966, there were about 50 of these metropolitan
councils in the nationmany of which had been
stimulated and sustained by special Federal grants
authorized under the 1960 Hill-Harris amendments
to the Hill-Burton Act. While doubtless helping to
optimize the nation's net investment in hospital
construction, these metropolitan councils have done
little to meet the special problems of rural popula-
tions, and especially of the rural poor.

It is not surprising, therefore, that in 1965 a very
different approach to the problem of upgrading

328

rural medical care through regionalization was
taken by the Federal Government. Focusing on the
nation's three leading causes of deathheart dis-
ease, cancer, and strokeCongress enacted amend-
ments to the Public Health Service Act to provide
grants-in-aid for "regional medical programs .. . for
research, training, diagnosis, and treatment relating
to heart disease, cancer, or stroke." The intent is to
promote much stronger ties than now exist between
the great urban medical centers and the smaller hos-
pitals or other health facilities in far-flung rural
regions (66. As in the earlier regionalization pro-
grams. the greatest emphasis seems to be placed on
postgraduate education and consultation to local
physicians in -the smaller hospitals. It remains to
be seen whether the potentialities of this program
for improving the quality of medical service to the
-rural poor will be realized, at least with respect to
the major killing diseases.

Finally, a still more far-reaching step has recently
been taken by the Federal Government toward po-
tential improvement of rural health service, by way
of both geographic and functional planning. Public
Law 89-749, enacted in 1966, provides for Federal
grants to the States for comprehensive health plan-
ning of all health services, facilities, and manpower
(67). This is a wider definition of health planning
authority than had so far been made bygovernment
in the United States, with clear intent to encompass
both governmental and private activities, and finan-
cial support for the planning efforts. The -new law
calls for coordination of programs supported by
local and State as well as Federal funds; it sets as
a goal the achievement of-high quality health serv-
ice, both preventive and curative, for everyone.
Plannitig, of course, is only a first step toward
remedial action. If this step is taken in each State,
the groundwork can be laid to increase the quantity
of inediCal resources, to elevate their quality, and
to coordinate their impact on the health needs of
all rural people.

Problems That Must Be Solved

This report has examined the health needs and
services of the rural poor, the organized programs
operating to cope with the problems, and the defi-
ciencies of the current situation. What can be done
to improve the health of low income rural people, to
reduce the gap between medical science and its ap-
plication? What specific problems must be solved?

In the account of past and current programs of
health service, clues to future answers are implicit.
The essentials are easy enough to state as ultimate
goals:,

(1) the resourcesin personnel and facilities
for sound health service must be made avail-
able,

(2) economic support for these services to all
rural people, year in and year out, must be
assured, and



(3) the quality of health service must be main-
tained thougl, reasonable measures of social
organization.

The attainment of these broad goals is not so easy.
Certainly they could not be reached within the
boundaries of life of the rural poor, nor of the rural
population generally. Action would be necessary at
the national level, as-WC11 as within rural States and
communities. Moreover, changes would be necessary
in the larger social and economic scene, as well as
within the sphere of the health services.

Thus, approaches to the solution of the health
problems of the rural poor may be suggested at
three levels: (a the total rural economy, lb ) the
national health scene, and (c) the local rural health
field.

Al the level of the total rural economy, it is ob-
vious that many social improvements are essential
to attainment of better health service. Elevation of
rural family incomes is basic. Based on firmer agri-
cultural and industrial foundations, improved.hous-
_ing would be necessary whether in the small town
or village or out in the open country. Better educa-
tion is needed in elementary and high schools; all
rural youth who can profit from it should be free to
undertake higher education. While transportation
has greatly improved, still more development is
needed to connect isolated villages with the main
cities. Higher incomes and better education would
lay the groundwork for further measures of health
protection, like sound nutrition and hygienic be-
havior. Segregation of minorities and racial dis-
crimination in all its forms must be eliminated.

At the second level=the national health scene
several actions are necessary to achieve better health
services for the rural poor. It is naive to expect the
problems to be solved within the confines of rural
communities. This would be true even if the total
rural economy were highly advanced, but it is all
the more so in the light of rural economic inequities
which prevail and nut, be realistically expected to
continue for some years. At the national level,
health actions are needed in four main spheres.

First, health manpower must bei produced in much
greater numbers if the needs -of rural and urban
people are to be met. So long as the total supply is
not adequate, redistribution of health personnel be-
tween city and county will help very little; the
rural locations will remain at the bottom of the
national barrel. Increased production of physicians,
dentists, nurses, technicians, and other health per-
sonnel will require further support from National
and State Governments. At the same time, new
types of health worker should be exploredtech-
nical aids and assistants with skills appropriate to
modern medical teamwork, instead of being frozen
into th,' patterns of horse-and-buggy solo medical
practice.

Second, the material foundations of medical serv-
ice must be further strengthened through national
action. Hospitals and health centers must be built

wherever they are needed, with national economic
tt,....6tance for construction as well as equipment.

Third. and extremely important, an economic
arrangement must be made to pay for all the medi-
cal care that anyone needs. This complex require-
ment has had hundre,i: of piecemeal solutions in
America. The achievements of voluntary health in-
surance have been reviewed in the pages above. as
well as the great step forward of the Medicare law
for the aged. Rural people, however, and especially
the rural poor, are not well covered by voluntary
insurance; even the fraction of the rural poor who
are insured do not have comprehensive medical
benefits. Continued efforts may enroll more of them
in voluntary plans, but the soundest solution would
undoubtedly be extension of the social insurance
principle of Medicare to cover all age groups. Bene-
fits should likewise be broadened to include physi-
cian's care in the office and home, as well as the
hospital, dental care, prescribed drugs, and mis-
cellaneous paramedical services.

If national comprChensive health insurance is
enacted, many of the categorical programs discussed
earlier would no longer be needed. The welfare medi-
cal services, with all their complek administrative
features, are an awkward adjustment to the lack of
national insurance; likewise for the Veterans' Ad-
ministration program, the crippled children's serv-
ices, the workmen's compensation medical entitle-
ments, and all the other fragmented health pro-
grams. Special grants for migrant families and an
independent program for reservation Indians would
be obviated if everyone were protected by national
health insurance. All these rural people would be
encompassed in the main economic stream of medi-
cal care. If special health centers were needed to
reach isolated families, they would be financed by
the national health insurance fund. For low4income
persons who could not pay social insurance contri-
butions, welfare agencies would pay the necessary
premiums.

The fourth type of action needed at the national
level concerns the multifarious problems of quality
maintenance. Drug production, for example, obvi-
ously requires national controls, since the pharma-
ceutical industry is nationwide. Standards for medi-
cal specialty certification arc now national, though
voluntary, and the same is true of hospital accred-
itation. Similar promulgation and enforcement of
national quality standards are needed in all other
sectors of health serviceincluding even basic pro-
fessional licensing, which can no longer be scien-
tifically justified on a State-by-State basis. Rural
communities, more than urban, can benefit from the
discipline of such national standards.

.41 the third levelthe local rural health field
further actions are necessary. Even within the States
and the rural communities, effective steps need some
partial assistance from higher political levels, but
distinct local measures are still feasible along five
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First, rural public health agencies in counties or
larger multieounty districts need great strengthen-
ing. Their role should be not only to promote health
education, environmental sanitation, and other pre-
ventive services, but also to coordinate all the pre-
ventive and curative services in the area. It. is the
local health department that should set up con-
venient health centers to serve seasonal agricultural
workers, psychiatric clinics, cancer detection units,
or rehabilitation centers. Likewise, the health de-
partment should oversee the local hospitals and
nursing homes with respect to quality standards.
National health insurance may pay most of the
operating costs, but leadership is still necessary to
organize the local technical resources.

Second, rural hospitals can be greatly improved
in their internal organization. The economic sup-
port and quality standards proposed above will con7
tribute to this, but local initiative by citizen boards
of directors is still necessary. New patterns like
that of the Hunterdon Medical Center, with a stable
staff of hospital-based specialists supplemented by
visiting general practitioners, should be launched in
more rural communities (68).

Third, medical personnel should be attracted to
rural communities much more systematically than
they are now. The training of medical and dental
students is already largely at social expense; even
if they pay their own tuition, the latter covers only
a small fraction of educational costs. It would be
reasonable, therefore, to expect all new graduates
to serve for a period in rural areas of need, as is
widely required in other nations. Combined with
.the economic support of national health insurance,
the provision of good -hospitals and health centers,
and a general increase in medical manpower, this
policy could assure parity of doctors to serve rural
people.

Fourth, there is the large task of breathing real
life into the concept of health care regionalization.
The planning of hospital construction along regional
lines has made progress, but functional ties among
the facilities in geographic regions arc hardly de-
veloped. Implementation of the newly authorized
regional medical programs for heart disease, cancer,
and stroke requires far more imaginative action
than has been shown in current projects, with their
overwhelming attention devoted to postgraduate
medical courses. Comprehensive health service plan-
ning, called for by further new legislation, must
find ways to bring the benefits of urban medical
science to the humblest vil,age dweller.

Fifth, there remains the challenge of local volun-
tary action. Health set vice cooperatives can or-
ganize group - practice clinics, which bring specialty
services to the countryside on an efficient and eco-
nomical basis. Rural hospitals and health centers
can always benefit from volunteer support. New
ideas in better health care can be pioneered by
local voluntary groups, long before government
agencies at any level are able to act.
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These five forms of health action at the local
rural level, along with the major steps recommended
at the national level, are no small challenge. They
would be costly in effort and dollars, though easily
within our economic capacity. Their benefits must
be measured in both material and human values.
The effects of -improved health on economic pro-
ductivity require no argument. But the value of a
pain that is soothed, a wound that is dressed, a life
that is saved, goes beyond the happiness of the
individual. The opportunity to receive the benefits
of medical science and enjoy good health has become
a basic human right. It has been articulated from
the podium of the United Nations and the doorstep
of the country store (69). Without this opportunity,
families and communities can become demoralized
and lose the will to act effectively in other spheres
(70). With health services assured, the millions of
poor people in rural America can be encouraged to
tackle more energetically the many other social and
economic problems they face. Their lives can attain
the quality of which this nation is capable.
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Chapter 19

Maternal and Child Health Programs and Rural Areas

ARTHUR P. LESSER find ELEANOR P. Hem., Children's Bureau. r. S. Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare

Historical

Late in the 19th century. private agencies in sev-
eral large United States cities opened stations to
distribute pasteurized milk for babies in an effort
to reduce infant iortality. This was the beginning
of the infant welfare movement in the United
States. As clean milk became generally available,
the purpose of these stations changed. They becalme
centers for continuous health supervision and the
prevention of disease infancy and earl.), child-
hood; there, mothers could receive health guidance,
advice on infant feeding and nutrition, and demon-
strations from nurses in the care of the baby.

As the child health programs-grew, recognition of
the great value of prenatal care in the prevention of
maternal and infant deaths became widespread.
During the first decade of the 20th century organ-
ized prenatal m; :ing services and prenatal medical
clinics began to be included in public health pro-
grams. In 1908 the New York City department of
health established a division of child hygiene. This
aetidn by the largest city in the United States ac-
corded recognition to the importance of child
hygiene and helped give impetus to a new era in
maternal and child health.

The United States Government in 1912 created
the U.S. Children's Bureau, the first agency of its
kind in any national government. According to the
creating legislation, the bureau shall ". . . investi-
gate and report . upon all matters pertaining to
the welfare of children and child life among all
classes of people, and shall especially- investigate
the question of infant mortality, the birth rate . . .

and diseases of children ..."
An epoch in child health legislation was marked

in 1921 with the passage of t:u. Sheppard-Towner
bill for the protection of mothers and infants, espe-
cially in rural areas. Administered by the Children's
Bureau, this act provided for grants-in-aid to the
States and thereby assisted in the creation of mater-
nal and child health bureaus in many States. It
lapsed in 1929 but laid the groundwork for the
maternal and child health provisions of the Social
Security Act.

The Social Security Act of 1935 authorized grants
to the States for maternal and child health services
and for services to crippled children under the pro-

visions of title V, parts 1 and 2. These grants are
administered by the Children's Bureau. The pur-
poses of the grants are to enable the States to extend
and improve, especially in rural areas. (1) services
for promoting the health ..of mothers and children
and (2) services for locating crippled children and
for providing them with medical and hospital care.
Maternal and child health programs are admin-
istei or! by State hea:th departments; services for
crippled children are offered by the State agency
designated by the State. usually the State health
department. An amendment enacted in 1965 re-
quires the States to show progressive extension of
their maternal and child health and crippled chil-
dren's services, with a view to making such services
available to children in all parts of the State by
1975.

Maternal and Child Health Services

Grants are provided to enable States to extend
and improve services for promoting the health of
mothers and children, especially in rural areas and
areas suffering from economic distress. The "-mates
must provide matching funds for one-half 0( the
amount appropriated; the remainder is not matched
and is distributed to the States on the basis of the
financial need of each State for assistance in carry-
ing out its plan.

In the apportionment of part lie funds under
the maternal and child health r.rd crippled chil-
dren's grants-in-aid programs a rural child is-
counted twice for each urban child in keeping with
the statutory j uphasis on rural areas. Thus the
rural States receive proportionately a greater share
of the apportionment of Federal funds and they
have also a more favorable matching requirement
than the urban States.

The appropriation for this program for fiscal year
1967 was $50 million, the amount authorized. For
fiscal year 1968, the appropriation requested was
the same; the amount authorized was $55 million.

States use the funds to pay the costs of conduct-
ing prenatal clinics where mothers are examined by
physicians and get medical advice; for visits by
public health nurses to homes before and after
babies are born to help mothers care for their
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babies; for well-child clinics where mothers can
bring their babies and young children for examina-
tions and immunizations, where they can get com-
petent advice on how to prevent illnesses, and where
their many questions about care of babies can be
answered. Such measures have been instrumental in
the reduction of maternal and infant mortality. The
funds are also used to make available doctors, den-
tists, and nurses to the schools for health exami-
nations and immunizations of school children and
advice to parents on where to get needed medical
or dental care. Sonic States also provide for the
medical - I : hospital care of premature babies in
special 11,...pital centers that meet certain standards
and for mothers with complications of pregnancy.

Practically all States use sonic of the funds for
improving the quality of services to mothers and
children by providing special training opportunities
to physicians, nurses, nutritionists, medical social
workers, and other professional .personnel. In addi-
tion, States have demonstration programs of various
kinds, the most prominent of which are the mental
retardation programs.

During- the calendar year 1964, maternal and
child health programs pfovided medical, prenatal,
and postnatal clinic service to 287,000 mothers.
Children attending medical well-child conferences
numnered 1,485,000 of whom 605,000 were infants.
Public health nursing services were provided 547,-
000 mothers and 2,862,000 children.

Medical and hospital care was provided 37,000
mothers who had complications of pregnancy.-Sfqte
health departments provided expert medical care in
hospital premature centers for 8,000 prematurely
born infants. General pediatric clinics .provided
diagnoses and consultation for 208,000 children.

About 2,447,000 school children were examined
by physician in school health services. Screening
tests of vision were provided for 8,352,000 children
and of hearing for 5,342,000.

Smallp-P: immunizations were given to 2,996,000
children and diphtheria immunizations to 4,306,000
children.

Progress in maintaining essential maternal and
child health services has been seriously affected by
the combination of a high birth rate and increasing
costs of providing services. The population under
21 years of age has increased from 54.4 million in
1950 to an estimated 81.1 million in 1966. The
medical care price index continues to rise and its
increases exceed those of other .otnponents of the
consumer price index. Salaries for professional
staff, which account for a major proportion of
maternal and child health funds, have likewise gone
up. Similarly costs of training have increased.

Nutrition Problems in Rural Areas

Recent studies and informal observations re-
ported by maternal and child health workers indi-
cate that nutritional problems exist among many

334

children in rural areas. Such problems can be
thought of as those relating to la) actual avail-
ability of adequate food resources; 00 ignorance,
cultural patterns, etc., which lead to poor food and
nutrition practices, (c) disease conditions which
are associated with or affect nutritional status, (d)
stress periods in life such as pregnancy, lactation,
childhood, etc., in which nutrient demands are rela-
tively high, etc.

A few recent references which document these
problems are:

Plough. Irvin C.. et al..4 Nutrition Survey of Three Rural
Puerto Rican Communities. Boletin de la Asociacion Medica
de Puerto Rico, Vol. 55, Supplement. December 1963. These
were family and included children and adults. Three
communities were studied and in general "the results from
all three communities were similar. The dietary study re-
vealed low intakes of calcium, vitamin A and riboflavin.
The quality of dietary protein was borderline. In spite of
all of ties the only clinical finding of note was retardation
of growth as compared with U.S. standards. Laboratmy re-
sults 'bowed a high prevalence of hypochromie anemia
among women and chadien, sonic hypoalbumenemi and low
urinary excretion rates of riboflavin and thiamine. Intestinal
parvitism was very common but few manifestations were
severe."

Delgado. Graciela, et al. Eating Patterns Among Migrant
Families. Public Health Reports 75. 4, April, 1961. "A study
of the diet patterns of a group of Negro migrant families
living in a labor camp in Belle Glade, Florida, revealed a
lack of certain groups of protective foods. It also pointed
up the needior better use of the foods available and-for a
w iser select ion of foods purchased in relation to the amount
of money spent."

Bryan. A. Hughes, and Anderson, Evelyn. A Survey of
the Dietary and Nutritional Problems of Crippled Children
and Dietary Practices of Negro and While Families with
Crippled Children in 5 Counties in Eastern North Carolina.
Studies were done in 5 rural counties of North Carolina.
"The diets of 75% of the children were rated at less than
`obviously adequate' and poor family- food practices were
the most frequent cause of the dietary inadequacy. How-
ever. in about one crippled child in ten with a suboptimal
dietary intake. the child's physical handicap was also an
important causative factor. . . . The diets of 27 of the 39
children who were not participating in a school lunch pro-
gram were rated as probably inadequate or obviously inade-
quate and two other (11SCS were classified as doubtful infor-
mation. In-one of the large Negro schools-in which there is
no lunch program, the principal estimated that over half, of
the children had no lunch whatever, about 25% of the
children, brought biscuits or sandwiches and another 25%
bought foods from a concessionaire.. . . All of the schools
in the 5 study counties participated in the Federal Milk
Program but not all of the children had money for the
mill.

Selected abstracts from field reports of public
health nutritionists serving rural areas:

"The nutritionist and the public health nurse visited four
families where the nutritionist talked with the families re-
garding low cost foods. The first family visited was a family
of ten where the income was $28 per week. The diet pattern
was as follows: Breakfast-1 piece of bread, hot chocolate
made with water, and coffee; Dinnersometimes beans and
sometimes potatoes; Suppermilk or water and bread.
They had milk every other night. Water was the beverage
when milk was not available. The nutritionist talked with
the mother regarding the foods which are low in cost but
supply many of the needed nutrients. She gave the mother
a leaflet on "Low Cost Foods." The two figured out amounts



which the mother would need to purchase and these were
listed on the leaflet so the mother could use it as a shopping
list. Prior to this visit the nutritionist had visited a large
chain grocery and a local grocery store to price all foods
listed in the leaflet 'Low Cost Foods.' Theiefore, the cost as
well as the amount could be approximately calculated. This
was done so that the mother and nutritionist would know
what part of the $28 was being spent for food."

"The staff attended 18 well b: ry confelenes and talked
with 198 mothers. They talked with 179 patients at 27
maternity onfeiences. There were nine other contacts with
families who had nutritional moblems. Two mothers were
visited on the hospital ward. Each had a child admitted
because of null nu t 1.1 t ion."

"I might add that sinze ieturning, we have had a report
of two children in that area with x-ray confirmation of a
diagnosis of rickets. This family happens to have a net
income of $3600. for nine children and their parents. Anothei
family that we visited had a small baby that at eight months
old was not crawling or walking and while we me there
lay in her crib taking little interest in _her surroundings.
This eight month old baby's mother was well along into her
13th pregnancy, and I noted little signs of food in the house.
Another example could be in a home with a diabetic child.
The family and particularly an older sister understood and
had planned excellent meals around the diabetic. exchange,
yet the supper meal for the family was to consist of potato
soup and nothing eke, apparently. It was toward the end
of the month and pay day was still ahead."

The following suggestions are made with the view
that many of the nutrition problems of rural chil-
dren are similar to those of urban children and
many of the following recommendations, therefore,
could equally apply to both groups. Nutrition prob-
lems in rural areas are apt to be closely related to
lack of _community health (including nutrition) re-
sources or inaccessibility to them. Thus, there may
be need for more emphasis on different ways of
delivering nutrition services; for example, mobile
clinics; loan of qualified nutrition personnel or
extra compensation for "hardship" posts; more
"depots" or distribution points for food programs;
better use of existing resources such as the school,
TV, radio, etc., for nutrition education. Specific
recommendations are:

(1) That there be more documentation of the
type and extent of nutrition problems of all chil-
dren, urban and rural. Two specific ways this could
be achieved are: (a) More studies could be under-
taken Similar to the one on evaluation of nutri-
tional status of preschool children in the United
States (urban and rural) being supported by Chil-
dren's Bureau research funds. Such studies should
be extended to include other age groups. (b) Screen-
ing. and diagnostic programs supported by the
Children's Bureau (Children and Youth, Mental
Retardation,. Adolescent, etc.) and other agencies
should have an assessment of nutritional status
built into them. Se.ane attempt to achieve this was
made with the publication and distribution by the
Children's Bureau of the Guidelines for Evaluating
Nutritional Status of Preschool Children.

(2) In many rural communities, the school is
considered a center for many types of activities
educational, social, recreational, cultural, etc. In
some areas (rural and urban) the only health teach-

ing received by children and their families is that
provided through the local school. The preparation
of the usual elementary, secondary, or college
teacher is notoriously inadequate in health educa-
tion, particularly nutrition. Concrete steps cotod be
taken to improve the background of all teachers
in health education, including nutrition.

If such training programs were planned cooper-
atively with health agency personnel, the programs
would probably be more realistic and geared to
actual health problems of the community (Federal,
State, and local),

(3) Since it is often difficult to reach rural
mothers and children on an individual or group
basis, more use should be made of communications
media for nutrition education. The potential of TV,
radio, newspapers. etc. has not ,yen utilized to the
fullest extent to reach mallet.. and children with
sound information about care and feeding of chil-
dren and the family, etc. There is a good example
of an effort to reach children and families in rural
Maine with health education, including nutrition.
The State health department nutritionist served on
the planning committee and assisted with the de-
velopment of these programs.

(4) Food distribution programs should be
oriented mote to meeting nutrition health needs
rather that-, to a marketing or economic need. The
U.S. Department of Agriculture should work more
closely with Federal agencies responsible for health
programs so that health needs and problems are
adequately considered in the planning of food dis-
tribution programs. For example, the map of "Food
Aid to Needy Families through USDA's Consumer
and Marketing Service" shows many areas are par-
ticipating in either program (fig. 1). It is in many
of these same areas that there are concentrations of
multiple maternal and child health problems such
as high infant mortality rates.

(5) Many families with expectant mothers and
young, growing .children cannot obtain adequate
food yet such is recommended as being necessary
for maintenance or improvement of individual and
family health. It should be possible for health
agencies to arrange with -other agencies who ad-
minister-food or financial assistance, -special provi-
sions for mothers and children. Mothers and chil-
dren with nutrition problems could then be certified
by health agency personnel as having a medical
need and efforts of other agencies should be ex-
tended to meet them in such ways as the following:

(a) extending special milk program with ear-
marked coupons or stamps made available to
health agency personnel for distribution,

(b) actually making selected commodities
such as milk and eerevl available to health
workers for distribution through clinics, in home
visits, and in maternal and child health centers.
(6) Many mothers and children need education

and help with the basic principles of child care,
nutrition budgeting, home management, preparation
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of food, etc. More of home economics related serv-
ices could be extended through health agencies by
use of home economists and auxiliary workers such
as nutrition aids, home management aids, etc.

(7) Agriculturally oriented or sponsored agen-
cies which serve rural areas may work inde-
pendently of Federal, State, and local health agen-
cies responsible for the health services of all citizens.
If such agencies are to continue carrying out health
education, including nutrition activities, then steps
should be taken to assure more coordinated and
cooperative planning so that efforts are focused on
those areas identified by health agencies as being
major problem areas. Often-times such health edu-
cation activities (including nutrition) are planned
out of the land-grant college (agriculture and home
economics) with little, if any, communication with
the State health agency which may be located in
the capital city some miles distant._ It would seem
more sound if goals and priorities in health educa-
tion were determined by the public health agency
and then support of other agencies such as Agricul-
ture, Commerce, and Interior were sought in achiev-
ing them. In this way there would he a united
rather than fragmented effort toward common goals.

Infant Mortality
A third of the nation's children are born in fam-

ilies living in counties with no urban center as large
as 50,000 population (1960). And about half of
these children (16 percent) are born in the counties
adjacent to those with a metropolitan city (50,000
or more), while the others (18 percent) arc in fain-

ilies in isolated counties relatively remote from any
large urban center.

During the years 1961-65, the annual average
number of live births in adjacent and isolated
counties was 1,380.000. It is noteworthy that over
60 percent of the births in the adjacent counties
were in States with low or middle range State per
capita income (1963-65). In the ease of isolated
counties, which accounted for nearly a fifth of the
U.S. live births in these years. 84 percent were in
the isolated counties of the States with per capita
income in the low or middle range. The concentra-
tion in low and middle per capita income States of
live births in the nonmetropolitan counties (ad-
jacent and isolated) was especially marked in the
nonwhite group, while present also in the white
group.

The combination of isolation and limited re-
sources reduces the infant's chances of survival.
Infant mortality rates are higher in adjacent and
isolated counties than in metropolitan counties and
the percentage excess in rate over national average
rate is confined, generally. to States in the low and
middle range of State per capita income (1963-65).

Infant mortality rates in the period 1961-65 are
shown in table 1 according to county group and per
capita income groups of States. For the country as
a whole, the infant death rate in counties adjacent
to metropolitan areas was 2 percent above the U.S.
rate of 25.1 per 1,000 live births. In the low per
capita income group of States the rate for their
adjacent counties was 19 percent higher than the
national average, while the middle per capita in-
come group about equaled the national average.

TABLE 1.-Infant mortality rate by color, county group, and per capita income group of States: United
States, 1961-65

1Exelte.ive of fetal death:. Rate is death.: under 1 rear per 1.000 lire births.;

County group United
States

Per capita income group of States (196:3 -65)

High
(17 States)

Middle
(17 States)

Low
(17 States)

Tot al infant s

All county groups. 25.1 23.5 24.7 29.3

Metropolitan 24.1 23.5 '24.2 27.1

(1reater. 24.(1 24.0 23.9 25.5

Lesser 24.2 22.7 26.8 27.2

Adjacent .... 25.5 22.5 25.0 29.9

Isolated. 28.1 24.6 25.9 :31.1

Semirural 27.9 24.0 25.7 :31.1

29.2 30.4 26.8 :30.7

White infants

All county groups. 22.0 21.3 22.:1 23.3

Metropolitan 21.4 21.1 21.7 21.8

(ireatcr 21.0 20.9 21.1 21.3

Lesser. 22.5 21.8 22.2 21.8

Adjacent . 22.6 21.8 23.0 23.7

Isolated 23.8 22.8 23.4 24.5

Semirural 23.6 22.7 2.3.4 24.4

Rural 24.2 23.6 23.5 24.8
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'Funk: I.-Infant mortality rate by color, county group. and per capita incmn( group of States: Unita
States. 1961 -65 -Coot BRIM

1 Exclu,ive of fetal deaths. Rate is deaths tinder 1 ye:it per 1.000 In e Int ths.I

County group

Per capita income group of States (196 :3 -65)

United High Middle
States (17 States), (17 States)

Low
(17 States)

Nonwhite infants

All county groups .

,N1et ropoli tan .
(treater...
Lesser

Adjacent.
Isolated .

Semirural.
Rural

.....
.....

1.1
38.2
37.7
38.9
45.0
48.1
47.8
49.5

:37.0
________

36.7
:37.5
33.9
38.6
43.8
:39.1
63.8

1.7
_________ _________

39.4
:38.2
41.0
45.9
7.7
48.1
7.0

45.3

41.1
:38.5
41.3
46.0
48.7
48.8
48.8

Stance: Depaitment of Health. Education. and Welfare, National Center fot Health Statistic,. Department of Com-
merce. Sin vey of Ctuient Business. August 1966.

' Includes Dish ict of Columbia.

In isolated counties of the U.S. the infant mor-
tality rate exceeded the national rate by 12 percent.
The excess in rate reached 24 percent for these
counties in the low per capita income group of
States.

Infant mortality in the single year 1965 in com-
parison with 1964 illustrates the continuing lack
of clear -cut and substantial gains in reducing the
infant death rate. In tables 2, 3, and 4 infant
mortality rates in 1964 and 1965 in metropolitan
and nonmetropolitan counties are shown by age
and color group. Nomnetropolitan counties include
adjacent and isolated counties. Only among non-
white infants were significant reductions recorded,
and these were larger (-2.3 percetit) in urban

TABLE 2.-Infant mortality rate in urban places
(10,000 population and over in 1960) and other
places, in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan
counties. 1964 and 1965

I By place of residence. Exclusive of fetal deaths.
Rate is deaths tinder 1 year per 1.000 live births.]

County group' and
place size

Rate per 1,000
live births

Percent
change in
rate 1965

from
1964 21965 1964

Total infants

United States..... ...... 24.7 24.8 ( -0.4)
Urban, 10,000 or more.. 25.1 25. :3 ( -0.8)
Rural, and urban places

under 10,000 24.3 24.2 (+0.4)
Metropolitan 23.8 24.0 (-0.8)

Urban, 10,000 or more.. 24.9 25.2 (-1.2)
Rural, and urban places

tinder 10,000 21.1 21.1 6
Nonmetropolit an 26.3 26.2 (+0.4)

Urban, 10,000 or more
and under 25.6 25.8 (-0.8)

Rural, and urban places
under 10,000 26.5 26.3 (+0.8)
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TABLE 2.-1 n font mortality rate in urban places
(10.000 population and over in 1960) and other
places, in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan
counties. 1964 and 1965-Continued

I Hy place of residence. Exclusive of fetal deaths.
Rate is deaths under 1 year per 1,000 live births.)

County group' and
place AU'

Rate Inv 1,00
live births

Percent.
change in
rate 1965

from
19(15 1964 1964 2

White infants
United States ... 21.5 21.5 0

Urban, 10,000 or more 21.6 21.9 (-1.4)
Rural, and urban places

under 10,000 21.4 21.2 ( +0.9)
Metropolitan . , . 20.9 21.0 ( -0.5)

Urban, 10,000 or more 21.4 21.7 ( -1.4)
Rural, and urban places

under 10,000 . 19.8 19.7 (+0.5)
Nonmetropolitan 22.7 22.6 ( +0.4)

Urban, 10,000 or more
and under 50,000 23.0 2 :3.0 0

Rural, mid urban places
under 10,000 224; 22.4 (+OM)
Nonwhite infants

Ut.ited States 40.3 41.1 -1.9
Urban, 10,000 or more :38.0 :38.9 -2. :3
Rural and urban pia, ott

under 10,000 . . . 44.9 45.4 -1.1
Metropolitan... ... . 37.8 :38.5 ( -1.8)

Urban, 10,000 or_more. 37.6 38.3 ( -1.8)
Rural, and urban places

under 10,000 ..... 39.3 40.3 ( -2.5)
Nonmetropolitan 45.5 46.2 ( -1.5)

Urban, 10000 or more
and under 50,000 41.4 4 :3.6 ( -6.0)

Rural, and urban places
tinder 10,000 46.6 46.9 ( -0.6)

Sourc:, Public Health Service, Nat Tonal Center for
Health Stitt ist

' In general, metropolitan counties are
of 50.000 or more. 1960. Nonmetropolitan
urban place as large as 5 )0 population,

= Parentheses signify lack of statistical

those with it city
counties have no
1960.

significance.



places (10,000 or more) than in rural areas and
smaller towns, where the reduction was -1.1 per-
cent. While the reduction in rate is noteworthy for
the nonwhite group, particularly in the neonatal
period, the fact remains that the infant death rate
experienced in 1965 in the nonwhite group living in

TABLE 3.-Neonatal mortality rate in urban places
(10,000 population and over in 1960), and other
places, in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan
counties, 1964 and 1965

IBy place of residence. Exclusive of fetal deaths.
Rate is deaths under 1 year per 1,000 live births.1

County group' and
place size

Rate per 1,000
live births

Percent
change in
rate 1965

from
1964 21965 1964

Total infants

United States 17.7 17.9 -1.1
Urban, 10,000 or more. 18.5 18.9 -2.1
Rural, and urban places

under 10,000 16.7 16.7 0
Metropolitan 17.6 17.9 -1.8

Urban, 10,000 or more 18.5 18.9 -2.1
Rural, and urban places

under 10,000 15.4 15.6 (-1.3)
Nonmetropolitan 17.8 17.8- 0

Urban, 10,000 or more
and under 50,000 18.5 18.8 (-1.6)

Rural, and urban places
under 10,000 17.6 17.5 (+0.6)

White infants

United States 16.1 16.2 (-0.6)
Urban, 10,000 or more 16.5 16.8 -1.8
Rural, and urban places

under 10,000 15.7 15.6 (+0.6)
Metropolitan 15.8 16.1 -1.9

Urban, 10,000 or mere 16.3 16.6 ( -1.8)
Rural, and urban places

under 10,000 14.8 14.9 (-0.7)
Nonmetropolitan 16.6 16.4 (+1.2)

Urban, 10,000 or more
and under 50,000 17.4 17.4 0

Rural, and urban places
under 10,000 16:4 16.1 (+1.9)

Nonwhite infants

United States 25.4 26.5 -4.2
Urban, 10,000 or more.. 26.2 27.3 -4.0
Rural, and urban places

under 10,000 23.8 24.9 -4.4
Metropolitan 26.1 27.0 -3.3

Urban, 10,000 or more 26.4 27.3 -3.3
Rural, and urban places

under 10,000.. 24.0 25.0 -4.0
Nonmetropolitan 24.0 25.4 -5.5

Urban, 10,000 or more
and under 50,000 24.9 27.3 -8.8

Rural, and urban places
under 10,000 23.8 24.9 -4.4

Source: Public Health Service, National Center for
Health Statistics.

' In general, metropolitan counties are those with a city
of 50,000 or more, 1960. Nonmetropolitan counties have no
urban placc as large as 50,000 population, 1960.

Parentheses signify lack of statistical significance.

rural areas and towns under 10.000 population was
more than double that of white infants; 44.9 per
1,000 as compared with 21.4. At the same time, the
excess in rate for the nonwhite infants in larger
towns and mc+rfpolitan cities amounted to 75 per-
cent (38.0 per 1,000 versus 21.6).

TABLE 4.-Postneonatal mortality rate in urban
places (10,000 population and over in 1960), and
other places. in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan
counties. 1964 and 1965

IBy place of residence. Exclusive of fetal deaths.
Rate is deaths under 1 year per 1,000 live births.]

County group and
place size

Rate per 1,000
live births

Percent
change in
rate 1965

from
1964 21965 1964

Total infants

United States 7.0 6.9 (+1.4)
Urban, 10,000 or more.. 6.6 6.4 +3.1
Rural, and urban places

under 10,000 7.6 7.5 (+13)
Metropolitan 6.2 6.1 +1.6

Urban, 10,000 or more 6.5 6.3 +3.2
Rural, and urban places

under 10,000 5.7 5.5 +3.6
Nonmetropolitan 8.5 8.4 (+1.2)

Urban, 10,000 or more
and under 50,000. 7.1 7.1 0

Rural, and urban places
under 10,000 8.9 8.8 (+1.1)

White infants

United States 5.4 5.4 0
Urban, 10,000 or more 5.2 5.1 (+2.0)
Rural, and urban places

under 10,000 5.7 5.7 0
Metropolitan 5.1 5.0 (+2.0)

Urban, 10,000 or more
and urban places

under 10,000

5.1

5.0

5.0

4.8

(+2.0)

+4.2
Nonmetropolitan 6.1 6.1 0

Urban, 10,000 or more
and under 50,000 5.6 5.6 0

Rural, and urban places
tinder 10,000 6.2 6.3 (-1.6)

Nonwhite infants

United States 14.9 14.6 (+2.1)
Urban, 10,000 or more 11.8 11.6 (+1.7)
Rural, and urban places

under 10,000 21.1 20.5 (+2.9)
Metropolitan 11.7 11.5 (+1.7)

Urban, 10,000 or more 11.3 11.0 (+2.7)
Rural, and urban places

under 10,000 15.2 15.3 ( -0.7)
Nonmetropolitan 21.5 20.8 (+3.4)

Urban, 10000 or more
and under 50,000 16.5 16.3 (+1.2)

Rural, and urban places
under 10,000 22.9 22.1 (+3.6)

Source: Public Hcalth Service, National Center for
Health Statistics.

In general, metropolitan counties are those with a city
of 50.000 or more, 1960. Nonmetropolitan counties have no
urban place as large as 50,000 population, 1960.

Parentheses signify lack of statistical significance.

339



State infant mortality rates in 1965 are shown in
table 5 in which States are ranked on the Ints..is of
State per capita income in 1963-65. In the high per
eapita ineonte group of State, 11 had rural popu-

lation below the national average proportion of
30.1 percent 119601. See table 6.) The infant death
rate for these States as a group was 23.3 per 1,000,
and about 6 percent below U.S. average of 24.7. The

T %tux 5-A reraye annual per capita income (1963-65) and infant mortality rate. 196i: United .States and
eaeh State in high. »iithlle. and bar per capita income group. of States

Illy place of lo-idence. Rate i number of death under 1 year per 1.000 lit e births. ENelte.ne of fetal deaths.1

l'er capita income group of St:11(.4

.1verage annual per capita
income, 1%3-(,5 Infant mortality

hate per 1,000
live births)

Ratio to
U.S. rateI )(Mas Rank

United States

nigh (17 States)
2,593 24.7

23.3

100

94
1/is1. of Columbia , :1,535 32.0 130
Nevada.... . ,262 2 24.8 100
Connecticut 1,251 3 21.9 8!)
I Matt at 1,175 4 24.3 98
f'alifornia . 1,129 5 22.1 89
New York 1,127 6 23.4 95
New JerNey 3,090 7 23.2 94
Illinois :1,081 8 25.6 104
.11aska 3,043 9 38.1 154_
Mass:u t s. ..... 2,1102 10 22.2 1k)
Nlaryland ..... 2,834 11 24.7 100

. 2,789 12 23.6 96
Ilawaii . 2,767 13 21.3 86
Washington .. 2,747 1 21.4 87
Rhode Island . ...... .. 2,660 15 22.5 91
Ohio 2,659 16 22.3 90
Indiana 2,638 17 23.5 95

Middle (17 States) .. 24.1 98
Oregon ..... 9,011 IS 21.1 85
Pennsylvania. 2,592 19 23.3 94
Colorado.. ...... . 2,584 20 24.3 98
Visconsin... ........ 9,544 21 21.9 89
liansas 2,509 22 20.4 '83
Nlissouri. 2,493 23 25.4 103
Minnesota .. 2,492 24 20.3 82
Wyoming.

......
2,468 25 22.1 89

Iowa . . 2,457 26 20.6 83
New Ilanipshire 2,440 27 21.1 85
Nebraska . ....... 2,499 28 22.6 91
Montana . 2,319 29 25.0 101
.trizona ...... 2,287 10 25.4 103
Florida.. 2,284 11 28.3 115
Utah. . 2,279 12 18.7 76
Virginia.. 2,259 13 26.6 108
TeNas. 2,217 4 26.0 105

lefty_ (17 States) .. 28.8 117
Idaho 2,191 35 24.5 9!)
Vermont .. . , . 2,151 36 21.9 89.
(Iklahoma. ... 2,130 37 2:1.1 94

. 2;120 38 22.6 91
New MeNico. 2,112 39 26.9 09
Nort 11 Dakotaa 2,091 III 21.2 86
Georgia., . ........ 2,014 41 28.9 17
South I hikut a 1,991) 42 22.7 92
Louisiana
li.enturky ....... . ....... 1,948 43

1,923 44
:10.5
25.3

23
02

North Carolina 1,921 45 :10.5 23
West Virginia. 1,899 46 26.8 09
Tennessee.. 1,887 47 28.0 13
Alabama 1,787 48 :10.8 25
Arkansas
South Carolina. .

1,737 4$1
..)

1,707 511
25.7
31.3

04
27

Mississippi. 1,509 51 40.); 64

'Sources: U.S. Depariment of Commerce. Office of litisine:.s Eronotnies. Regional Economics Division. Survey of Cure
rent BitNine., tigusl, 1966. U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfaie, National Center for Health Statistics.
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TABLE 6.-Percent of the population that was rural in 1960, by States ranked by per capita income
(1963-65)

l'er capita income group of States
(1963-65) United States

High rurality
(17 States)

Middle rurality
(17 States)

Low rurality
(17 States)

Percent Percent Percent Percent
United States. . :30.1 45.7-64.8 29.6-45.2 11.4-28.4

HIGH (17 States)
District of Columbia ... ..
Nevada 29.6
Connecticut ... . 21.7
Delaware . . :34.4 ...
California . . . .......w 13.6
New York . . 14.6
New Jersey ... . ....... 11.4
Illinois .. ...... 19.:3
Alaska.... ... 62.1 -

Massachusetts. 16.
Maryland.. .. 27.3
Michigan . 26.6
Hawaii. 23.5
Washington :31.9
Rhode Island ..-. 13.6
Ohio.... .... 26.6
Indiana. . .... .... 37.6

Total . .. 17 1 4 11

NIIDDLE*(17 States)
Oregon 37.8 ..
Pennsylvania... ... .... . . ........... 28.4
Colorado. 26.:3
Wisconsin 36.2
Kansas..... 39.0
Missouri 33.
Minnesota .. .. 37.8
Wyoming 3.2
Iowa 47.0 . ..
New Hampshire 1.7
Nebraska 45.7 ...
Montana 49.8

_ Arizona... ...... ...... .... . 25.5
Florida 26.1
Utah.... ....... 25.1
Virginia. 44.4 .. .

Texas .. .. 25.0

Total . 17 :3 8 6

LOW (17 States)
Idaho 52.5
Vermont 61.5
Oklahoma.. .... :37.1
Maine 48.7
New Mexico.... .. . ...... 34.1
North Dakota 64.8
Georgia.... .... 44.7
South Dakota .... 60.7
Louisiana :36.7

Kentucky 55.5
North Carolina . 60.5
West Virginia 61.8
Tennessee..... 47.7
Alabama 512
Arkansas. 57.2
South Carolina 58.8
Mississippi 62.3

Total. 17 12 5 0

Sources: U.S.. )rtment of Commerce, Office of Business Economics, Regional Economics Divkion. Survey of Cur-
rent litttincss, Aug,t $36; Statistical Abstract of United States, 1968.
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low per capita income States had rural population
in each case well beyond U.S. average, an(Ifpn in-
fant death rate of 28.8 per 1.000. about 17 percent
in excess of the U.S. rate. However, exceptions will
be seen in the case of individual States. in the
tendency for .rality, low financial resources, and
relatively high mortality to associate.

The increased fatal risks experienced by infants
in rural families living in poverty conditions are
shown in table 7, which lists the approximately 10
percent of U.S. counties with level of living index.
for their rural population, lowest among all U.S.
counties, 1960. Infant mortality rates for the period
1956-60 are shown for each county, together with
the percentile group in which the rate falls in the
U.S. array of all of the county rates in the period.
from lowest rate and percentile to highest. The
level of living for county rural population is a com-
posite ranking, determined by the U.S. Department
of Agriculture, on the basis of five factors.' The
individual percentile position of the county in re-
spect to one of the factors. namely, number of rural
families with income under $3.000 (1959), is shown
in,the_table. Percent of live births in the county to
nonwhite Mothers is also shown for each county.
Practically all of the counties. with rural popu-
lation living-in severe deprivation as judged by the
level of living index have excessive infant mortality
rates, few falling below the 51-60 percentile group.
where rates near median and lower would be found.

The correspondence bet.:een excessive infant
mortality, and socioeconomic deprivation in the
rural population is shown geographically in county
maps showing the fifth (Quintile V) of U.S. counties
with highest infant death rates, 1956-60 (fig. 2),
and the fifth of counties ranking lowest on the com-
ppite index of_ relative socioeconomic status of the
rural population (fig. 3).

Concentrations in the rural population of pov-
erty, disease, and fatalities are evident where areas
are common to both indices. These are principally
in the South, East, Central States, and West.

Considerable discrepancy in area is to be ex-
pected because the infant death rates are not spe-
cific for rural infants, but corer the total infant
population of the county.

Maternal Mortality

In 1964, one third of the 1,343 maternal deaths
in the United States were of mothers in rural areas
and small towns of less than 10.000 inhabitants out-
side of metropolitan counties. The maternal mortal-
ity rate in these largely unurbanized areas was

' Dependency 'ratio; number of rural families with less
than 83.000 income (1959); percent of rural families with
under 83.000 income (1959); percent of rural persons. 25
years and over with less than 7 years schooling completed.
1960; percent of rural housing units deteriorating and dilapi-
dated, 1960.
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higher than elsewhere. 40.9 per 100.000 live births
and 23 percent above national average at 33.3 per
100,000.

The lowest maternal death rate. 25 per 100,000,
prevailed in the areas. largely suburban. surround-
ing the great cities of the metropolitan counties.
Here the maternal death toll was 25 per 100,000 and
below the U.S. average by one-fourth. The experi-
ence of mothers in these areas shows that many of
the maternal deaths in outlying rural areas and
small towns can be prevented.

Health Needs of the Child Population
in Rural Areas

Of the 43.1 million children 5 to 17 years of age
in 1960 in the United States. 18.6 percent were in
families with income under $3.000 (1959).

In the low per capita income group of 17 States
(1963-65). all With 1960 rural population in above-
average proportion. over a third of children at these
ages were in families with income below the $3,000
mark (table 8).

In several of the middle per capita income group
of States the proportion of children 5 to 17 in fam-
ilies with income under $3,000 was above the U.S.
averagenotably Missouri, Florida, Virginia, and
Texas.

Children living outside of the great urban centers
(Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas) tend' to
be seen less frequently for checkups and other
physician services than children in SMSA's. In
fiscal year 1964. children under 1:5 years in these
highly urbanized areas experienced 4.1 physician
visits per child, while children outside The SMSA's
had 3.3 visits per year if not on a farm and 2.3
visits per year if they lived on farms.

The proportion of children under 15 who had not
seen a physician within a year was 14.7 percent on
the average, 14.0 percent in SMSA's. For farm and
nonfarm groups outside of these urbanized areas,
the proportions were 16.4 and 15.9 percent, respec-
tively.

Physician Supply

Estimates are given in table 9 of numbers of
added physicians needed to provide services in ad-
jacent and isolated counties of the United States
at the national average physician-population ratio
which prevailed in 1962, the latest year for which
we have data for county groupings of metropolitan,
adjacent, and isolated.

The largest numbers of physicians to increase
services were called for in counties adjacent to the
metropolitan counties, except in low per c .pita in-
come (1961-63) States. In these States as a group,
the isolated semirural counties. with 12,751,000
population (1962), evidenced the greatest need for
added physicians. For the United States as a whole,
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TABLE 8.-Nuniber of children, 5 to 17 years, in
families (1960) and percent in families with in-
come under $3,000 (1959), by State per capita
income groupings (1963-1965): United States and
each State

State per capita
income group

(1963-65)
and State

Children 5-17 years

Total In families with
number, income under $3,000,

1960 1959

Number
Percent
of total

United States. .. 43,117,555 8,025,875 18.6

High (17 States) .... 20,142,53!3 2,076,201 10.3
Dist. Columbia.. . 137,050 27,2211 19.9
Nevada. . . ... . 64,867 5,630 8.7
Connecticut . . ...... 574,579 36,771 6.4
Delaware 104,6511 12,691 12.1
California 3,617,277 358,247 9.9
New York 3,577,503 374,535 10.5
New Jersey .. 1,349,850 106,2611 7.9
Illinois 2,272,58(1 256,265 11.3
Alaska 52,211 7,976 15.3
Massachusetts 1;145,199 88,322
Maryland 751-,Mr"- 97,228 12.9
MiChigan 1,960,772 213,259 10.9
Hawaii 167,501 16,508 9.9
Washington 699,462 62,082 8.9
Rhode Island... ...._ 188,174 21,734 11.5
Ohio ....... .. .... 2,331,304 258,406 11.1-
Indiana 1,138,391 133,058 11.7

Middle (17 States) 13,312,808 2,436,851 18.3
Oregon .. 437,280 42,599 0.7
Pennsylvania 2,586,012 323,070 12.5
Colorado 432,993 59,712 13.8
Wisconsin..... 970,933 110,329 11.4
Kansas 518,043 73,014 14.1
Missouri 1175,603 206,047 21.1
Minnesota 857,131 134,111 15.6
Wyoming 85,467 9,646 11.3
Iowa. 672,150 122,306 18.2
New Hampshire 141,188 12,299 8.7'
-Nebraska 336,352 62,636 18.6
Montana....... 175,175 25,095 14.3
Arizona 344,150 64,771 18.8
Florida 1,119,563 254,164 22.7
Utah 251,790 21,461 8.5
Virginia 979,760 268,565 27.4
Texas..... 2,429,218 647,026 26.6

Low (17 States).. ..... 9,662,214 3,512,823 36.4
Idaho 183,832 23,720 12.9
Vermont ...... 96,304 15,296 15.9
Oklahoma 561,063 140,979 25.1
Maine 235,542 37,654 16.0
New Mexico.. . 267,173 62,713 23.5
North Dakota . 171,035 39,967 23.4
Georgia 1,040,019 379,062 36.4
South Dakota. 177,015 47,441 26.8
Louisiana 875,849 309,245 35.3
Kentucky 781,061 281,945 36.:
North Carolina 1,223,129 487,675 39.9
West Virginia 498,477 153,038 30.7
Tennessee 903,112 334,589 37.0
Alabama 885,233 348,908 39.4
Arkansas 467,465 216,432 46.3
South Carolina 679,648 296,556 43.6
Mississippi 616,257 337,603 54.8

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Office of Business
Economics. Regional Economics Division, Survey of Cur-
rent Business, August 1966, Bureau of the Census.

350

on the average about a 45- percent increase in num-
ber of physicians nor physician equivalent services)
was estimated to sustain comparable volume of
services throughout the country.

Needed percentage increases in physicians and
their services were greatest in isolated rural coun-
ties and in adjacent and isolated semirural counties
of the middle and low per capita income groups of
States.

Services for Crippled Children

The principal source of Federal grants-in-aid
funds for the support of medical services for crip-
pled children is-authorized by title V. part 2 of the
Social Security Act. The Children's 'Bureau, Wel-
fare Administration. administers these grants to
assist the States to extend and improve, especially
in rural areas, services for locating crippled chil-
dren and for providing medical, surgical, corrective,
and other services including diagnosis, hospitaliza-
tion, and aftercare for children who arc crippled or
who are suffering from conditions which lead to
crippling. The '1965 amendments require the States
-to extend the program with a view to making these
services available _to children in all parts of the
State by July 1, 1975.

The appropriation requested for 1967 for this
program is $50 million. The States are required to
match dollar for dollar one-half the amount appro-
priated; the remainder (except for the amotint re-
served for special project grants) is not matched
and is distributed to the States on the basis of their
financial need, as measured- largely by per capita
income. The large industrial States spend consider-
ably more than is required for =telling. The
formula for apportioning funds faVors rurality since
a rural child is counted twice for each urban child.

There is no definition of crippling in the Federal
statute, this being determined by the States. The
trend is to . oroad inclusive definition of crippling
to include a wide spectrum of diagnostic conditions
which may handicap a child. Diagnostic services
are freely available without financial eligibility.
All the States apply variable financial eligibility
standards for treatment.

Variation in program levels exists among State
programs; much of it reflects the financial resources
available to the crippled children's agency.

The States use their allotments of Federal funds
together with State funds for casefinding, diagnostic
clinics, hospitalization, appliances (such as braces,
and hearing aids), and aftercare. The physicians
who provide clinical services are specialists and
they are assisted by public health and other nurses,
,physical and occupational therapists, medical
social workers, speech and hearing therapists, and
others. Approximately 35 percent of the expendi-
tures is for hospital care.

The State crippled children's programs continue
to show growth in the total number of children



TABLE 9.-Estimated number of additional M.D.'s to provide in all county groups a physician-population
ratio at U.S. average or higher, 1962: United States. State per capita income groups (1961-63), each
State, and county group

Ilnelude,, Federal and non-F-41(91d physicians. Fifty Nates and District of Columbia.)

State per capita income
group, 1961-6:3 and

county group
Number

Population 2 of M.1).'s
(000) per 100,000

population

Estimated existing
number of AI.1).'s

M.D.'s additional to raise plipician-
population ratio to U.S. averege

(142.9)

All
specified

areas 3

Areas with
ratios
below
U.S.

average 4

Pereent increase over
existing number

of M.D.'s

All
Number $ specified

areas

Areas with
ratio
below

average

United States.... ...... 184,511 142.9 26:3,666 96,900 4:3,839 16.6 45.2

Greater metropolitan... .. 65,791 195.4 128,551 11,260 890 0.7 7.9

Lesser metropolitan. 55,4:31 145.3 80,560 :3:1,963 6,564 8.1 19.3

Adjacent to metropolitan. 29,133 85.6 24,949 24,949 16,696 66.9 66.9

Isolated semirund 28,027 94.2 26,400 2:3,495 14,168 53.7 60.3

Isolated rural 6,130 5:3.0 :3,246 = :3,2:3:3 5,521 170.1 170.8

High per capita income .

group (17) 91,266 168.8 154,077 :39,641 12,387 8.0 :31.2

Greater metropolitan 51,110 20:3.7 104,124 10,:3:37 606 0.6 5.9

Lesser metropolitan..: 22,817 146.8 :33,498 1:3,021 3,394 10.1 26.1

Adjacent to metropolitan -10,491 98.9 10;373 10,37:3 4,631 44.6 44.6

Isolated semintral.. 5,921 94.4 5,592 5,4:3:3 2,917 52.2 5:3.7

Isolated rural 927 52.9 41X1 477 839 171.2 175,9

Middle per capita income
group (17) .... ... .. 52,576 127.4 '66,986 3:3,947 13,214 19.7 :38.9

Greater metropolitan.. ..... 12,793 170.3 21,781 17 24 0.1 141.2

Lesser metropolitan 18,872. 135.8 25,622 17.09:3 2,426 9.5 14.2

Adjacent to met rbpolit an .
.
. 9,905 86.6 8,580 8,580 5,574 65.0

Isolated semintral 9,355 107.0 10,008 7,262 3,826 38.2 .52.7

Isolated rural 1,651 60.3 995 955 1,364 137.1 1:37.1

Low per capita income
group (17) 40,668 104.9 42,643 2:3,312 18,238 42.5 78.2

Greater metropolitan 1,888 140.1 2,646 906 260 9.8 28.7

Lesser metropolitan. 13,742 156.0 21,440 :3,849 744 .1.5 19.3

Adjacent to metropolitan 8,737 68.6 5,996 5,996 6,491 108.3 1(18.3

Isolated semintral.. ..... 12,751 .84.7 10,8(0 10,800 7,425 68.8 68.8

Isolated rural :3,550 49.6 1,761 1,761 3,318 188.4 188.4

Sources of data: Pennell, Maryland Y.. and Baker, Kath-
ryn I.: Health Manpower Source Book No. 19, Location of
Manpower in Eight.Health Occupations, 1962. Public Health
Service Publication No. 263. Public Health Service, U.S.
DepartThent of Health. Education, and Welfare. U.S. De-
partment of Commerce, Survey of Current Business,
1961-63.

1-County groups are defined as follows: the cauluics that
constitute the Standatd Metropolitan Statistical ATM with
populations of 1- million or more inhabitants have been
Called the "greater metropolitan"; the counties that con-
stitute the SMSA's with populations between 50,000 and
1,0001)00 are "lesser metropolitan"; counties contiguous to
the SMSA counties are called "adjacent," although they
may be sparsely populated. they are nevertheless relatively
close to metropolitan areas and the health facilities ordi-
narily available in midi centers. All other comities have
been called isolated-"isolated semi-mral" if they contain

served as well as in the rate per 1,000 r .ation
under 21 years of age served. More than 423,000
handicapped children received services under the
program in 1964, 7 percent more than the number

at least one incorporated place of 2,500 or more persons;
otherwi.e, " isolated rural."

As of January 1. 1962. Items may not add to totals due
to independent rounding.

U.S. estimate is based on population, 1962, and corre-
:ponding physician-population ratio of 142.9. For per capita
income groups and county group totals, numbers are stint-
mations of Stale estimates.

' For each Slate, the total number is the slim of retpective
estimates for the county groups having physician-population
ratios lower than 142.9 per 100,000 population.

State totals are summations of estimates made for indi-
vidual county groups where the exiting number of M.D.'s
in the county grow. was less than expected. ar-suming the
US. average phystrian-population ratio, 142.9 per 100,000
population (1962), prevailed. The difference between "ex-
pected" and "existing" number was itt.ed as the needed num-
ber to be added in the county group in question.

served in 1963. In 1964, the program reached 5.4
children in each 1,000 children under 21 in the
population, or twice the rate for 1937. The rate of
children served in nonmetropolitan counties was 7.1
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per 1,000 child population; in metropolitan counties
it was 3.9.

Approxintately 45 percent of the children had an
orthopedic diagnosis; children with cerebral palsy
constituted over 8 percent, hearing problems about
7 percent, vision problems over 6 percent. congenital
heart disease 6 percent. As in previous years, con-
genital malformations represented the largest single
diagnostic category of children served by crippled
children's agencies: roughly 30 percent of the total.

The rapid rise in numbers of children with con-
genital heart defects in the crippled children's pro-
gram is an illustration of the responsiveness of the
public to effective diagnostic and t ..atment services
made possible by research. In 191.1, the number of
children with congenital heart detects in crippled
children's programs was 2.200; by 1963, it had in-
creased to 25,000.

The costs of the crippled children's programs are
greatly influenced by the costs of medical care.
About 35 percent of the expenditures in this pro-
gram are for hospital care. The medical care con-
sumer price index- has risen each year since 1940,
from 50.3 to 127.0 in 1966 (second quarter). The
average cost per patient (lay for hospital care has
also risen sharply. from $9.39 in 1946 to over $44
in 965. These increases result not only from gen-
erally rising costs but also because research has
provided many new methods of diagnosis and treat-
ment and these are technically complex- and expen-
sive. -

The costs of the crippled children's programs will
increase markedly beginning July 1, 1967, as a
result of the 1965 Social Security Amendments,
which include a provision that inpatient hospital,
services provided under the State plan must be paid
at 'treasonable" cost.

Mental Retardation Programs

Services for mentally retarded children under the
maternal and child health and crippled children's
programs have expanded rapidly since ,Pongress
earmarked $1 million of the 1957 maternal and
child health appropriation for mental retardation.
In fiscal year 1966, $4,750,000 of maternal and child
health (title V, part 1) and $3,750,000 of crippled
children's funds were earmarked by the Congress
to be used only for special projects for mentally
retarded children. These funds represent the prin-
cipal source of money for the support of children's
mental retardation clinics and related services.
State agencies and medical schools use these funds
to establish clinical services for the diagnosis, evalu-
ation, and followup care of mentally retarded chil-
dren by a multidiscipline team. Parent counseling
is en important component of service. A number of
the medical center mental retardation clinics have
developed community satellite clinics in neighbor-
ing towns. By the end of fiscal year 1966, the
Children's Bureau was supporting, in whole or part,
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134 mental retardation clinics. showing how rapidly
this program has grown since 1955 when the Chil-
dren's Bureau began to support mental retardation
clinics. Last year these clinics served over 30,000
children. These funds also support the testing of
newborn infants for Phenylketonuria, a metabolic
disorder leading to severe mental retardation unless
properly treated early in infancy. Two years ago, 4
States had legislation concerning testing for PHI";
now 32 States have such legislation. with organized
programs for confirming the diagnosis and provid-

ing the essential dietary treatment and continuing
close supervision.

There is an upsurge of-interest in various genetic
diseases. Because of the rapid advances being made
in biochemistry and cytogeneties, indications for
such laboratory services. as a part of the total
evaluation of a child, are increasing. Children who
have certain kinds of mental retardation, who have
congenital defects or multiple handicaps are likely
candidates for biochemical or chromosomal anal-
yses.

Thirteen genetics laboratories in medical schools
are receiving special project grants in the amount
of $975.000 from the Children's Bureau. All of these
have a close affiliation with clinical services for
mentally retarded or handicapped children.

The children given care in both the crippled chil-
dren's program and the mental retardation clinics
present to an increasing degree complex handicaps,
especially multiple handicaps. As a result there is
a trend toward the development of special centers
for children with-multiple handicaps. At the end of
fiscal year 1966, the Children's Bureau was support-
ing service projects for the care of these children
in 12 medical centers at a cost of over $2 million.
Further impetus to the development of centers for
children with multiple handicaps was provided by
one of the 1965 Medicare amendments. P.L. 89-97
amended title V. part 2, of the Social Security Act.
to authorize grants to nonprofit institutions of
higher _learning for training professional personnel
for health and related care of crippled children,,
particularly mentally retarded children and chil-
dren with-multiple handicaps- For the fiscal year
1967, $5 million was authorized. Progress in the
development of special programs for children with
multiple handicaps requires that professional per-
sonnel have the opportunity to obtain additional
training in this field. Although these centers are in
urban hospitals affiliated with medical schools, they
serve rural aF, well as urban children.

New Programs for Mothers and Children

In recent years there has been an increasing em-
phasis on the problems of large cities and some of
the new health legislation is to a considerable extent
focused on the poor who live in these cities. How-
ever, the child population in rural areas is also



benefiting from maternal and child health amend-
ments enacted in 1963 and 1965.

Sonic overall problems related to progress in im-
proving the public health include the following:

increasing population.
differences in birth rates and fertility rates
between low income and middle income groups.
rapidly growing problems of large cities.
necessity for devising better patterns of organ-
izing and providing comprehensive medical
care services.
technical and industrial progress with result-
ing health hazards from air pollution, water
pollution. new drugs, insecticides. food addi-
tive.
continuing increase in costs of medical care.
differences in the quality of care received by
loW income and middle class individuals.
recognition that professional Personnel will
continue to be scarce during the next 10 years
and that we must concentrate on how to use
them most economically for the good.of
gaps between knowledge we now have for pre-
vention and treatment and its application to all
segments of the population.
continuing increase in specialization which
creates difficulties in communication and in
achieving coordinated programs.

In the period since World War II, there has bee'.
a massive movement of the population from rural
areas to urban, and from the cities to the suburbs,
greatly increasing the proportion of low income
families in the cities and leading to the present
urbanization of the Negro population, three-fourths
of whom are now living in cities.

Most of these overall problems are closely inter-,
related. Programs of broad preventive health serv=-
ices and medical care for mothers and children ad-
ministered by the Children's Bureau will be dis-
cussed to illustrate some of the current measures
being taken in responk to-these problems.

Although many years have passed since- the in-
fant mortality rate was recognized as a useful index
of social progress, its value continues to be affirmed
in this period of great social change.

The 1964 national infant mortality rate of 24.8
per 1,000 live births was only 5 percent lower than
in 1960 when it was 26. The range among the States
was considerable, the lowest being P.).8 and the
highest 39.4.

The highest infant mortality rates are now
fou I in the most rural areas and in cities of 500,000
or more.

In the 21 largest cities, only 3 showed significant
reductions in infant mortality in 1964 as compared
with 1960-62. This is a reflection of the rapidly
increasing proportion of low income families in the
cities.

It is the low income families that have the most
babies at frequent intervals, with high premature
delivery rates (by birth weight) and the greatest
frequency of complications of pregnancy. There is
a high correlation between birth rate, prematurity
rate, infant mortality rate, and income.

High infant mortality rates are associated with
low income, limited education of the mother, in-
adequate health supervisi'm, complications of
pregnancy which occur int.ch more frequently in
low income- groups, illegitimacy, previous maternal
history of stillbirth or premature delivery, and
short interval between pregnancies. These contrib-
uting factors are found much more often in low
income families than in middle class families.

In 1962, the President's Panel on ,Mental Re-
tardation pointed out that thousands of women of
low income, especially those in the clinics of our
cities, were giving birth prematurely, from 2 to 2%
times the expected rate; that low birth weight
babies were likely to have brain damage; that these
Women had excessive rates of complications of
pregnancy; that between one-fourth and one-half of
women in low income families in our large cities
delivered having had late or no prenatal care. The
women for whom pregnancy was acconipaided by
complications much in excess of the expected and
who therefore needed good care were receiving poor
care in crowded, understaffed hospitals. Obviously
something was wrong with our system of providing
medical services. The President's Panel recom-
mended that a new program of maternity and in-
fant care focused on high-risk patients be estab-
lished in order to help reduce the- incidence of
mental retardation caused -by complications asso-
ciated with childbearing.

The 1963 amendments to title V of the 'Social
Security Act authorizing the maternity and infant
care projects are now in the fourth year of a 5-year
authorization. The appropriation for the fiscal-year
1967 was $30 million. Since funds for the maternity
and infant care projects_ became available early in
1964, we have-approved 54 projects. Programs are
in operation in rural areas as well as in the con-
gested slums of our largest cities. Ten of these serve
predominantly rural areas, 10 the nation's largest-
cities, and the rest smaller cities and combinations
of urban and rural areas.

For example, one of the Florida projects is ad-
ministered by the Department of Obstetrics of the
University of Florida at Gainesville under an agree-
ment with the State Board of Health and serves 13
rural counties in that area. The assumption of re-
sponsibility for rural comprehensive community
maternal and child health services by the medical
school in this State, as in several other States with
large rural areas, in partnership with the health de-
partment, is of the greatest significance for the
future development of organized medical care pro-
grams for mothers and children. For the first time,
poor women in these rural counties are receiving
medical and hospital care of outstanding quality
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instead of being delivered by untrained granny mid-
wives.

In the administration of these programs, our ob-
jectives include reducing maternal and infant
mortality and morbidity and taking steps which
will assist communities in so organizing their mater-
nity and infant care services as to improve the
quality of care and to make use of the best avail-
able resources in providing care for these patients.

Project funds are used to meet the costs of pre-
natal and post-partunt clinics, hospitalization,
part-time or full-time salaries or fees of physicians,
salaries of public health nurses, medical social
workers, nutritionists, aids of various kinds, family
planning, health education, and various Other serv-
ices. Particular attention is given to working with
neighborhood churches, stores, schools, etc., in de-
veloping active casefinding- procedures in order to
reach out to the population served, decentralizing
clinics into neighborhoods, making the clinics
friendly and receptive, identifying patients with

-more serious problems, and providing care in vol-
untary hospitals..

In the first 9 months of this fiscal year, almost
60,245- women were delivered under the maternity
and infant, care projects and 37,500 were admitted
to fdmily planning services.

This program has introduced thousands of
women of lo\v income and limited education to-fam-
ily planning services for the first time.

A concept of medical care that is being intro-
duced into these projects is that of interconceptionil
care. This can be of great significance for this
population group with its high rate of complications
of pregnancy and related factors which are asso-
ciated with increased hazard to the infant, many
of which persist, following the post-partum period.

This is described by-Gold:-2

. . . Thus, we have discarded the traditional single post-
',damn maternal visit and submitted intcreoneeptional
visits six times during the first. post:partunryear.

That do we offer and accomplish at these intercoricep-
tional visits? ... At each visit she (the mother) is seen by
the same physician, conference nurse; nutritionist. and when
indicated. by the social worker. Medically, any physical,
psychological, or emotional deficits are looked for. Her
cardio-vascular-renal status is observed. Anemia and meta-
bolic deficiencies are corrected. Gynecologic and endocrine
abnormalities are treated. Consultations with .st' er special-
ists are implemented when -needed. The nutritionist con-
tinues dietary education. not only for mother and infant,
but also for the family. The underweight and overweight
patient is placed on an appropriate dietary regimen. Most
important, family planning services are offered, instituted,
and followed up; changes in contraceptive methodology are
made and family life education is stressed. Oftentimes, the
social. emotional, domestic, and financial difficulties of the
family come to light during these intereonceptional visits
because of the continuity and rapport established between
the patient and her own doctor, public health nurse, nutri-
tionist, or social worker.

The effects of such continuing maternal health
supervision on future pregnancies among women

2Proccedings, American Medical Association Conference
on Infant Mortality, August 12. 13, 1986.
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with histories of complications of pregnancies are
under study.

A second major new program was authorized
by the 1965 amendments to title V of the Social
Security Act, a program of project grants to meet
up to 75 percent of the costs of providing compre-
hensive health services for children and youth in
low income areas. The appropriation for this, the
second year of a 5-year authorization, is $35 mil-
lion.

Fifty-five projects have been approved, with
State or local administration divided almost equally
between health departments and medical schools.
Each project is administered by a project director
who is a pediatrician assisted by a core staff which
represents nutrition, nursing, medical social work,
and other fields. Ten of these projects serve rural
or semirural areas.

-For example, the University of Virginia project
serves not only Charlottesville but nine surroundirg
rural counties: According to the Washington Post,
December 15, 1966:

The familiar picture is one of a rosy-checked farm child
breathing fresh country air, drinking plenty of milk aid
brimming With good health.

But behind the picture postcard image are thousands of
mtal youngsters who may never -see a doctor- or dentist,
never get the immunization that middle-class society takes
for panted or never hare a speech or hearihg defect car-
rected'before it permanently_ cripples.

Living in remite areas, they are largely hidden from the
glare of -public cm:cern. And as an urban Americaconcen-
trates more on itrtn.n problems, including the sick children
of the city slums. they are likely to sink even further frcm
noticeunless or until they- move. with their impaired
health, to the city.

Moreover,, there is little to keep or to attract bright
young people into rural medicine, particularly in poor,
sparsely populated areas.

To help stem this tide, the University of Virginia pedi-
atrics department, under a $574,000 Federal grant, is work-
ing on improved ways of bringing comprehensive health
(lire to the young rural pbor.

Directly benefiting from this project will be at least
20.000 children and youths in nine rural counties surround-
ing the University's Charlottesville campus.

One county of about 11,000 people has only one doctor.
The median family income in some communities is below
$3000 annually. Scores of children_are known as 'emergency
room medical orphans,' their contact with medicine limited
to sudden crises or nighttime emergency room visits-when
a neighbor's car is available.

The University has offered clinic services to children from
the surrounding area for some time Now, in addition to
children coming to Charlottesville. the University will go
to the children.

For instance, if examinations at a local school show up
many hearing defects, a hearing clinic, staffed by both loco!
people and personnel from a University 'core' group, will
be set up at the local health department headquarters. Or
a child screened locally may be brought to the University
for more intensive care.

Transportation problems present some of the'niggest
headaches. Even to get to a clinic requires money for bus
fare and there may he no money at home and no bus for
miles around.

This program represents some major departures
,rom most other public health programs. There is



no artificial separation maintained here between
preventive services and treatment, nor, as is still
the case in some crippled children's programs, are
the services to be limited to children who fall into
certain diagnostic categories. On the contrary, in
the geographic areawhether school district or
census tract to be served by this programall of
the problems that are presented by these children
are to be taken care of by the program, either
through direct services or an appropriate referral
to other sources which are prepared to provide at
least equivalent, services. Both medical and dental
care must be included for children of school age;
also children with emotional as well as physical
health problems are to be accepted. The projects
ther-efort:will attempt to meet the medical needs of
tigiven child population- in a specified area. Of
Necessity, there will have to be an emphasis on
reaching out into the community for early casefind-
ing and preventive health services among a popu-
lation mostly acquainted only with care in emer-
g6cies.

These two programs are especially needed in
areas where there are many people of low income
and where there are few physicians in private prac-
tice, a situation that has become so characteristic
of the slum areas of large cities and which has
always been true of rural areas. These programs,are
bringing- organized community health services to
the people and creating new patterns of delivering
comprehensive care. Some cities and Counties are
finding that a working partnership between health
4partments and medical schools is effective in
bringing the skills and resources of both to the solu-
tion of the problems.

These two project- grant programs are an expres-
sion of the fact that there are health and related
social problems of low income families which can
best be met by concentrating available funds in the
form of project grants to support organized compre-
hensive health services. Both the maternity Arid in-
fant care projects and the 1965 amendments pro-
viding for comprehensive health services for chil-
dren and youth are programs designed to meet the
health problems of certain- population groups in
specific areas.

The response on the part of low income families
to the services provided by such programs contra-
dicts the frequently held impression that they are
indifferent to good services. On the contrary, too
often it has been the kind of services that were
available to them that discourages their use; over-
crowded public clinics, waiting 5 or 6 hours to
receive impersonal attention, all tend to discour-

age people from attendance at such clinics. At the
same time, the great crowding at--these clinics is
evidence of their response to medical services. The
enormous increase in patient visits to emergency
rooms is also a testimony to the failure of society
in our large cities to develop resources adequately
responsive to the great changes in the composition
of the population in these cities.

This. then is a major challenge which must be
met, namely, the improvement in the effectiveness_
in the delivery of health services by changes in the
organization of local health services. We can
anticipate an acceleration in the trend toward group
practiceboth prig ate and publicfor the provi-
sion of public health and medical care-serviccs with
the objective of _providing .closer integration of
specialized services not only within Medicine itself
but also with the necessary Social services. Such
integration includes not only the necessity for the
several.hcalth professions to acquire a better under-
standing of one another's contributions to meeting
the health and related social problems but also a
bringing together of the services of health and social
agencies physically such as in Neighborhood Cen-
ters so as to increase their availability to the popu-
lation to be served. The Model Cities programs, the
Neighborhood Health Centers of the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity, and the programs of the Chil-
dren's Bureau are directing their available resources
toward the -goal of well-intngrated decentralized
services.
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Chapter 20

Rural-Urban Fertility Differentials in the United States
in 1960

J. ALLAN BEEGLE, professor of sociology, Michigan State University

Introduction

The life styles, norms, and values of subgroups
iu American society have lost and are continuing
to lose much of their distinctiveness. Due to rapid
urbanization, elaborate communication systems,
high rate of mobility, and widespread affluence, the
behavior and aspirations of most Americans are
incorporated in common norms. In the _words of
Ryder (71: ' "There is . . . overwhelming evidence
that the American people are converging gradually
on a common identity. It deserves emphasii that in
every case this is a convergence upward, so to speak,
by the progressive-elimination of the very poor, the
very ignorant, the very unhealthy, and indeed all
those who deviate from.the norm in ways-that are
undesirable."

While one cannot deny that the= trends indicated
are correct. the rural areas of the nation contain
large percentages of disadvantaged. Relatively
larger proportions of rural people deviate from the
north with respect to -income, education, and the
institutional prerequisites for full participation in
the mainstream.

The evidence is clear that fertility behavior in
the United States is converging upon a common
norm. Group differences in fertility have either dis-
appeared or have decreased markedly.2 Those that
remain are related primarily to religion, race, or
farm background (61. In a recent analysis it has
been shown that the 2- to 4-child range has encom-

Published with the approval of the Director of the Michi-
gan Agricultural xpermient Station as Journal Article No.
4195.

' Italic nunilmrs in parentheses indicate references listed
at the end of this paper.

Fteedman (3) suggests three plausible explanations for
the contraction of group differences in fertility. These are:,
(1) the use of contraception has spread through all strata.
thus virtually eliminating the differential use of contracep-
tion ag a basis of group differences; (2) the inverse relation
between status and fertility of the past may have been due
to the recent rural origin of lower status groups. While farm
to urban migration will continue, those with farm back-
pounds can have little numerical significance in the future;
and (3) the contraction in differentials is due to a blurring
of class differences, with all major segments possessing
similar norms and functions.
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passed the ideals of about 80 to 90 percent of
American men and women since the midthirties (2).

This paper examines the level of fertility of the
rural population of the United States in 1960 and
the attributes associated with fertility levels. Two
major questions are asked: First, do rural segments
of the American population continue to manifest
higher fertility levels than the urban in 1960, and
if so, what is- the magnitude of the differences?
Second, what variables account for differences in
the fertility levels of the rural population?

The-Data

The data used in this analysis derive from the
Censu.s. of Population of the United States in 1960.

measureeasure of fertility, unless otherwise noted, is
the number of children ever born per 1,000 ever
married women.3 This measure was computed sepa-
rately for married women 15 to 24, 25 to 34, and 35
to 44 and for the entire cohort of married women
15 to 44 years of age. Fertility measures then were
obtained for white women in rural farm, rural non-
farm, and _urban residoice categories,' by region
and division of conterminous United States in 1960.
Comparable ratios were obtained for nonwhite mar-
ried women in the South and its e( stituent divi-
sions.

This measure of fertility is not to be regarded as
"current fertility" since the age range for women
bearing children is front 15 to 44. A large propor-
tion of the children ever born to women 35 to 44 in

'The data are based upon a 25-percent sample (unless;
otherwise noted) and derive from the following question
`if this is a woman who has ever been marriedhow many
babies has she ever had. not counting stillbirths? Do not
count her stepchildren or adopted children."

VrIxin, riml nonfarm, and rural farm residence cate-
gories were used.as defined by the Bureau of the Census in
1960. The rural farm definition in 1960 differs markedly from
previous definitions. The rural farm population in 1960 con-
sisted of persons living in rural territory or places of 10
acres or more from which sales of farm products amounted
to $50 or more in 1959 or on places of less than 10 acres
from which the sales of farm products amounted to $250 or
mom in 1959. The rural nonfarm population is a hetero-
geimons residual population which remains after urban and
rural faun populations are delineated.
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1960 would have been born between 1935 and 1945.
For this cohort of married women in 1960 child-
bearing would have been relatively complete. Chil-
dren ever born to women 15 to 24 in 1960, on the
other hand. would have been born in the 1950's. For
this cohort childbearing would have been incom-
plete.

The data for children ever born are considered
complete and accurate, especially for whites. Un-
doubtedly some overreporting as well as under-
reporting occurred in the collection of the data (4).

Rural-Urban Fertility Differentials in 1960

The United States

The fertility data for 1960 exhibit rural-urban
differences of considerable magnitude. The level of
fertility for the total white population of the United
States is higher in each of the rural residence cate-
gories than in the urban for all ages of married
women. Rural farm married white women aged 15
to 44 reported approximately one-third inure chil-
dren than urban women at these ages. Rural non-
farm married white women in the same age colfort
reported about one-sixth more children than com-
parable urban women. The average number of chil-
dren ever born to married white women aged 15 to
44 in 1960, by residence, is: rural farm, 2.8; rural
nonfarm, 2.5; and urban, 2.1. The comparable aver-
ages for white women for whom childbearing is
nearly complete (those 35 to 44) are: 3.3, 2.9, and
2.4, respectively (table 1).

Divisions

The higher rural than urban fertility rate is true
of white women at all ages in each of the nine divi-
sions and for nonwhite women in the three divisions
of the South. Rural farm fertility rates are generally
considerably above rural nonfarm rates. For white
women aged 15 to 44, the ratio of rural farm to
urban fertility level ranges from 28 percent higher
in the Mountain States to 38 percent higher in the

Middle Atlantic States. The comparable rural non-
farm versus urban difference ranges from 9 percent
higher in New England to 24 percent higher in the
East South Central States. The higher rural than
urban fertility levels among nonwhites is very
marked, ranging from 33 to 70 percent (table 2).

Within the rural residence categories, the level of
fertility exhibits some variation. The average num-
ber of children ever born to rural farm white women
aged 15 to 44 ranges from a low of 2.7 in the South
Atlantic division to 3.0 in the Mountain division.
Comparable averages for rural farm nonwhite
women in the Southern divisions are 4.3 and 4.7.
Similarly, the average number of children ever born
to rural nonfarm white wdliten ranges from a low
of 2.3 in the South Atlantic States to 2.7 in the
Mountain division. Rural nonfarm nonwhite women
average 3.6 to 3.9 children in the Southern divisions
(table 9 in the appendix).

The fertility of white women residing in both
rural categories is high in the Mountain States. The
highest fertility -rates among whites in the nation
are found among rural farm and rural nonfarm
women, at each age, residing in the Mountain divi-
sion. White rural farm women residing in the South
Atlantic States report the lowest fertility rates. Low
rates_ also characterize rural nonfarm white women
in this division.

Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan Status

In an effort to control for relative urbanity, the
population- of the United States and each of the

-divisions was separated by metropolitan and non-
metropolitan status. Metropolitan counties, those
having one or more cities of 50,000 or. more, were
aggregated to represent highly urbanized environ-
ments. Nonmetropolitan counties, those without
such large centers, were aggregated to represent
more rum; envconinents. Within each, the popula-
tion was separated by residence category. As shown
in table 3, the fertility rate for white women in each
residence group and for all ages was higher in non-
metropolitan than in metropolitan areas. The dif-
ferences, while consistently in the expected diree-

TABLE 1.Children ever born per 1,000 ever married white women, by age of woman and residence,
conterminous United States, 1960

Age of woman
Fertility rate by residence Ratio of rural

farm lo urban
fertility rate

Ratio of rural
nonfarm to

',than fertility
rateRural farm Rural nonfarm Urban

Total, 15 to 44
15 to 24
25 to :34
35 to 44

2,849
1,405
2,867
3,262

2,469
370

:2,591
2,90:3

2,132
1,175

.22,42(189

1.34
1.20
1.26
1.35

1.16
1.17
1.14
1.21

Source: U.S. Bureau of Iie Census. US. Census of Populalion 1960, General Social and Econnnne Chavacterigtia.
l'C(I)C. US. Government Printing Office. Washington, D.C. The data used I "re emetge from additional plograming of
Reins contained on the original Census tapes.
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TABLE 2.-Ratio of rural farm and of rural nonfarm to urban .fertility rates: Children ever born per 1.000
ever married white women (and nonwhite women in the South ). by age of woman and residence, divi-
sions of conterminous United .States, 1960

Color of women, and

Ratio of aural farm to urban
fertility rate

Ratio of rural nonfarm to urban
fertility rate

geographic division Women
15-44

Women
15-24

Women Women
25-34 35-44

Women
15-44

Women
15-24

Women
25-34

Women
:35-44

White:,
New England. 1.34 1.30 .33 1.32 1.09 1.15 1.10 1.09
Middle Atlantic .. 1.38 1.31 .35 1.41 1.16 1.24 1.17 1.17
East North Central 1.31 1.18 .25 1.31 1.14 1.18 1.14 1.17
West North Central 1.30 1.21 .23 1.28 1.15 1.15 1.14 1.18
South Atlantic 1.35 1.14 .22 1.41 1.18 1.17 1.14 1.25
East South Central 1.36 1.10 .23- 1.40 1.24 1.19 1.18 1.33
West South Central... 1.29 1.21 .19 1.27 1.19 1.17 1.15 1.23
4Mountain 1.28 1.21 .21 1.26 1.15 1.16 1.13 1.18
Pacific.. . ... ... ....... 1.32 1.23 .26 1.30 1.18 1.19 1.18 1.21

Nonwhite:
South Atlantic 1.65 1.11 1.49 1.97 1.36 1.12 1.29 1.52
East South Central ...... ... 1.61 1.13 1.52 1.86 1.33 1.11 1.30 1.50
West South Central... ...... 1.70 [22 1.55 1.96 1.40 1.14 1.34 1.54

Source: Sec source note, table 1.

tion, were not large. Iu most divisions of the nation,
the fertility level of urban nonmetropolitan resi-
dents exhibited a greater excess over urban metro-
politan residents than did the rural nonmetropolitan
categories over their counterparts.

The fertility rate was consistently higher for
rural women residing in nonmetropolitan than in
metropolitan parts of each of the divisions._ Higher
fertility for all ages of ruraL farm white women
residents of nonmetropolitan than metropolitan
areas was true-for all divisions, except women 15
to 24 in the South Atlantic States and for women
15 to 24 and 25 to 34 in the Mountain States. The
same pattern held for rural farm nonwhite women
in the Southern divisions. The -one exception in
which metropolit: n nonwhite women had higher
fertility than nonmetropolitan applied to the age
group 15 to 24 in the South Atlantic States. Much
the same pattern of higher fertility among rural
nonfarm women, white and nonwhite, was true of

those residing in nonmetropolitan rather than met-
ropolitan areas (tables 10 and 11 in the appendix).

Urbanized Areas as a Norm

The relationship between the number of Wren
ever born to ever married women in the r. resi-
dence categories as compared to those in Lanized
areas 7. of the nation is shown in table 4. mg the
inferences to be drawn from the data of tai... 4, the
following are important: (I The fertility levels of
fan and rural nonfarm women are consistently
higher than those of urbanized area women at all
ages, both whites and nonwhites; (2) the rural
urban differential has diminished over time; and

urbanized area includes a central city or cities of
50.000 or more population and the urban fringe. The areas
:wound these large cities ate included if they meet criteria
relating to population density or land use.

TABLE 3.-Children ever born per 1,000 ever married white women, by age of woman and residence,
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan State economic areas, conterminous United States. 1960

Fertility rate by metropolitan status
and residence

ltat:o of nonmetropolitan to
metropolitan fertility rate

Age of woman Nonmet ropolit an Metropolitan

Rural Rural Urban Rural Rural Urban Rural Rural Urban
farm nonfarm farm nonfarm farm nonfarm

Total, 15 to 44.. ..... 2,861) 2,509 2,2:37 2,849 2,469 2,1:32 1.0:3 1.05 1.06
IS to 24 1,406 1,376 1,209 1,:399 1,355 1,164 1.01 1.02 1.04
25 to 34 2,874 2,632 2,410 2,818 2,50:3 2,2:30 1.02 1.05 1.08
35 to 44.... .. 3,283 2,997 2,607 :3,113 2,708 2,357 1.05 1.11 1.11

Source: See source note, table 1.,

358



TABLE 4.-Ratio of rural to urbanized area fertility rates: Children ever barn per 1,000 ever married
Women, by age, color, and residence. conterminous United States, 1960

Ratio of rural to respective urbanized area fertility rate'

Age of woman Rural farm Rural nonfaent

Both White Nonwhite Both White Nonwhite

Total, all ages ...... 1.49 1.45 1.96 1.30 1.27 1.59

15 to 44. 1.41 1.36 1.85 1.19 1.17 1.48
15 to 19 1.10 1.10 1.07 1.03 1.09 1.01

20 to 24 1.29 1.28 1.38 1.20 1.23 1.2:1

25 to 29 1.28 1.27 1.50 1.17 1.18 1.33
:30 to :34 1.34 1.28 1.82 1.17 1.15 1.49
:15 to 39 1.41 1.34 2.08 1.23 1.21 1.63
40 to 44 1.52 1.44 2.38 1.31 1.27 1.84

45 to 49 1.61 1.53 2.42 1.39 1:35 1.86
50 to 54 1.65 1.60 2.28 1.46 1.43 1.80
55 to 59 1.63 1.60 2.05 1.47 1.45 1.71

60 to 64 1.55 1.51 2.00 1.43 1.41 1.64

65 and over ....... 1.47 1.44 1.68 1.35 1.34 1.50

Source: US. Census of Population: 1960. Final Report PC(2)-3A. Woinen by Number of Children Ever Born
table 1 (5 percent .ample).

' Ratio of each rural subcategory to its urbanized area counterpart.

(3 nonwhite rural-urban differentials remain very
large and they have lagged behind the change shown
for whites.

The number of children ever born per 1,000 ever
married rural farm white women of all ages is about
45 percent higher than that for urbanized area
women. Nonwhite rural farm women have a fertility
ratio 96 percent higher than that for nonwhite -ur-
banized area women. The relationship between rural
nonfarm and urbanized area fertility is in the same
direction but of lesser magnitude: 27 percent for
whites and 59 percent for nonwhites.

Among whites the rural-urban differential has
generally diminished over time. Rural white mar-
ried women for whom childbearing is complete ex-
hibit much larger ratios than comparable urbanized
area women. For white women still in the child-
bearing ages the differences are more modest. Rural
nonwhite women, on the other hand, continue to
bear much larger numbers of children than their
urbanized area counterparts.

Occupation, Education, and Income

In an effort to control for rural occupation in
addition to mere residence category, the fertility of
women whose husbands were agriculturally em-
ployed is compared with that of women whose hus-
bands were employed in urbanized areas (table 5).
Regardless of rural farm or rural nonfarm residence,
the fertility of white women at all ages whose hus-
bands Were "farm laborers and farm foremen" was
consistently higher than for those whose husbands
were "farmers and farm managers." For the non-
white women, however, the occupational category
of the husband made little difference in the level of
fertility.

In relation to women whose husbands were em-
ployed in urbanized areas, the fertility of women
at all ages whose husbands had agricultural occu-
pations was markedly higher. The fertility of white
women residing in rural farm territory and whose
husbands were farmers or farm managers was 11 to
38 percent higher than that of women whose hus-
bands were nonagriculturally employed. If husbands
were employed as farm laborers and farm foremen
but otherwise similar, the fertility of white women
ranged from 2 to 78 percent higher than comparable
women whose husbands were employed in urbanized
areas. Among nonwhite women residing in rural
farm territory and whose husbands were agricul-
turally employed, fertility ranged from 6 to 99 per-
cent above that for women whose husbands were
employed outside of agriculture in urbanized areas.
Fertility differentials were in the same direction but
of smaller magnitude for those with rural nonfarm
residence (table 5).

The influence of education and income of agri-
culturally employed husband and the age of wife
at marriage on fertility levels is shown in table 6.
A general inverse relationship between fertility and
the education and ineome level of agriculturally
employed husbands is evident among the white pop-
ulation. While many cells are not filled, the same
association appears to be true among nonwhites.

A later age at marriage for the wife should reduce
fertility levels and this is the case for both white
and nonwhite women with agriculturally employed
husbands. Marriage at age 14 to 21 rather than at
22 or over increases fertility by 30 percent among
nonwhites. The increases are greatest among low
education and income groups (table 12 in the ap-
pendix).
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TABLE 5.-Ratio of fertility rules: Employed husbands miring agricultural occupations to all employed
urbanized area husbcukik Children ever born per 1.000 ever married women 15 years old end over and
husband present, by major occupation of employed husband and residence. conterminous United states,
1960

Age of woman

Ratio of fertility rates: Husbands with rural occupation to employed
husbands in urbanized areas,

Rural farm Rural nonfarm

White Nonwhite White Nonwhite

Farm Farm Farm Farm
Farmers laborers Farmers laborers Farmers laborers Farmer: laborers
and farm and farm and farm and farm and farm and farm and farm and farm
managers foremen- managers foremen managers foremen managers foremen

15 to 19. 1.11 1.02 1.06 1.12 1.01 1.09
- - 1.0420 to 24... 1.12 1.20 1.32 1.34 1.08 1.22 1.44 1.29

25 to 29 1.16 1.30 1.47 1.44 1.10 1.34 1.38 1.43
-30 to 34 1.20 1.43 1.64 1.75 1.10 1.42 1.36 1.71
:35 to 39 1.24 1.54 1.83 1.92 1.21 1.56 1.84 1.60
40 to 44 1.32 1.64 1.99 1.05 1.20 1.67 1.90 1.73
45 to 49. 1.38 1.78 1.99 1.92 1.37 1.86 1.76 1.69
50 and over 1.27 1.7(1 1.82 1.61 1.49 1.78 1.76 1.59

Source: U.S. Census of Population: 1960. Final Report PC(2)-3A. Women by Number of Children Ever Born,
table:, 31 and 32 (5 percent sample).

' Rates of each lurid subcategory to its urbanized area counterpart.

TABLE 6.-Ratio of fertility rates: Specified age and income level to the total; children ever born per 1,000
mothers 35 to 44 and 45 to 54, married once, by age at marriage to agriculturally employed husband
(husband present) by education, income, and color, conterminous United States, 1960

Occupation, education, and
income of husband

Ratio of fertility rates: Specified category to total

White women
35 to 44

White woh1Cir-1 Nonwhite women
45 to 54 35 to 44

Nonwhite women
45 to 54

Married Married Married Married
Married at age' Married at age Married at age Married at age
at age 22 and at age 22 and at age 22 and at age 22 and

14 to 21 over 14 to 21 over 14 to 21 over 14 to 21 over

All farmers, farm managers, farm
laborers and farm foremen 1.00 1.0(1 1.00 1.00 1.00 (.00 1.00 1.00

No high school 1.1(1 1.07 1.07 1.07 1.03 1.09 1.00 1.02
$1-81,999 or less ... .. 1.1:3 1.05 1.10 1.05 1.04 1.11 1.01 1.04
32,00043,990 1.00 1.07 1.09 1.06 1.02 .03 1.04 .96
34,000-86,991 1.07 1.I'2 .97 1.09 . . ..
37,000-S9,990. . . ........ 1.00 1.12 .99 1.11
$10,000 and over 1.07 1.03 .95 1.05

High school (1-4 yrs) .88 .94 .85 .91 .77 .74 .99 .77
$141,999 or less ... .85 .86 .85 .87
$2,000-$3,999 .87 .02 .85 .90
54,000-56,999 .91 1.02 .84 .93
37,000439,999 .85 .93 .81 .99
510,00 and over.. ...... .86 .97 .79 .91

College (I or more years) . .85 .95 .77 .88
31-81,099 or less........ . .83 .93 .77 .92
82,000-83,999 .86 .93 .77 .88
34,000-86,999 90 .96 .80 .92
37,000-89,999 .80 .97 .73
$10,000 and over .79 .95 .73 .86

Source: U.S. Census of Population:, 1960. Final Report PC(2)-3A, Women by Number of Children Ever Born,
tables 39 and 40 (5 percent sample).
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Variations in Rural Fertility

We now consider variations in fertility and the
factors responsible for variation in the rural farm
and rural nonfarm segments of the population. As
a part of the monograph "Rural America," a re-
gression analysis was carried out in which the fer-
tility rate (number of children ever born per 1,000
married women 15 to 44) of each rural residence
component was used as the dependent variable
[ (5) ; see also (1) I. Nine independent variables
representing socioeconomic and demographic and

-ecological attributes were used. The rural -in and
rural nonfarm residence components of the county
were the units of observation._ Separate regression
analyses were made of the rural farm white popu-
lations of the -United States and each of the four
regions. Parallel regression analyses were made of
the rural nonfarm white population. In addition,
two regression analyses were made for nonwhites
in the South, one for the rural farm and another for
the rural nonfarm population.

On the basis of previous studies of differential
fertility [see, for example, (4, 8) 1, each of the nine
variables used was considered related to variations
in birth rates. These nine independent variables are:
median number of school years completed by males
and females 25 years old and Over; median family
income; percentage of females 14 and over em--
ployed; median personal income of females; per-
centage of farmers and farm managers; percentage
of farm laborers and. fare, 3remen; percentage of
ever-married women 15 to 44 who were aged 15 to
24, and 25 to 34; and proximity and size of nearest
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA).

It was anticipated that each of the socioeconomic
characteristics (except farmers and farm a tanager:)

would be negatively related to fertility level in the
rural farm and rural nonfarm populations. Previous
work had made it clear that as social status (re-
flected by educational level, income, employment in
low ranking jobs, and female employment) rises,
fertility levels tend to be lowered. While rural-
urban differentials have diminished over time, it
was expected that the proportion of farmers and
farm managers in the two rural population segments
would be associated with high fertility. Since child-
bearing increases during the first part of the child-
bearing span and then declines, two age groups of
married women were inserted into the equations. It
was expected that the proportion of females 15 to
24 would be negatively associated with fertility
level while the proportion aged 25 to 34 would be
mildly positively related to fertility rate. It was
expected that fertility rates of rural women would
rise with increasing distance from a metropolitan
area. Each county component of the rural popula-
tion was assigned a value which incorporated the
influence of size of an SMSA together with the dis-
tance from it. It is assumed that increasing diStance
is a barrier to rural-urban interaction and that lags
may occur ill the acceptance of dominant norms.

The nine variables used in the 10 regional analy-
ses explained a moderately large proportion of the
variance, rangihg from about one-fifth to one-third.
Generally the variance explained was approximately
the same for the two rural components and for
whites and nonwhites.

Tables 7 and 8 summarize the direction and level
of significance of the relationship between the nine
independent variables and fertility rates in the na:
tion and regions. With the exception of the percent-
age of fanners and farm managers, the relationship
of alter independent variables to fertility were
generally in the expected diiection.

TABLE 7.Summary of relationship between selected characteridics and fertility level of the rural farm
population by region and c,lor, conterminour (hilted States, 1960

Selected.charactet istic

Direetion and significance of relationship 1% ith fertility rates

Whites Nonwhites

United
States

North- North
east Central

South West South

Socioeconomic:
Education ... . .

Family income. ..
Female employment.
Female income
Farmers and farm trufnagers-...
Farm laborers and foremen....

Demographic and ecologica
Females aged 15 to 24. .

Females aged 25 to :34. . ......
Proximity to SNISA and size-

+_*
.1-*

+

4
+*

_*
_*

*

*

_
_*

* = nonsignificant at the .C5 level.
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TABLE 8.Summary of relationship between selecteCcharacteristics and fertility level of the rural nonfarm
population by region and color, conterminous United States, 1960

Selected characteristic

Direction and significance of relationship with fertility rates

United
States

Whites Nonwhites

Nort h- North
east Central

South West, South

Socioeconomic:
Education.
Family income.... ..
Female employment
Female income
Farmers and farm
Farm laborers and fu. .en

Demographic and ecological:,
Females aged 15 to 24.
Femalesaged 25 to -1-

Proximity to SNISA are.....

+*

+*

+

_*

-1-*

'0 * = nonsignificant at the _.05 level.

Four independent variables were generally most
important in accounting for variation in fertility
levels. _In approximate order of relative importance
in most of the analyses, the arc: (1) proximity to
nearest SMSA and its size; (2) median number of
school years completed by males and females 25
years old and over; (3) percentage of married
women of childbearing age who were 15 to 24 years
of age; and (4) percentage of farm laborers and
farm foremen.

The-proximity variable was negatively related to
fertility in each of the analyses and was significant
in all instances except for nonwhites in the South.
These results suggest that even today, with effec-
tive means of transportation and communication,
a kind of isolation exists for rural fiirm as well as
rural nonfarm people. It also suggests that rural
nonwhites in the South, regardless of residence, arc
not fully incorporated into the life emanating from
the urban centers.

As expected, the educational level of the adult
population in rural areas bears a strong negative
association with the fertility level. In each of the
analyses, the relationship was negative (except for
rural nonfarm whites in the Northeast) and was
significant (except for both rural components in the
Northeast and for rural farm whites in the West) .

The proportion of married women 15 to 24 years
of age, as a fraction of all women in the childbear-
ing ages is negatively related to number of chil-
dren ever born in each of the residence and color
categories. It is not significant, nowever, for rura
nonfarm white women in the Northeast. Thee re-
sults are not surprising since relatively few families
are completed for women in this age range.

The proportion of farm laborers and farm fore-
men, as anticipated, is positively associated with
fertility level. Two exceptions were found: rural
farm nonwhites in the South, but the relationship
was not significant ; and rural nonfarm whites in the
Northeast, and the relationship was statistically sig-

nificant. While it was anticipated that -this low
status category in American agriculture would be
positively related to fertility level, it was not an-
ticipated that the proportions of farmers and farm
managers would lie negatively related to the fer-
tility rate. The= negative relationship was true for
each rural farm category but was not significant
among rural farm whites in the West and among
rural farm nonwhites in the South. Surprisingly, the
negative relationship characterized all rural non-
farm groups c%cept whites in the West and non-
whites in the South. Neither relationship, however,
was statistically significant.

While the family income and the employment and
income of female variables were usually in the ex-
pected direction, t1-.:.y did not often contribute
heaVily to the explanation-of variations in the fer-
tility rate. As shown in tables 7 and 8, family in-
conic is generally negatively associated with fer-
tility at time regional level in the rural farm and
rural nonfarm populations. In the North Central
States family income in the rural farm population
is positively associated (but not significant) with
fertility. In the same region the income measure for
the rural nonfarm population is negative but not
significant. The positive relatioaship at the national
level among rural farm and rural nonfarm whites is
probably spurious and may arise from interregional
diversity.

Except in the South, the income of females is
nskently negatively associated with fertility

evel. In the rural farm population, this relation-
ship is positive for whites and negative for non-
whites but neither is statistically significant. In the
rural nonfarm population, the relationship between
female income and fertility is again positive among
southern whites. It is negative and nonsignificant
at the national level and in fie Northeast and West
regions.

The employment of females, as anticipated, is
generally negative, although the relationsh'? is not

362



often significant in the rural farm population. In
the rural nonfarm population, however, the rela-
tionship between female employment and fertility
level is negative and significant in all categories
except whites in the North Ceptral region. In this
instance the relationship is positive and significant.

Summary and Implications

This study of fertility behavior shows that rural
women as of 1960 were still bearing considerably
more children than urban women. The magnitude of
this difference, however, is diminishing. Nonwhites
residing iii rural areas were continuing to have very
large families and the rural-urban differential was
much greater than for whites. White women in all
residence categories of the 111c.intain States possess
high fertility in relation to those in other divisions.
The presence of a large city serves to depress fer-
tility rates in all residence categories.

Fertility rates in both segments of the rural pop-
ulation are inversely related to proximity and size
of large cities, educational level, income measures.
employment of women, and proportions of farmers
and farm managers. On the other hand, f tility
levels are directly related to the propoi of
farm laborers and farm foremen in .rural popula-
tions.

These findings suggest that the rural population
is deprived, as measured against urban patterns and
norms in a dominantly urbanized society. The over-
all importance of location in relation to fertility
levels of rural people suggests that this variable
helps to determine interaction, communication, and
participation in the urban-industrial system. It im-
plies that local institutional services become less
adequate as one moves from large metropolitan
areas into the hinterland.

The findings seem to point clearly to a cluster of
characteristics shared by the lower socioeconomic
groups in American agriculture ;n accounting for
rural-urban fertility differentials. Low educational
level, low income, little opportunity for the employ-
ment of women, and the proportion of farm laborers
are all associated with high fertility. These groups,
the results suggest, remain outside the mainstream
of American life.

Perhaps the most interesting finding in this study

shows that the proportion of farmers and farm man-
agers is negatively related to fertility level. It sug-
gests that many of those farmers and farm managers
who remain in American agriculture have made a
more or less satisfactory adaptation to social and
structural changes in American society. It indicates
that the fertility cf this occupational group tends to
conform to urban norms while the more depressed
group of farm laborers and farm foremen has not.
Without question, the more stringent definitions ap-
plied in 1960 to delineate the rural farm population
has served to upgrade this residence category and
at the same time allocated many small and part-
time farmers and multiple job holders to the rural
nonfarm category.

In many respects this analysis of fertility be-
havior mirrors the special needs of the rural popu-
lation. Implied in these findings is the need to cor-
rect educational and income disparities and to
upgrade institutional services of all types in rural
areas. Groups which emerge as most disadvantaged
are the farm laborers across the nation, the non-
whites :in the South, and those rural people living
most distant from the large cities.
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TABLE 10.-Children ever born per 1,000 ever married white women (ad nonwhite women in the South),
by residence, aml aye; and by metropolitan and nonmetropolitan .State economic areas (SEA's), divi-
sions of conterminous United States. 1960

Color, geographic division, and age

Fertility ratio by metropolitan Anis and residence

Nonmet ropolitan SEA's Metropolitan SEA's

Rural Rural Urban Rural Rural Urban
farm nonfarm farm nonfarm

WHITE
i !nit ed States:

Women 15 to 44.. 2,3832,237 2,103

Women 15 to 24
21:8406461 2,509

Women 25 to 34 2,874 21,633762 21,249111

2,773
1,355 1,164

Women :35 to 44 3,283 2,997 2,607
21,:8311189._ , 22:7500:83 2,230

2,357

2,386

23:711183

1,262
2,238

New England:
Women 15 to 44.

Women 15 to 24 ...
3,010 2,454 2,258 2,345

21,1138481,533 1,375 1,238

Women 35 to 44.. ..... . . . :3,376
2,583
2,811 2,616

21,74811
2,461Women 25 to 34 3,068 2,394

Middle Atlantic:
2,158

2,973

2,017

Women 15 to 24 ..
Women 25 to :34 .. ...

1,442
21,348797

1,151

2,596

2c:2104921Women 15 to 44... ...... 2,837 2,401
1,071

Women 35 to 44 ......
2,872
:3,226 2,421

2,776

2,725
:3,186

1,361
2,369
'2.586

2,062
2,2562,747

2,260

East. North Central:
Women 15 to 44 2,911 2,540 2,292 2,481 2,182

Women 15 to 24... 1,437 1,242
2,829
1,376

21,:r254
Women 25 to 34.
Women :35 to 44. :3,271

2,943
1,439

2,693
2,978

2,467
2,650

:25:I1)0562 221i761024

2,44:3

West North Central:
Women 15 to 44 2,925

Women 15 to 24 1,,,14)6077 21,:536995

2,306
1,202

2,846 2,518
1,477

221:,3217741Women 25 to 34 2,771
1,417

Women :35 to 44.. ..... 3,302 :3,060
2,509
2,712

2,875
3,136

2,688
2,880 2,502

South Atlantic:
Women 15 to 44. 2,305 2,018 2,263 1,973

Women 15 to 24.
2,692

1,0891,236 1,270
2,155

2,591
1,272

2,387 21,086110
Women 25 to :34. .. 2,443
Women 35 to 44.. :3,234

2,583
2,6542,924 9,388 2,973 2,238

East South Central:
Women,15 to 44.. ..... 2,782 2,547 2,044 2,0:34

1,301 1,105
2,720

1,130

Women 35 to 44.. .

Women 15 to 24 , .. .

Women 25 to 34. ..
:1,368
2,687 :213:,260356295

22,416983 3,214
21,6%5

2,396

2,851
2,498
1,341

22,:115872

West Sluth Central
, Women 15 to 44. 2,853 2,638

Women 15 to 24. 1,427
2,306 2,714 2,139

1,210

Women :15 to 44.... 3,241
:23:717867

2,737
2,521
1,251

2,440Women 25 to :34
21;8478141 1,451

2,341

Women 15 to 44. 3,047

3,039
2,792

2,536I% ountain: 2,478

2,865

Women 15 to 24
Women '25 to :34 :3,119

1,571
2,782

2,957
1,542 :13,242

:3,226 21,645871

2,323
1,2851,341

Women 35 to 44. 3,473 3,313 2,922
2,688

3,465
2,505
2,651

Women 15 to 44. 2,793 2,533 2,307

2,973

P witie:

21,479463

1,310_
2,764 2.192

Women 15 to 24..

Women :35 to 44....
Women 25 to 34.

. .. ...... 3,037
2,910
1,504

2,856
2,515

1,552

2,775
2,270
1,221

' uth Atlantic:
Women 15 to 44

Women 15 to 24

Noxwmn:

2,019
4,358 3,605

2,031
2,904

3,127

2,614

1,871 24,48080

2,892
2,995

:3,553

:3,398
2,052

2,782
1,806

E st South Central:,

Women 25 to :34
Women 35 to 44.

4,309
5,483

3,7:14
4,285 3,168

4,035
3,933

2,786
Women 15 to 44

Women 15 to 24.
4,689

2,100 1,906

5,103

4,515 3,734

3,0411

3,889 3,106
1,875

Women 25 to 34.
2,160

4,130
2,937

3,362
1,802 2,014

Women :35 to 44.
4,823

3,457
4,507

5,835 5,663
:1,942

W est South Central:
Women 15 to 44 3,137 4,184

4,509

21:768:51

Women 15 to 24.. .......... 2,259
4,771

2,084 1,571
4,108

1.916
3,649

A omen :35 to 44.... ... .........Women 25 to :34
6.009
4,702

4,765
::33:357483

5,319
4,601 :3.872 22:8153

Somee: See source note, text table 1.
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TABLE H.-Ratio of nonmetropolitan to metropolitan fertility levels: Number of children ever born per
1.000 married white won en (and nonwhite women in the .youth). by age and divisions of conterminous
United .States, 1960

Color, geographic division, and residence

WHITE
New England:

Rural farm... .....
Rural nonfarm
Urban -Middle Atlantic:
1?ural farm...
Rural nonfarm. .

Urban... ..
East, North Central:

Rural farm .. ..
Rural nonfarm .....
Urban

West North Central:
Rural farm
Rural nonfarm..
Urban

South Atlantic:,
Rural farm..
Rural nonfarm.
Urban

East South Central t
Rural farm
Rural nonfarm .

Urban.
West South Central:

Rural farm... .... ... .. .......
Rural nonfarm
Urban

Mountain:
Rural farm
Rural nonfarm...
Urban

Pacific:
Rural farm ..... .. ... ......
Rural nonfarm. . . . ............. .

Urban

NONWHITE
South Atlantic:

Rural farm.
Rural nonfarm
Urban.

East South Central:

West South Central:

Rural farm.
Rural nonfarm
Urban

Rural'nonfirm.
Rural farm

Urban... .. .. .....

Ratio of nonmetropolitan to metropolitan

Women aged
15 to 44

Women aged
15 to 24

Women aged
25 to :34

Women aged'
:35 to 44

1.11 1.08 1.10 1.14
1.05 1.09 1.08 1.08
1.0:3 1.09 1 07 1.06

1.02 1.06 1.05 1.01
1.04 1.06 1.05 1.06
107 1.08 1.10 1.07

1.0:3 1.05 1.01 1.04
1.02 1.02 1.02 1.07
1.05 1.03 1.06 1.08

._),
1.0:3 1.0:3 1.04 1.05
1.03 .1E2 1.0:3 1.06
1.05 1.00 1.06 1.08

1.04 .97 1.01 1.09
1.05 1.00 1.02 1.10
1.02 1.01 1.02 1.07

1.02 1.11 1.00 1.05
1.06 .99 1.04 1.14'
1.00 .98 1.00 1.05

1.05 1.03 1.03 1.07
1.07 .99 1.05 1.11
1.08 1.03 1.08 1.12

1.00 .94 .97 1.00
1.10 1.06 1.10 1.11
1.07 1.04 1.07 1.10

1.01 .97 1.01 1.01
1.03 1.04 1.04 1.03
1.10 1.07 1.11 I.:14

1.04 .:17 1.07 1.07
1.06 1.05 i ,01,1

1.15 1.04 1.12 142.

i01:831.04 1.20 1.07
1.04 1.04 1.05 I.05
1.11 1.02 1.10

1.11
1.08

1.44 1.02
1.06 I1

1.18 1.I 179 1.14
,I1:13

I'26

Source: See source note. test table 1.



TABLE 12.-Ni/tither of children ever born per 1,000 women 35 to 44 and 45 to 54 years old, married once
and husband present, by age of wife when married and educatio I and income of agriculturally employed
husband, conterminous United States, 1960

Children ever born per 1,00(1 mothers, husband present

Occupation, education, and

White Women White women
35 to 44 44 to 54

Nonwhite women
35 to 44

Nonwhite women
45 to 54

income of husband
Married
:tt :age

14 to 21

Married
at age Married
22 mid :tt age
°vet 14 to 21

Nlarried
at age
22 and
over

Married
at age

14 to 21

Married
at age
22 and
over

Married
at age

14 to 21

Married
at age
22 and
over

All farmers, farm managers, farm
laborers and farm foremen .... :3,806 :3,160 4,040 3,1111 6,888 4,524 6,61:i 4,946

No high school 4,188 :3,392 4,316 3,334 7,097 4,913 6,634 5,059
8141,999 or less .. 4,31)9 :1,319 4,4:37 3,270 7,144 5,033 6,664 5,126
82,000-83,999 . . 4,154 3,308 4,404 3,306 7,002 4,21)0 6,858 4,7:18

84,000 -86,999 . . . . 4,064 3,524 3,912 3,389 . . . .. . ..
87,000-89,1M9. :3,815 3,547 3,999 3,465
$10,000 and over . -. ..... . 4,075 3,259 :3,830 3,279

High school (1-4 years).... ... 3,334 2,958 3,420 2,821 5,304 :3,328 6,544 :3,804

81-81,999 or less 3,247 2,704 3,454 2,711 6,277
82,000-$3,999 '3,330 2,909 3,428 2,798
84,000-86,999 3,459 :3,233 3,408 2,892
87,00049,999 ,242 2,942 4,286 3,076
$10,000 and over 3,286 :3,052 3,192 2,84'1

College (I or more years) ... 3,240 2,995 3,119 2,723
81-81,999 or less. 3,167 2,930 :3,111 2,856
82,000-83,999 3,267 2,925 3,111 2,731
84,000-86,909 1,437 3,047 3,219 2,854
87,000-V 399 3,0E0 :3,081 2,276
510,000 and over 3,00:3 3,008 2,958. 2,674

Source: U.S. Census of Population: 1960. Final Report PC(2)-3A, Women by Number of Childr( n Ever Born.
tables 39 and 90 (5 iw sent sample).
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Chapter 21

Family Planning and Rural Poverty:
An Approach to Programing of Services

FREDERICK S. JAFFF., vice president, Planned Parenthood World
Population, New York

Introduction!
The extension of medically competent, voluntary

family planning services to all Americans who need
and want them became a national goal in 1966 when
President Johnson stated:

We hall .t growing conceit) to foster the in-
tegt ity of .he family and the opportunity for each
child. It e, essential that all families have access
to inform dion and services that will allow free-
dom to choose the number and spacing of their
children within the dictates of individual con-
science.

Achievement of this goal is entirely feasible in
the next several years if sufficient -financial re-
sources are made available to support the needed
services and if official health agencies, private physi,
cians, an voluntary institutions are stimulated to
provide them. Fertility studies and pilot service
programs demonstrate that

' I i Poor couples, in rural and urban areas, want
small families.

(2) In the last decade, they have increasingly
adopted family planning and experimented with
various contraceptive techniques.

(3) They continue to have more children than
they want, largely because they lack access to con-
tinuing medical care and must depend more on the
least effective, nonmedical methods of fertility con-
trol. . =

(4) Their response to the few organized programs
making available the best modern medical methods
oral contraceptives and intrauterine devices
(IUD's)has been considerable.

In rural America, the historic cultural "lag" in
fertility values has largely been al, i'ated, doubt-
less as a byproduct of increased nu chanization of
agriculture, contraction of employment opportuni-
ties, greater mobility, decreased isolation, and re-
lated basic social changes.

The conditions thus exist for an energetic pro-
gram to provide the poor with equal op1.or malty to
share in the increased control-over fertility vhich
modr :n contraceptive technology makes possible.
Yet family planning programs to date have had
scant attention from health professionalsand even
scantier allocations of public funds. Even in urban
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communities organized programs are grossly inade-
quate; in most rural areas they do not yet exist.
Implementation in rural areas is made more diffi-
cult, of course, by serious deficiencies in the health
services infrastructure. As the few existing rural
programs demonstrate, however, these deficiencies
can in part be overcome with dedication and proper
organization. The fact that family planning is rela-
tively simple to deliver makes it plausible to provide
this service now. even in areas where the delivery
of more complex health care may still be proble-
matic.

The challenge to public policy is to marshal the
financial resources and professional energies needed.
to make modem family planning services realisti-
cally available and accessible to the poor. This is not
likely to be accomplished anywherein rural or
urLan areasunless family planning receives much
higher priority in Federal health programing and
budgeting than it now is accorded.

The evidence is ,..lear that the main ingredient
lacking is not disinterest on the part of the potential
recipients of family planning services, but lack of
adequate program development. All of American
society has a stake in the resolution of this issue,
but it is a matter of direct urgency to the 34 million
persons living in povertyend to the 15 million
children growing up poor. Family planning is a
medical service which has both important health
and important social consequences. Studies by the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
have shown that it is the most cost-effective -health
measure available to reduce infant mortality (34),1
while the Office of Economic Opportunity has con-
cluded that it is the most cost-effective program
available to reduce poverty (18) .

For the poor, the critical importance of family
planning is revealed' in Orshansky's (27) analyses
which show that nearly half of the children living
in poverty are growing up :n homes with five or
more children under 18, and that the risk of poverty
increases rapidly from 10 percent for one-child fam-
ilies to 47 percent for families with six or more
children (table 1). Indeed, nearly one-third of all

' Italic 'mothers in patentheses indicate references listed
at the end of this paper,



TABLE 1.Risk of poverty by size of family. 1964

Children
(number)

The poor Poor and near poor

All U. S.
families N anther

Percent of
all

families Number

Percent of
all

families

1

3

Thousands
8,898
8,339
5,437

'i nousands
920
943
913

10.3
11.2
16.7

Thousands
1,550
1,507
1,343

17.4
17.9
24.6

Total... 22,674 '1 776-, 12.2 4,400
_ _._.

19.4

3).1
50.4
61.6

4
5
6 or more

2,832
1,455
1,315

639
514
621

22.4
34.3
46.9

973
753
816

Total 5,602 1,774 31.7 2,542 45.4

Source: Oliasky (27. lablu 2).

families with four or more children were living/in
poverty in 1964. and nearly half were-either poor or
near poor. Their risk of poverty was almost three
tunes as great as for families with three children
or less.

Approximately 5.3 million fertile medically de-
pendent women are not, at any given time, preg-
nant or seeking a desired pregnancy and-thus con-
stitute the minimum estimated potential patient load
for tax-supported family planning services. Only
700.000 currently receive, them from all public and
private agencies combined.

This is the context in which the prospects for
tinnily planning for the rural poor must be viewed.
More than half of the couples in need of subsidized
family planning services are located in the 110
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas with popu-
lations of 250,000 or more, while rural America,
w;th 29 percent of the population. accounts for 43
percent of the natio::'s poverty and 37 percent of
the family planning necti. As with other services.
family planning programs are less well developed
in rural communities than in the cities.

In a recent address, Esser reported the results of
a survey by the North Carolina Fund which showed
that many commonly held ideas: about the- rural
poor are myths (7). He particularly cited the notion
that the rural poor want large families because they
regard children as additional labor power. Most re-
spondents:, he said, viewed "large families as a
liability."

The r,sponse of poor rural residents to the few
organizes family planning programs which have
been available to Om. likewise belies the myth.
As the reports prepared for the National Advisory
Corimission on Rural Poverty (14 demonstrate.
the rural poor appear to be as interested in modern
fertility control as the urban poor. These programs
confirm the consistently expressed preference ,,f
impoverished parents for small familiet.

A critical issue of government policy is whether
to encourage the continued migration of rural resi-
dents to the cities or to attempt to develop a viable

economy which would enable more families 4.o re-
main in rural areas. Regardless of which policy ulti-
mately prevails,-it should be clear that family plan-
ning is an essential, high priority component of any
program aimed at rural poverty: Large numbers of
children are no longer needed as farmhandsor
wanted by most parentsand they are certainly no
asset to the family which moves to the city.

This paper summarizes what is known of the fer-
tility attitudes and practices of the rural poor, and
of their-response to organized family planning pro-
grams. The need for family planning in rural areas
is estimated and the prospects for developing serv-
ices -are examined in the context of existing rural
health resources. Finally, the capabilities of a va-
riety of agencies for delivering services as part of
a coordinated program are exploredond an assess-
ment is presented of alternative proposals for Fed-
eral programs in terms of their BotentH impact on
rural area services.

The Convergence of Fertility Values
Family Size Preferences

sser's observations reveal something of the
tenacity of middle- and upper-class myths about
the poor.2 For it was clear more than a decade ago
that many of the historic fertility differentials were
rapidly disappearing, particularly the traditional
differences between higher and lower socioeconomic
status, and urban and rural Americans. By the time
the 1955 Growth of American Families (OAF)
Study was conducted, the evidence documented. for
both lower status and rural parents, an "increasing
preference for moderate sized families implemented
by their increasingly extensive and successful use

'He suggests that myths are nore tenacious about the
rural than the urban poor ,but tt e same basic myths are
implicit in mush upper-class thiAing about programs fo,
all poor. whether rural or urban. Fos discussions of how
these myths have distorted thinking about family planning
programs. see Slycos Jaffe (12. 15. 16); and Jaffe and
Hill (17).
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of contraception 01, p. 318). A differential re-
mained. to be sure, but it was hardly of an order to
justify the persistent notion that the rural poor
desire families of 8 to 10 children because they don't
care how many children they have or view them as
economic assets. Iu 1955, farm wives expected to
have an average of 3.7 children, about 0.7 of a child
more than all wives.

By the 1960 Growth of American Families Study,
the differential had narrowed further: Farm wives
wanted an average of 3.5 children, only 0.2 more
than all wives, and expected to have this number.
Wives living in rural nonfarm areas had exactly
the same family size desires and expectations as all
wives. and the remaining rural-urban difference in
expected family size was smaller among younger
farm wives under 30 than among those aged 30 to
:39 136. pp. 117-119).

By 1960, then,- most rural couples were included
among the 83 to 88 percent of U.S. couples who
wanted families of 4 children or mss (36, p. 38, table
151. This consensus, and particularly the clustering
of desired family size in the 2- to 4-child range,
included all subgroups in American societyeco-
nomic, geographic, educational, and color. Within
this consensus, lower income couples wanted smaller
families than higher inecnniF- couples and nonwhite
couples wanted smaller families than whites. Non-
white wives wanted 2.9 clfildren, compared to 3.3
for white wives, and this relationship hell all
subclassifications by region and education, except
three: For wives with only a grad's school education
and those living in the South as a whole, nonwhites
and whites wanted the same number of children (3.5
and 3.0, respectively.), while nonwhites living on-
southern farms wanted 3.8 children compared to 3.1
for whites. It is indicative of the potential for rapicLI
change that nonwhite couples with no previous
southern farm residence were not significantly dal-

_ ferent from white couples in either past or expected
numbers of births. "I3y the time nonwhite couples
are one generation or more removed from the rural
South, their fertility is very much like-that of the
white population," tae authors stated (36, p. 350,
table 189; p. 342).

These results of national sample surveys are con-
firmed in local investigations of rural attitudes. A
1962 study conducted by the Florida State Board
of Health among public health maternity patients
revealed that more than 70 percent of the respond-
Tits, whose median number of living children was
2.9, stated that they wanted no more, while most. of
the remainder wantedlo wait at least 2 years before
having another baby; as in the 1960 GAF study,
Negro respondents consistently expressed a- desire
to have fewer additional ch'Idren than whites (4).
A 1965 survey in Lincoln Parish. La., showed that
among all respondents, whites desired an average
of 2.9 children while nonwhites desired 3.1: Only
older couples above age 35, at both ends of the class
ladderupper socioeconomic status whites and
lower socioeconomic status nonwhiteswanted
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more; among lower socioeconomic status nonwhites
below age 34. the average number of children de-
sired was 2.5. even though this was less than the
number they already had.3

Family Planning Practices

In view of this convergence of fertility values. it
is not surprising that use of contraception increased
most between 1955 and 1960 among couples in the
lowest socioeconomic groups. The proportion of
users of all forms of birth control among grade
school graduates increased from 49 percent in 1955
to 66 percent in 1960. This and other findings sug-
gest strongly that significant increases in contra-
ceptive use occurred during this 5-year period
among the poor .1 both urban and rum! areas. For
example, use among couples with incomes of less
than $3,000 increased from 59 to 70 percent; alic.ig
those living on farms, from 62 to 84 percent; and
among those living in rural nonfarm areas, from 67
to 84 percent.

These percentages measure the combined use of
all methods of fertility control, including methods
which required medical prescription and were rela-
tively reliable (e.g., diaphragm) and those which
did not require Medical advice and were less relia-
ble (e.g., douche. suppositories, and yithdraival).
While the use of birth contra' increased considerably
in the lower socioeconomic groups between 1955 and
1960, there remained significant t'lerences in em-
ployment -of the most effective ..letlaxls. Among
white Protestants; for example, ha_lf as many wives
with a grade school education used the diaphragm
as college graduates, and twice as many grade school
wives relied on withdrawal (36, p. 281). Class differ-
ences _ were similarly pronounced -for nonwhites:
Twice as many nonwhites as whites relied on the
douche and three times as many relied on supposi-
tories. These methods, the authors point out, can be
used "without medical advice, which is generally
less available to nonwhite than to white wives"_ 136,
p. 361 and table 196).

This factor of differential access to medical serv-
ices in family planning is significant -on two
grounds: First, it undoubtedly influenced the ability
of low income and nonwhite- couples to limit their
families to the number of children wanted; and sec-
ond, the new methods introduced since 1960 (oral
contraceptives and intrauterine devices, are meth-
ods which require even more Medical supervision
than conventional techniques and have generally
proven very acceptable to the poor when they have
been made available to them.

Unwanted Fertility
In 1960, 21 percent of couples I., farm occupa-

tions were classified in the "excess fertility" eate-

Fnpub!ished data from The Lincoln Parish Fertility and
Family Planning Project. "tied through the courtesy of Dr.
Joseph Heasley and Dr., Carl Harter of Tulane University
Scluml of Medicine.



gory because they said' that their last child was
unwanted either by the wife, the husband, or both.
compared to 17 percent of all white couples 136. p.
273, table 155). These overall measures, obscure the
fact that excess fertility is considerably more severe
among the poor. Among couples with excess fertility,
those with incomes below $3.000 expected more chil-
dren than those with incomes above $10,000 14.2 vs.
3.9, although they wanted fewer (2.5 vs. 3.1 t. Only
11 percent of the college-educated group fell into
the excess fertility category, compared to 32 percent
in the grade school group. Of all nonwhite couples,
31 percent were in the excess fertility category,
while thp proportion rose to 48 percent for non-
whites living on southern farms. Most of the differ-
ence in expected family size between higher and
lower status couples was explained by the higher
prevalence of severe excess. fertility (36. pp. 242 -
243; tables 133. 137. 197). The authors concluded
(pp. 243, 248):

Lower status couples do not have more children
than higher status couples simply because they
want more. They have more because some of
diem do not use contraception regularly and
effectively. If couples in all education and income
groups were to use contraception equally well.
-thew would be only small differences in average
family size. . . . If the wife has a-grade school
education and the husband has an income of less
dam SLOW per year. then 39 percent have excess
fertility.., . The judgment that their fertility is
too high represents their own opinion.

The Rapidity of Change Since 1960

Published reports from- the 1965 National Fer-
tility Study have-documented 'the major impact of
the oral contraceptive on U.S. family planning prac-
tices. By 196.5, 6.4.million couples had already -used
the pill which:in less than 5 years, etue:ged as the
single most popular contra eptive method, particu-
larly among younger couples (28). The use of all
methods of fertility control continued to increase
between 1960 and 1965 most markedly among those
Who previously had the lowest rates of reported use
nonwhites, Catholics, and younger women (35).

Unpublished preliminary data from the 1965
study, cross-tabulated by income, rurality, and age,
and made available through the courtesy of Pro-
fessors Westoff and Ryder. make )ossible for the
last time a direct evaluation of the fertility atti-
tudes and practices of the rural poor. Selected find-
lags for couples now living on farms and those who
laver lived on farms (emitting couples with previ-
ous: farm residence) are presented in table 2. They
demonstrate that the convergence of fertility values
already implicit in the 1955 and 1960 studies is
continuing and intensifying.

Most striking is the evidence that yo...nger, poor
farm couples have substantially same family
size desires and interest in practicing family plan-
ning as other younger couples regardless of farm
residence or income. Within the poverty group, farm
couples with wives under 30 want roughly the same

number of children as younger urban eauples and
have used or expect to use contraception in approxi-
mately the sante proportion.

The rapid rate if change is graphically demon-
strated in the comparisons between couples with
wives under age 30 and those with wives between
30 and 44. In the farm group under 30 with incomes
below $4,000, the desired number of children is 3.2,
an average of one child less than for the poor farm
group aged 30 to 44; this is also true for younger
farm wives with incomes between 11,4,000 and $5,999
and a similar difference. though to a lesser extent.
is evident between younger and older city poor.
These difference., between groups separates; in age
by only half a generation appear significant. even
allowing for the propensity of older couples retro-
actively to rationalize the number of children they
originally wanted.

In a similar manner, a higher proportion of
younger farm poor than of those aged 30 to 44 have
already attempted one or another method of fer-
tility control. The proportion of younger farm poor
who have used-or expect to use contraception clus-
ters in the same range as all other groups of younger
couples, farm and urban. Among the younger fann
wives in all income levels, only 16 percentage points
separate the subgroup with the loweet proportion
using or expecting to Use contraception -(84 percent)
from the highest (100-percent), while among older
farm wives, the range is 28 percentage points. (A
comparable narrowing of the range is evident be-
tween younger and older city couples.)

Within this general trend toward convergence,
Only the data on-use of the pill reveal significantly
lower proportionS for the farm poor: Less than half
as many younger poor farm couples have ever used
the pill as younger poor city couples and as younger
farm couples in higher-income categories. Since the
pill is a method which requites a physicians pre-
scription and as proven very acceptable to both
rural and urban poor where it has been made avail-
able to them in organized programs, the urnan -rural
and poor-nonpoor differences must refle& in large
measure the considerably less access the poor
have to continuing medical care. This is einforco!
by another finding of the study that at least frur
out of fii.e couples, in all classifications, knew about
the pill in-1965.4

These results. it should 1w noted, are reported for
farm wives, not for those living in rural areas. Since

rural nonfarm couples are usually regarded_as being
even quicker than farm couples to adopt new ideas
and practices. these findings must, if anything,

These national findings are replicated by unpublished
results of a statewide study by the North Carolina Fund,
made available throng's the courtesy of the Fund's Research
Department. None of the rural poor respondents said they
didn't know about the pills. 84 percent knew about them
but had not used them, 10 percent had used them in the
past, and 6 percent were using them in 1965. Only 5 percent
had never heard of the IUD. but only another 5 percent had
ever had one inserted.
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TABLE 2.-Preferred family size, percentage ever using or expecting to use contraception, and use of pill,

by farm residence, color, income, and age of wife. 1965

Income and age

Residence and color Under $4,000

Now living on farm:
Total sample
White
Nonwhite ........... ..

Never lived on farm:
Tota! sample
White
Nonwhite

Now living on farm:
-Total sample
White
Nonwhite

Never lived on farm:
Total sample
White
Nonwhite

Now living on farm:
Total sample
White
Nonwhite

Never lived on farm:
Total sample
White
Nonwhite

84,000-135,999

86,00047,999
($6,000 or more
for nonwhites)! 88.000 or more

Under 30 30-44 Under 30 30-44 Under :30 :30-44 Under 30 :30-44

NUMBER OF CHILDREN PREFERRED

3.2 4.3 :3.2 4.0 3.1 :3.4 4.0 :3.3
:3.0 4.1 :3.3 4.0 :3.1 :3.4 .0 :3.3
3.7 41 (2) 4.4 (2) (2)

3.1 3.5 :3.1 :3.:3 .3.2 :3.2 :3.1 :3.3
2.9 3.7 :3.2 3.3 :3.2 :3.2 :3.1 :3.3
3 4 3.2 2.8 4.9 4.9 4.9

Now living on farm:
Total sample
White
Nonwhite

Never lived on farm:
Total sample
White
Nonwhite

PERCENT EVER USING CONTRACEPTION

70 6'2 82 70 100 86 74 88
78 72 80 70 100 90 74 88
56 43 (2) 71 (2) (2)

77 (10 85 73 92 83 88 87
77 53 82 73 92 83 88 87
78 72 95 72 90 82

PERCENT EVER USIA; OR EXPECTING TO USE CONTRACEPTION

89 68 85 77 100 86 84 90
91 72 84 77 100 90 84 90
84 62 (2) 75 (2) (2)

92 li1 93 77 11C 85 95 90
91 63 93 77 96 85 95 90
92 83 95 74 .98 85

PERCENT EVER USING PILL FOR CONTRACEPTION ONLY

10 5 :39 :3 35 1:3 21 5
8 4 :36 2 :35 1:3 21 5

12 6 (2) 8 (2) (2) ....
'24 8 :30 7 :33 11 31 10
26 6 29 7 34 10 :31 )0
19 11 :33 10 29 19

Source: I'veliminary data from 1965 National Fertility
Study. made .available through the courtesy of Professors
Clim les Westo 1i of Princeton and Norman Ryder of Wis-
consin.

understate the readiness of the rural poor, as a
whole, ter- modern ,ramily planning services.

The difference of attitudes and practices among
the younger farm poor, as zompared to the older
group, is of great significance for the, planning of
rural poverty programs. It seems evident that
family planning programs in rural areas should give
greater priority to reaching more of the younger
women to assist them to realize their desires for
smaller families, than to older women who already
have more than four children. If this can be accom-
plished, the importance of family planning as a
means of helping couples to escape from poverty
would be vastly increased.

' For nonwhites. couples in the categories 86,000-87.999
and 38,000 or more are combined and ph.ced in the $6,000-
87.999 column.

2 Too few eases.

Rural Response to Organized Family Planning
Services

National and local fertility studies thus reveal the
context in which rural family planning programs
must be conceptualized. From these findings, one
would expect a considerable response by the rural
poor to whatever organized family planning pro-
grams have attempted to make available in modern
medical contraceptive services. The reports on on-
going pro-grams submitted to the National Advisory
Commission on Rural Poverty (14) confirm this ex-
pectation anti highlight particularly the importance
of oral contraceptives and intrauterine devices in



programs for the rural poor (as in those for the
urban poor). These pioneering rural programs have
initiated services in diverse regions, among poor
whitesr-Negroes, texicans, Indians, and migrant
workers. They have ben financed by public and pri-
vate resources which have, for the most part, been so
inadequate as to preclude serious efforts to expand
the services to meet total needs in the areas served.
For the most part, too, the provision of family plan-
ning has been attempted by already overburdened
personnel; few of these programs have had staff
assigned especially for this service. Despite these
important limitations, significant achievements have
already been recorded.

Essentially the same results have emerged in
rural programs which have been studied and eval-
uated more formally. Bogue reported that adding
oral contraceptives to the methods offered, coupled
with an intensive educational program employing
nc professional aids, quadrupled the rate of new
patient intake in 18 months in health department
clinics in 13 very rural and very poor counties in
Alabama; at the same time, new patients increased
by approximately the same rate in the remaining
Alabama counties which were not in. the study and
did not motmt educational programs, but which
began, in 1964, to distribute pills free to medically
indigent patients (3). (In the Bogue study, patients
were charged 50 cents monthly for pills.)

In rural Lincoln Parish, Beasley and his co-
workers found that less than 50 percent of lower
socioeconomic group respondents were using an
effective family planning method while 87 percent
desired more information (2). A clinic was estab-
lished in the local health department. In the first 8
months of operation in 1966, four out of five post-
partum patients referred for family planning by
the hospital at which they delivered attended the
clinic and chose primarily IUD's and pills; of other
women contacted by the program's outreach
workers, a sufficient number came for the service
during this 8-nionth period to lead to the prelimi-
nary validation of the hypothesis that "the provi-
sion of adequate family planning information and
service would re.mlt in a high level of utilization of
the services by the medically indigent population."

Considerations in Program Planning

The Need for Family Planning in Rural Areas

In 1964, the Planned Parenthood-World Popula-
tion (PPWP) Research Department developed a
formula (known as the Dryfoos-Polgar formula)
for estimating minimum need for subsidized family
planning services, which combines census data with
a standard of medical indigency and biological and
social research findings on fertility (13). The for -
mu la explicitly assumes that poor parents will want
an4 have the average of three children that all
Americans say they prefer and thus will be poten-

tial contraceptive patients only when they are not
having desired pregnancies. It was proposed as a
conservative and approximate measure of the need
for services.

Based on the 1960 census, the formula showed
that approximately 5 million (5.2 million in 1965)
fertile. medically dependent women were not preg-
nant or seeking a desired pregnancy at any given
time and thus could be regarded as the minimum
potential patient load for subsidized contraceptive
services. This finding has now been confirmed by a
special Census Bureau tabulation for PPWP of the
characteristics of women aged 18 to 44 living in
poverty or near poverty in 1965. The breakdown
by region, rurality, and metropolitan area from this
tabulation is shown in table 3.

Thus almost 2 million rural poor couples account
for 37 percent of the total need for family planning
services in the United States. In the 110 largest
imtropolitan areas, 2.7 million couples account for
an additional 50 percent of the need.

Family planning services for medically indigent
patients are currently provided by planned parent-
hood centers, some voluntary and public hospitals,
some local health departments, and sonic private
physicians. Based on all available service statistics,
it is estimated that no more than 700,000 women
were enrolled in these diverse programs in 1966,
leaving approximately 4.6 million without effective
access to modern family planning services.

The reports available do not permit definitive
analysis of the extent of current services in rural
areas and estimates can be made only by extrapola-
tion from known facts. For example, planned par-
enthood centers are located primarily in urtro-
politan areas, as are the most active services in
hospitals. Insofar as rural areas hate had any
family planning services, they have been provided
primarily by local health departments and by pri-
vate physicians. Since only 897 local health depart-
mentsless than one-third of the 2,780 reporting
provided any family platming services at all in 1966
and since they served, in aggregate, approximatCy
175,000 patients;' it seems reasonable to infer that
these are the outer limits of currently available
services in rural areas. Allowing both for health
department services located in urban areas and for
rural residents served by private physicians who
are reimbursed by welfare agencies, a reasonable
estimate would be that a maximum of 125,000 rural
women received tax - supported medical family plan-
ning services in 1966. Thus- perhaps 6 percent of
rural women in need are currently receiving_ sub-
sidized services, compared to 13 percent for the
nation as a whole and 17 percent for urban women.
Based or, the findings of the 1965 National Fertility
Study, it '^u Id appear that perhaps another 10 to
15 r . 4 rural poor women currently receivo
serf' a private physicians, sometimes on a

el lean Public Health Asgociation survey of State
and local h .alth department family planning activities.
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:Hying basis and sometimes on a reduced fee or
nonpaying basis. This would still leave approxi-
mately 1.6 to 1.7 million rural poor couplesbe-
tween 79 and 84 percent not receiving medical
fat-tidy planning services from any source.

Rural Health Facilities

Family !thinning is a relatively simple medical
service. Many of the necessary instructional, out-
reach, and administrative functions in a family
planning program are typically performed by
nurses, social workers, and Slibprofessional per-
:_zontiel. Nevertheless, some physiCian manpower is
-required for examinations, prescription of pills, in-
=sertion _of IUD's, and eontinuing medical super-

In programing for family planning, therefore,
it is --necessary first to assess the health facilities

- available -to provide these services.
It well established that rural residents hai.e

_accessto fewer health facilities than urban dwellers
and-that rural areas have fewer physicians and other
health personnel per capita. This is reflected in lower
rates-of- doctor visits and general health expendi-
tures farm areas. In terms of aceess to medical
family planning services, it is significant that
women in-their prime childbearing years (aged 25
3to--34) averaged 3.9 physician visits per year in
farm areas outside SMSA's and 5.1 in nonfarm areas

'outside SMSA's, compared to 6.5 in SMSA's (22).
As would be expected, rural public health pro=

_grams -are poorly organized. The following descrip-
tion of the public health services in four counties
of -rural Missouri seems hardly atypical (11: "The
four - county area is part of a 22-county health dis-
trict served by one part-time doctor, a health ad-
ministrator, and some public health nurses. Living-
ston, =Linn, Caldwell, and Daviess (counties) share
a _part-time nurse. A health program for the 4-
county area had to be built from scratch."

The Maternal and Child Health (MCH) pro-
gram, initiated more than 30 years ago by the Social
Security Act, has emphasized services in rural areas

and has been the principal Federal program through
which tax-supported health care has been made
available to needy mothers and children ; it has been
through this program primarily that official health
departments have recently begun- to offer family
planning, even though MCH programs typically
allocate greater resources to child care than to

-maternal care. The Children's Bureau does not have
available an inventory of the number, location, or
staffing of services financed by this program' which
would permit an evaluation of the extent to which
they meet needs in rural areas. Yet the overall data
document clearly the program's inadequacies. In
1964, 287.000 mothers received any kind of medical
services in MCH clinics, only 7 percent of those

- who need them, according to a recent Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare analysis (34).
The report concluded that `present programs fitll
short of providing adequate health -care for those
mothers and children who live in poverty . . .; the
majority of low-income mothers fail to receive ade-
quate maternity care; most children of low-income
families go without adequate preventive or remedial
health care (even_ after handicapping conditions
have been identified in screening programs)."

Two features of the rural health picture are some-
what more promising in terms of potential develop-

_ went of family planning services. First, the sho-tage
of physicians in rural and semirural areas is Ion-
fined largely to specialists, while the number of
general practitioners is actually somewhat higher
per capita than in urban areas; second, as a result
of the Hill-Burton program of the last two decades,
rural and semirural areas now have proportionately
more hospitals and a share of the nation's hospital
beds almost equivalent to their proportion of the
population (table 4).

Rural physicians and hospitals must, of course,
cover a population that is spread over considerably
larger geographical areas than in more densely pop-
ulated cities, and the simple per capita proportions
may therefore be somewhat misleading. Neverthe-
less, the growth of rural hospitals is undoubtedly

TABLE 4.Urban-rural distribution of physicians and hospitals, 1966

URBAN) RURAL AND SEMIRUR.1t 2

Item
Number

Percent of
total in U.S. Number

Percent of
total in U.S.

Ph_ysicians im
Private practice 137,156 76.3 42,485 23.7

Genetal practice 41,262 (13.5 23,695 :36.5

Internal medicine 18,989 85.0 ,342 15.0

Obstetrics-gynecology 10,473 84.0 2,006 16.0

Hospitals 2,382 42.7 :3,198 57.3

Hospital beds. 490,983 68.7 223,809 31.3

Resident population 124781,600 66.3 64,988,200 :33.7

Source Distribution of Physicians, Hospitals and Hos-
pitalBedh in the U.S. Dept. Survey Res., Management Serv-
ices Div., Amer. Nledie. Assoc., 1966. (Table D.)

410 greater metropolitan and lesser metropolitan counties.
=1.782 isolated semirural and itlated rural counties. plus

889 counties adjacent to metropolitan areas.
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reflected in the impressive gains made during the
last two decades in proportion of rural babies being
born in hospitals. In 1964, while 97.5 percent of all
U.S. deliveries occurred in hospitals, the proportion
in nonurban places was 96.1 percent, compared to
98.6 percent in urban places. Only nonwhites living
in immi'', places had it significantly lower propor-
tion-75.4 percentand many of the out=of-hospital
deliveries were concentrated in a few States such as
Alabama, Georgia, Mississippi, and South Caro-
lina (23).

Thus, while rural areas suffer from severe short-
ages of general health manpower and facilities, the
available resources do include a somewhat larger
share of the coition's hospitals and general practi-
tioners, and the vast majority of rural babies are
now born in hospitals. Many-of the hoSpitals are
doubtless quite small cwt in designing a program to
extend family planning services in rural areas, these
facts are of critical importance on four grounds:
First, women are most interested in family- plan
ning after they have deliveretta baby; second, hos-
pital clinics arc the most economical and efficient
mechanism for rapid, large-scale delivery of family
planning services (25); third, a family planning
service can be organited in even -the smallest of
hospitals; and fourth, any balanced rural program
must include major emphasis on utilizing the private
physician. since many communities are located far
from health departments or hospitals. In this con-
text, the improvement in physitian's attitudes
toward family planning found in a recent Georgia
study offers support for the feasibility of involVing
the private doctor: Not only did nearly two-thirds
of the general practitioners -responding regard con-
traception as a :standard medical procedure to be
offered routinely by the physician, but four out of
five respondents appeared not to regard publicly
financed services for the poor as competitive with
private practice 1371.

Patterns of Health Care for the Poor

Health services for most of the American poor
treat primarily emergency and chronic conditions
which make medical attention absolutely necessary,
rather,thmeprovide diagnostic and preventive serv-
ices. Given the significantly lower rates of physician
visits in rural areas and the distances which make
it difficult to get to physicians' offices and other
facilities, it seems likely that this pattern is even
more intensified for the rural than the urban poor.
That this has more to do with the availability and
accessibility of health facilities than with the desire
for health care by the rural poor i, suggested by
studies of the response to services which are real-
istically accessible. [See, for examp.e, Browning and
Northcutt (5) and the interesting discussion of
accessibility in Peters and Chase (26).]
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In this context. family planning assumes con-
siderable importance as a preventive health service
which. because it is popular. may-be instrumental
in helping the-poor to make the transition to more
comprehensive continuing systems of care if such
systems are developed. If current discussions look-
ing toward mire comprehensive health services for
the poor are to be productive. not only will the
medical care- system need to be _reorganized mid
rationalized to improve the availability of services
and make more efficient use of scarce personnel.
The poor will also need to gain experience in uti-
lizing a different kind of health service than that
to which they have beeli accustomed." In this
process family planning may prove,to be a decisii'e
bridge. An adequate family planning consultation
requires at least a Pap smear and a pelvic and breast
examination, and some programs use the opportun-
ity of the patient's visit to take -other diagnostic
tests (urinalysis, blood, and venereal disease tests,
ete.)'. Further, hospitals almost uniformly repoma
doubling of the rate of return for postpartum-exami-
nations following introduction of family planning
services at the postpartum clinic, and in some pro-
grams, there is evidence of increased attendance at
prenatal clinics as well.

many communities, the family planning clinic
is the one health service which regularly attractLa
large number of women who are both poor and
healthy. Since the objective of comprehensive health
planning is to prevent illness through proper pre-
ventive medical care, the importance of the ;may
planning clinic is apparent. The development of a
family planning service need not wait on the estab-
lishment of a comprehensive medical care program
since the introduction of family planning, by itself,
is of considerable medical and social significance
and renders the 'health care available to the poor
more comprehensive. But in any genuine program
to develop a larger system of care, family planning
may well be the key point of entry for many poor
families.

The Cost of Family Planning Services

Compared to other health services, family plan--
fling is relatively inexpensive both in dollar costs
and in terms of the staff and facilities required. In
planned parenthood centers, the cost of providing
family planning services averages between $20 and
$25 per year per patient (including the cost of in=
struction, medical examination, Pap ;linear, and
continuing supplies). In contrast, DHEW recently
estihiated the cost of comprehensive maternity care
at $560 per patient and of comprehensive care (lur-
ing an infant's first year at $250 (34).

For a perceptive 11i:ow:ion of these problems of transi-
tion. see Morris (21).



In addition to the medical and instructional sere-
iOs rendered in the clinic, the $20 to 25 figure
ciwers the cost of some community educational
efforts. In the last several years, however, many
Oograins, particularly those funded by the Office
of Economic Opportunity, have added intensive
outreach activities. usually employing noniirofes.
LlonalS reruited from among the poor to contact
pOtential patients and inform them of the availa-
bility of the service. The need for this kind of effort
is even greater in rural areas, particularly to assist
patients with transportation to the clinic and to
provide followup services. While the scope of these
outreach programs varies, their cost ranges between
$20 and $30 per patient enrolled in the clinic.

'The significanacof these figures is not simply to
point up the relatively small financial requirements
for a -major family,planning program. The dollar
ainounts only symbolize the cost of the doctors,
nurses, Supporting staff, facilitieS, and supplies
needed. Because both the fends and the professional
resources required-are-relatively small, the organi-
zation of family planning services in rural was is
much more easily managed than development of
more complex health services. In properly organized
programs, family planning is essentially a service
which can be prOvided to relatively large numbers-
of patients by relatively small numbers of profes-
sional personnel, with adequate supporting staff, in
what- amounts to A few hours weekly; it does not
require lengthy advanced, professional training and

=it can be (and is being) delivered more or less ade-
quately even in makeshift quarters %yid, only mini-
mal medical equipment. Morcover,-the_ equipment
needed can be (and is being) transpbrted froin one
location to the next, a factor which makes program-
ing feasible in remote areas.

These considerations argue for placing mueli
greater emphasis and priority on the extension of
family planning services now for cogent health and
social reasons, rather than postponing the imPle-
mentation of these services until the total health
infrastructure is -adequately developed in rural
areas.

Models for Rural Services

An Adequate Service Network

Since utilization of family planning services by
the poor depends so heavily on geographic and eco-
nomic accessibility, the first requirement in program
development is to establish a network, or "grid", of

_ _available services offering care free of charge or at
nominal fees.' A mother has little free choice in

'See Perkin (44).

family planning if she has no doctor willing or able
to spend the time to diScuss it with heror if she
must click; between spending her alre:',Iy inade-
quate income on food for her children or contracep-
tive supplies.

In rural areas; the mtwork of family planning
services ,should encompass hospital clinks. organ-
ized programs involving private physiciani, and
health department clinics, complemented where
needed by extramural family planning services and
mobile units under the auspices of official and volun-
tary agencies. While this kind of network clearly
could not provide the same degree of geographic
accessibility in rural areas as in urban. the problems
of distance can be at least partially overcome if
clinic services are augmented- by organized infor-
matiodal and follow up programs. employing non-
professional -workers to provide transportation and
continuing contact, and utilizing the mail or other
available means for distribution of continuing sup-
plies between required medical checkups. Ongoing
rural programs employ variations of dim basic
patterns, With services presently offered through
only one or at most two of the potential delivery
agencies. For any serious effort to provide adequate
coverage, it will be necessary to organize and co-
ordinate services through all available health facil-
itie and to provide clinics at times (such as eve-
nings) which best fit the patients' convenience.

Hospital Services

In urban areas, hospital family planning services
are typically offered at the postpartum or gynecol-
ogy-clinic for in a'separate family planning clinic
associated with the postpartum clinic). Whether or
not this pattern can he replicated in rural hospitals
will depend on the size and number of deliveries of
the hospital. But if an adequate family planning
service can he organized in a church basement, it
can certainly be developed in even the smallest of
rural hospitals, And where organized postpartum
clinics are not feasible, the delivery period still pro-
vides a point of contactoften the only onebe-
tween the mother and the health system at a time
when she is most receptive to medical advice on
family planning. While the mother is still in the
hospital after delivery, she can certainly be given
instruction in family planning techniques and, if
her -method of choice is the pill, she can be given
the necessary supplies or prescriptions before she
leaves the hospital. Some programs have also had
moderate success with the insertion of IUD's in the
puerperal mother a day or two after she delivers
(6, 9, 31).

For many patients the hospital may be too ,fiir
away to provide effective continuing medical super-
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vision and followup care, although the continuing
distribution of supplies could be handled through
the mail. in a coordinated program, it might prove
feasible for the hospital to provide the introductory
service. with followup undertaken by the local
health-department, private physicians, or commun-
ity action agency.

It should be noted that some rural women deliver
their babies in hospitals in nearby metropolitan
areas,-which would offer another route by which the
rural patient could be introduced to family plan-
ning. Here too, followup would need to be coordi-
nated-with local resources.

ThC hospital also may be a source of part-rime
perionnel - for mobile clinics which serve remote
communities. This pattern is already employed in
some areas, such as the rural programs in Alabama
and:Colorado!'

For some rural hospitals which have not thus -far
been -especially responsive- to the needs of poor
patients in general and of minority groups in par-
ticidat, the kind of services described here may
represent a radically new departure. Yet these hos-
pitalSare, in manY, areas, the-only organized health
facilities which are operational on more than a
token basis. Despite their limitations, there seems
no alternative to-the stimulation of hospital services
if family planning is rapidly to be made available
to the rural poor. Public policy should seek to create
incentives which can facilitate the elimination of
restrictive policies and attitudes and which can
build on the-hospitals' self interest (25) in estab-
lishing adequate family planning services for medi-
cally indigent patients.

The Private Physician

For systematic coverage in rural areas, much
more extensive involvement of the private phy-
sician, and particularly the general practitioner,
will be necessary. The key here may lie in a prop-
erly administered program to subsidize family
plafir.ing services delivered to eligible patients by
the doctor in his own office, rather than leaving the
matter to chance or to the physician's charitable
instincts. For rural women on welfare, this has
already become possible in some States and growth
is likely as more title XIX programs are initiated.
In few communities, however, have the private doc-
tors been related to an active organized effort which
informs the patient of her right to secure family
planning, instructs her where to go, and educates
the physician in the delivery of these services to
poor patients.

Preliminary results from Bogue's project in east-
ern Kentucky appear to demonstrate the feasibility
of an active program to subsidize the private phy-
sician (3), as do some of the Office of Economic

*See papers by 0. Bolding and S. Tepper in Jaffe, F. S.
(ed.) (14).
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Opportunity OEOi projects. The optimum ar-
rangement would seem to be for an area-wide pro-
gram to be administered by the local _health depar!,
ment or community action agency which enlists sa
panel of participating physicians, establishe;:leligi-
Nifty rules, handles reimbursements impj0.4-04-,-
reach workers to contact eligible patienN,And :assist
them in getting to the doctor's office,.and provides
some of the nonmedical followup. To facilitate this
kind of program, it may be useful to set up, with
local hospitals and medical societies, brief refresher
courses for physicians on current developments in
contraceptive technology and the family planning
field.

Health Department Clinics

-Family planning services operated by health de-
partments have traditionally been offered in mater-
nal health clinics. There seems no good reason why
they cannot also be incorporated in well-baby
clinics, mental health centers, and other general
health clinics, since they require little additional
personnel or special equipment. These clinics can
provide not only introductory services, -but con-
tinuing care for patients served initially in hospital-
programs.

In some areas public health nurses carry out an
effective educational program making the service
known to potential patients, assisting them to
attend the clinic, and providing- followup super-
vision_(10).3n some of the 0E0 projects, many of
these functions are being performed by trained
nonprofessional workers With little previous formal
edtteation. Many official health agencies have thus
far resisted the development of subprofessional
classifications, but the shortage of trained nurses is
becoming increasingly acute. It seems clear that
educational and followup services in family plan-
ning could be expanded considerably by the devel-
opment of new categories of "family planning aids"
in official health .gencies, which would also increase
the employment and career opportunities for the
poor.

The local health department can play a critical
role in the identification of potential family plan-
ning patients, not only through its contact with the-
population in its °then-health services, but also
through the screening of-birth certificates. In Lin-
coln Parish, La., and Wolfe County, Ky., birth
certificates have been used successfully to identify
potential patients for contact by educational work-
ers attached to the program. A variant of this is to
send letters to parents of newborn infants, whose
names are often pUblishedcin _the newspapers, in-
forming them where they can Ca)for family plan-
ning instruction; this is, being done in Bogue's
eastern Kentucky program and by many planned
parenthood groups, including the Planned Parent-
hood League of Massachusetts.



New Health Centers

Special attention should be paid to the incorpo-
ration of family planning services in the new com-
prehensive rural health centers which are being
made possible through the Appalachian Regional
Commission and the OED's Neighborhood Health
Center program. Responsibility for family planning
medical and educational services should be spe-
cifically assigned, the staff should receive appro-
priate training in the family planning field, and
care should be taken to insure that the budget is
sufficient to cover the cost of continuing contracep-
tive supplies.

Some of these prdgrams involve the establishment
of a central health center complemented by outposts
in satellite locations which provide health educa-
tion, nursing service, and transportation to the main
center. Since a family planning-unit can be trans-
ported fairly easily and inexpensively, it may prove
desirabie to offer part-time family planning clinics
in the outposts as well as at the main center. These
Clinics would provide residents of remote area
with a tangible and desired medical service at their
first point of contact with the larger system and
accelerate their acceptance of the total program.

Voluntary Agencies and Mobile Units

In many areas, the services which can be antici-
pated through hospitals, private physicians, and
health departments will need to be augmented by
services organized by- voluntary agencies, such as
community action programs, church groups, and
planned parenthood committees. Private agencies
can frequently be more flexible and innovative in
adapting programs to -fit particular local needs.
Private agency programs typically employ one or
more local physicians to serve in the clinic several
hours weekly, as well as supporting staff for ad-
ministration, community education, and followup.

In urban areas, planned parenthood centers
pioneered the use of mobile units of two kinds:
self-contained units which are large enough to en-
compass waiting and examining rooms, and smaller
units which transport staff and equipment to part-
time satellite clinics in churches, settlement houses,
community centers, and other neighborhood loca-
tions. All of the necessary equipment can be con-
veniently stored in a compact delivery wagon and
removed at the location for setting up the clinic.
This approach to bringing the service to the patient
may be particularly applicable in rural counties!

"For additional guidelines on development of family
planning services in varied settings, see two recent Planned
Parenthood-World Population publications: Family Plan-
ning Services in Public Health Programs and Family Plan-
ning Programs in the War Against Poverty.

Priorities in Rural Program Development

The Need for a Planned Program

Hospitals. private physicimis, health departments.
and voluntary organizations are the principal agen-
cies for the delivery of modern family planning
services. Any adequate program to make these serv-
ices available to the rural poor will need first to
determine which of these resources is located in the
area to be served, and to choose which program em-
phases. among the varied possible-alternatives,,are
likely to stimulate the most rapid involvement of
the available resources in delivery of services to
the largest group of potential patients.- Low popu-
lation density and shortage of health resources in
rural areas necessitates an even greater degree of
program planning and rationalization, of resource
use than in urban areas.

Because of, both the more active interest of
younger couples in effective fertility control and the
evidence that too many children too early in the
fan* life cycle hinder couples from exiving up the
economic ladder (29) an organized family planning
program for the rural poor should emphasize those
efforts which arc likely to serve large numbers of
young women as cu. ly in their family-building years
as possible. Since women at this stage of life-tend to
be healthy, they are likely to have little contact
with health resources until the premarital examina-
tion (where this is required). Ideally, instruction
in family planning at this point would be pre-
ferred, since it would permit the couple to begin
marriage with effective control over fertility; it is
conceivable that such instruction is likely to oc-
cur more frequently as private physicians become
increasingly involved in delivery of family plan-
ning to the poor. At present, however, it seems more
likely that poor women begin to have continuing
contact with health resources only with their first
pregnancy and delivery. These considerations argue
strongly for a strategy which places highest priority
on development of family planning services in hos-
pitals where 96 percent of babies in nonifrban places
are born. Such a strategy is also supported by the
relatively greater availability of hospitals in rural
areas, as compared to other direct medical care
facilities.

At the same time, hospital family planning serv-
ices have many limitations, particularly in their
capability for providing continuing care. To aug-
ment hospital services, second priority should be
given to development of programs which can pro-
vide informational outreach, casefinding, intro-
ductory services for nonhospital patients, and
followup supervision. These essential auxiliary
programs could be administered by community ac-
tion agencies, health-departments, or voluntary or-
ganizations; and they should draw on local private
physicians as well as the personnel of official agen-
cies. In many rural areas, a community action
agency may be in a better position, because of the
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wider scope of its programs and greater flexibility
of staffing. to act quickly to coordinate this kind of
program than the local health department; this
sort of determination, however. can only be made
locally on the basis of an evaluation of the capa-
bilities and interests of the respective agencie:.

Long-term efforts to build up the rural health
care .tnicture are of obvious importance to the de-
livery of family planning services which should.
ultiately, be an integral part of a combined pre-
ventive and curative rural health services system.
It is evident, however. that such a- system will be
quite costly and will not emerge for some time. For
both health and social reasons, it would be self-de-
feating to defer the extension of family planning
until the total health care system is adequately de-
veloped. Relatively minor programs aimed at im-
proving general rural health services, therefore,
have only limited immediate significance for the
extension of. family planning, given the multitude
of competing priorities.

The phasing-in of a rationalized rural family
planning program will necessitate hard choices in
allocating resources. Major emphasis on hospital-
programs is-likely to favor relatively more populous
rural areas, which would be desirable from the
viewpoint of serving the largest possible number of
people. But it would not meet the needs of areas
which are more remote and may be among the
Poorest. Program guidelines should be applied in a
manner flexible enough to respond to a concrete in-
terest in developing family planning services ex-
pressed by local groups in as many. rural areas as
possible, regardless of size. Yet it seems inevitable
that major initial attention would be centered in
areas which have relatively greater health re-
sources and populations in need of services. As the
program gains momentum, it' should be Planned to
fan out from these better equipped localities into
more remote communities, using the initial program
as a base and drawing on it for experienced and
part-time personnel.

Illustration: Characteristics of Selected Adjacent
Counties

To illustrate one approach to defining priorities
for a planned program, the 880 counties classified
by the U.S. Public Health Service as "adjacent"
(because they are contiguous to metropolitan areas)
were examined for various demographic and health
characteristics." Among these counties were a
group of 144 counties in 28 States which had a rural
population of more than 30 percent and 5-year

. "The writer is indebted to the Maternal and Infant
Health Computer Project of George Washington University
for their cooperation in making available for this analysis
consolidated data on these counties. and to Dr..lohan Eliot
of the University of Michigan for making available the
detailed county reports from the 1968 American Public
Health Association Survey of State and Loral Health De-
'part mem Family Planning Activities.
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birth rates from 1958 to 1962 of over 130 per 1.000
population. This rate is higher than the national
average (luring this period and was chosen. not
simply because of its intrinsic importance to pro-
gram development in family planning. but also be-
cause a high birth rate usually signifies a larger-
than-average population in the childbearing years.

These 144 high fertility. adjacent. more-or-less
rural counties were subjected to closer analysis.
and preliminary identification was attempted of the
facilities available for family planning services.
Selected characteristics for each county are detailed
in table 5 in the appendix. while a summary for
the group as a whole follows:

Numbrr
Total population, 11160_ . . 4,248,571
Total number of hospitals. 1966. Inn
Hospitals reporting provision of

family planning services. 1966
Health departments nporting limited

family planning services, 1966
Total number of general practitioners,

1966
Total number of olnaet

gynecologists, 11)60

Counties more than 60 permit rural...
Conntics hats than 19 percent

nonwhite
Comities with median income below

.M,000
Counties with 5-year (1958-62)

birth rate above 140 .

Comities with infant modality rate
above :40 8

' Percentage of 144 coma' 1.

Numbrr
88

81

4;4
83

83

1

51

1,490

140

Prrernt
62

56

41)

58

58

The 144 counties include 4,250,000 persons. Three
out of five counties have populations which are more
than 60 percent rural and less than 19 percent non-
white. Half have median incomes below $4,000. The
highest 5-year birth rate among them is 197 (ap-
proximating the rate in the developing countries),
and three out of five counties had 5-year rates
above 140. Three out of five also ranked among the
30 percent of U.S. counties with the highest infant
mortality rates," registering rates of more than
30.8 infant deaths per 1,000 live births; the highest
infant death rate recorded in these counties was
57.5. About 1,500 general practitioners practice in
these counties, or 3.5 per 100,000 population, which
is the average for the United States as a whole. The
number of obstetrician-gynecologists is consider-
ably smallerI40, or about 3.3 per 100,000 popu-
lation, half the national average.

Nearly 200 hospitals are located in these coun-
ties-3.5 percent of all U.S. hospitals, serving

" For &rile ranking of 17.S. county infant mortality rates.
See t" S. Children's Ihneau (.U).



counties which comprise 2.2 percent. of the U.S. pop-
ulation. Among them. only one hospital reported
providing family planning services in 1966. Health
departments reported limited family planning pro-
grams in only 51 counties, most of which served less
than 200 patients in 1966.

Time did not permit calculation of the Dryfoos-
Polgar formula for each of the 144 counties: analy-
sis of the income and population distribution. how-
ever, suggests that between 175,000 and 225.000
fertile medically dependent women would comprise
the minimum estimated need for subsidized family
planning services in these counties. Based on the
reported level of available services, it Would appear
doubtful if more than 10,000 of them are currently
being served.

Even this preliminary. and necessarily -sketchy:
analysis thus provides considerable documentation
of the need for a targeted faniil planning program
in rural areas. These counties are relatively Ilione
populous and better supplied with health resources
than more isolated rural counties. Yet they contain
a significant numberof poor couples in need of sub-
sidized family planning services. In most there are
no organized services under any auspices. Health
department programs in some of these counties are
very iimited in scope, while services are virtually
nonexistent in hospitals, the one community health
resource with which the poor are likely to be in
contact.

An energetic and adequately funded program in
thesecounties, with the *crewcut achieving maxi-
mum coverage in the shortest period of time, would
assign highest priority to stimulation of hospital
family planning services. It would also seek to ex-
pand health department clinics and to establish
additional services and -satellite operations which
enlist in the program private physicians and other
local agencies. _ -

Financing Family Planning Programs

A program to provide modern family planning
services for 5.3 million medically indigent women
throughout the country is estimated to cost a mini-
mum of $100 million annually for medical services
and supplieS--less than 1 percent of the $10.2 bil-
lion currently being expended for health by gov-
ernmental agencies (11). Rural areas, with approxi-
mately 2 million potential patients, would need a
minimum of $40 million annually. Most State and
local health agencies do not have funds of this mag-
nitude available for new services. The California
State Department of Health, for example, recently
estimated that it needs $1.9 million for immediate
expansion of family planning programs and will
need between $7 and $8 million ultimately; the
Florida Board of Health has plans for -services
which would cost approximately $4 million. It seems
unarguable that States and counties with large con-
centrations of rural poverty and small tax bases arc

even less likely to be able to afford to finance these
services.

The new medical assistance program under title
XIX of the Social Security Act is frequently cited
as a potential financing mechanism for family plan-
ning services. Apart from the fart that Medicaid
has only been- adopted in 32 States and that these
are largely among the more prosperous States, the
programs thins far have been limited -for the most
part to public assistance recipients. Of the 5.3 mil-
lion medically indigent women in need of family
planning services in both nwal and urban areas.
less than 15 ',creole are recipients of public assist-
ance (32). Thus title XIX is likely to have only
very limited impact for SOIIIC time to come.

Any realistic effort to extend family planning to
the poor, therefore. will depend on Federal policies
and programs which provide considerably larger
allocations for these services. To be effective, a
Federal program also needs top-level administrative
leadership and must be flexible enough to fund serv-
ices through a variety of delivery agencies.

In the last year, the mechanism for financing
family planning services preferred by the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare has -been
the new "partnership for health" program (Public
Law 89-749) which makes block grants available to
State health departments to be used at their dis-
cretion for various health services. While this pro-
gram may prove useful in the long run in building
up the general health care structure, its value as a
means of expanding family planning services is
highly dubious for two principal reasons: The new
funds-authorized thus far for this program have
been minimal and must be shared with other new
health areas. And even if additional funds ulti-
mately become available, the "partnership for
health" program is likely to have only minor in-
fluence on hospital servicesthe principal agency
for large-scale delivery of family planningbe-
cause many State health departments are only tan-
gentially related to local hospital operations. State
and local health departments can be an imp=rtant
component of it total program in this field, but
rapid expansion of family planning services cannot
be achieved through predominant reliance on them.

During the last 2 years, many local agencies have
found the nascent family planning program of
DHEW and 0E0 frustrating, particularly because
Federal funds for these services have teen minimal
and have been available only at the expense of
other health and antipoverty programs. In testi-
mony this year before the House Appropriations
Committee, Lesser correctly summed up the cur-
rent situation in regard to family planning when
he stated that "the fact of the matter is there are
so many requests for these funds there is not enough
money in 0E0 or HEW to respond to all of them
(20).

The-experience to date thus supports the belief
that only earmarked funds will give the family

381



Manning field sufficient priority to compete suc-
cessfully, at rederal. State. and local levels, with
other long-established fields of health care: A recent
assessment of Federal programs in family planning,
which characterized the DREW effort thus far as
"leaderless and leisurely," revealed that DHEW
officials now concede the evidence to support the
comprehensive funding approach is "scanty"(191.

Several proposals introduced in the 90th Congress
would provide earmarked funds, for a limited num-
ber of years, to initiate family planning programs
which would subsequently be incorporated in the
general health services system. One measure (by
Senator Tydings) would authorize Federal expendi-
-tures, beginning at $20 million and increasing to $75
million in 5 years, through either the Children's
Bureau or the Public Health Service. or both, at the
discretion of !MEW. Another thy Representative
Scheuer) would allocate similar amounts to 0E0. A
combination of the two approaches would seem to
be the most desirable course at this stage, since none
of the Federal agencies_alone relate directly to the
variety of local resources which need to become
involved in family planning programs. This may be
of even greater significance in rural than in urban
areas since the community action agency in many
rural communities may be the local group least
tradition-bound, and resourceful and responsive
enough to seek to start a family planning program.

- At this writing (June 1967) it appears-likely that
Congress will adopt two measures which will consti-
tute a significant beginning of a serious national
effort in family planning. The 1967 poierty bill, as
passed by the Senate and reported by the House
Education and Labor Committee, would make
family planning a "national emphasis" program,
along with Head Stilt Legal Services, and three
other programs. The 1967 Social Security bill, as
adopted by the House and currently before the
Senate Finance Committee, authorizes additional
funds for the Children's Bureau which are clearly
intended to be used for family planning services.
Both of these moves should help to give higher
priority to family planning, although the amount
of addition' funds which will actually become
available is still in -doubt in view of pressing budget
constraints

An overall Federal program such as is envisioned
in the Tydings and Scheuer measures would make
available sufficient funds for adequate family plan-
ning services for all of the poor. Their adoption
would obviate the deed for special enabling legisla-
tion for rural areas. If rural health services become
the subject of new legislative proposals, however,
special attention should be given within such pro-
posals toand special funds should he provided
forthe development of rural family planning serv-
ices. Significant progress in family planning has
conic most rapidly in the last several years in those
programs which have assigned this field high prior-
ity and specific staff. Given the receptivity of the
potential patients which has been documented in

382

this report, there scents little reason to doubt that
this will also prove to be true in rural areas.
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Chapter 22

Acceptance of a Family Planning Program by the
Rural Poor: Summary of an Experiment in Alabama
DoNALD .). 13oat-, director, Community and Family Study ('enter. University of Chicago

Introduction

The heavy burden which bearing large families
places upon the nation's poor, and the retardative
effect it has upon all programs for improving the
condition of the poor, is well known and well docu-
mented. It is also well known that high fertility is
one of the characteristics of the poor who live in
rural areas. Much less studied is the problem of
actually trying to help the rural poor by providing
family planning services. Sonic believe that the city
places such a severe economic cost upon child-
bearing that even the poorest "get the message" and
welcome an opportunity to curtail fertility, but that
in rural areas these costs are much less severe and a
program of fertility planning would not meet with
much acceptance. Others believe that the rural poor
have "a high fertility culture" or "big family atti-
tudes" and could not be motivated without a rather
thorough modernization of their outlook. Still others
believe that the rural poor are too apathetic, too
irresponsible, too unconcerned about the long-run
consequences of their daily acts to be able to make.
a successful sustained effort to avoid pregnancy.

All (,f these outlooks tend to draw one common
conclusion: it is not worth the time, personnel, and
money it would take to attempt to bring family
planning to the poverty-stricken rural areas; it is
believed dint such services would not be appreci-
ated, would not be used, and if used would lead only
to half-hearted, clumsy, and sporadic efforts that
would have no impact upon family size.

This paper is a report of research conducted to
test this set of ideas. Probably there is no single set
of inferences more crucial today than the judgment
of the potential for rapid fertility control in rural
areas where the level of education is extremely low
and incomes are in the poverty range. Three-fourths
of the world's poverty-stricken peoples fall in this
category, and three-fourths of the world's high-birth
rate populations have this combination of traits.
Clearly, it is dangerous to arrive at the conclusions
summarized above by deduction; there should be
actual experiments. Efforts to bring family planning
to the rural poor should be abandoned only after a
variety of sincere efforts have failed.

One of the surprising aspects of recent family
planning research has been the comparative absence
of experimental efforts to work in highly rural areas.
Most, family planning activity in the-Unitcd States
has been concentrated in the large metropolitan
centers. Almost all of the leading fertility- studieS
have dealt with urban populations.' As a result, the
attitudes, knowledge, and use of contraception by
rural peoples is little known. Such practical experi-
ence as has accumulated concerning the acceptance
of family planning by thcrural poor is widely dis-
persed la small towns throughout the country and-is
knowledge in the heads of persons who do not domi-
nate the large national family planning organiza-
tions. Only seldom do these persons get an oppor-
tunity to report, and even then the significance of
their statements is underappreciated Not a little-of
this is due to the fact that they are unable to pro-
vide research documentation for their opinions and
experience.

The Community and Family Study Center at the
University of Chicago has had a sustained interest
in scientific research on the fertility behavior of the
rural poor of the world. It was convinced as _early
as 1961 that_astrategie error was being made by
neglecting rural populations in the burgeoning
movement to research and experiment with family
planning, around the world. It has sponsored or
cosponsored studies of rural populations in Pakistan
and Latin America, and in the rural South of the
United States. The most comprehensive and oldest
of these experiments is the Alabama Clinic-Plus-
Education family planning program that has been
conducted in the Black Belt of the old plantation
zone of Alabama in collaboration with two organiza-
tions: Bureau of Maternal and Child Health, Ala-
bama Department of Health, Dr. Harold Klingler,

' The famous study by Whelpton and Kiser (5) was based
on data collected in Indianapolis. Another fatuous series of
studies. known as the Princeton Studies. is based on data
collected in five leading metropolitan areas of the country
(2). Two nationwide su :veys of fertility, the "Growth of
American Families" studies of 1960 and 1965 contained such
a small sample of rural population and such an even smaller
sample of poverty-mural population. that very little infor-
mation is available in the two reports (3, 4). (Italic nmnbers
in parentheses indicate references listed at the end of this
report.)
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director: and Planned Parenthood League of Ala-
bama, Mrs. Berney Rogers, executive director. This
program began in September 1963 and is still con-
tinuing as of November 1967. It is therefore one of
the old-st and nest sustained experiments to study
rural fertility in the United States. Because it deals
with a population of extreme poverty, the findings
are .thought to have relevance not only for other
rural populations in the United States, but in the
developing nations as well.

Summary-of Findings to Date

To orient the reader, the following generalizations
or assertions appear to be warranted- from the
research made thus far:

(a) The rural poor approve of family planning
overwhelmingly. The notions of h "high fertility
culture" cannot be supported by data.

(b) The rural poor will accept family planning
service of a high quality when it is brought within
their economic capacity and the limits of their
ability to travel to a clinic__ for service.

(c) An impressively high proportion of the rural
poor couples who accept modern family planning
methods are able to continue the Correct practice
for Sustained periods of time.

(dl Because of the first three findings, it is in-
creasingly apparent that the birth rates of rural
populations can be reduced much more rapidly and
under much less promising conditions than previ-
ously had been thought possible.

fe The provision of family planning services in
rural poverty areas is accompanied by special prob-
lems which are either unique or are much more im-
portant than in an urban setting. None of these
problems (deseril,N1 below) is insurmountable, how-
ever.

(f) Therefore, it is practicable, socially and
economically profitable, and not especially difficult
to launch family planning service in rural poverty
areas with excellent prospect that it will. be well
patronized.

Description of the Experiment

The Alabama fertility study was an effort to in-
ventory the attitudes, motives, aid potential for
family planning among a very rural and very poor
population, and to accompany it with an experiment
to see how acceptable modern contraception would
be if offered in a way that rumd people could accept
and at a price they could afford. The State of Ala-
bama offered an ideal opportunity for systematic
research in this area. For more than two decades the
Planned Parenthood League of Alabama has been
cooperating with the Bureau of Maternal and Child
Health of the State Health Department of Alabama
to offer child spacing (family planning) services
through the statewide system of health clinics. These
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clinics provide free or low cost medical care and
health care to medically indigent families. Each
county contains one principal health center and
possibly one or more branch centers- in outlying
towns. Each eounty's work is tinder the direction of
a medical officer, who has a staff of nurses and other
employees to carry out the health and medical care
program. The fact that for many years family
planning has been a normal part of the health pro-
gram- throughout Alabama and is regarded by the
clinic staff as part of its regular duties, was an im-
portant asset.

In each of the county clinics in Alabama, at least
one clinic session per week devoted to maternal
healthprenatal or postnatal care. Free family
planning advice and free supplies of the simpler
methods of family planning (jelly, cream, aerosol
foam) had been offered. Prior to 1964 the oral pills
were not beihg used in substantial quantities in tuffs
program; the high cost at the prices then prevailing
was one element in this policy. The family planning
child spacing program of Alabama had been func-
tioning quietly and smoothly during the 1950's and
early 1960's. Although the annual caseload in each
county was not large, either in absolute numbers or
in relation to-the number of fertile women of child-
bearing age residing in the county, the cumulative
total for the -entire State was impressive. During,
these years, family planning was a normal part of
health service, without undue emphasis-4 was
allowed to fit_ in with the vaccination, nutrition,
sanitation, infant care, and other health programs
in accordance with the workload, resources, and
interests of the respective medical officers and their
staffs.

The study has been carried out in four phases as
follows:

Phase 1.Pilot experiment in Bullock County.,
Phase 2.Clinic-plus-education experiment in

13 Black Belt counties.
Phase 3.Followup of clinic and nonclinic

samples-in the Black Belt counties.
Phase 4.Intensive motivational work with

apathetic and resistant families.

As of November 1967, the first three phases had
been completed, and the experiment was in the
fourth phase, supported by a grant from the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare. In this
report, a section is devoted to three phases. The
actions taken are described in some detail; sum-
maries of data collected are presented, and the find-
ings are synthesized.

Phase 1: The Pilot Experiment in Bullock
County

In the spring of 1963 the Community and Family
Study Center planned a pilot experiment in Bullock
County, Ala. This county was selected because it



was one of Alabama's poorest counties. The study
was planned in two steps:

(a1 Select a sample of households, interview the
females of fertile ages, and provide them with free
family planning supplies.

(b) Return after an appropriate period of time,
reinterview the same families, and learn the reac-
tion to family planning and extent of use of the
contraceptives.

The sample consisted of 50 households, sel-Pted
by a,methoil of random area probability. The c tire
county was divided into 10 parts, and 5 houscht'is
were to come from each part. Each of the 10 pal.
was divided into -smaller segments. A sample of
these segments was taken and a complete listing
was made of the people residing in them. The sample
households were then drawn from these listings.
This assured wide geographic coverage of the
county, and selection of houSeholds on a probability
basis, -with each rural household in the county
having roughly equal _probability of being selected.
Maps - provided by the U.S. Bureau of the Census
were used in drawing the sample, and "key persons"
in each of the sample segments were used to help
compile the list of residences. This work was per-
formed by the supervisor of interviewing at the
Community -^ nd Family Study Center, who then
proeeedcd to interview the respondents. If a sampled
household did not- cone-Ain a femAe of fertile age,
another household was drawn from the same seg-
ment: This assured, a total sample size of 50. Tlie
interview covered a wide variety of family planning
topics. Cooperation was superb; there were no re-
fusals. The interviewer, who was Negro also, quickly
established rapport and obtained data which were
highly consistent internally and which appeared to
be a valid picture of the condition and attitudes of
the respondents.

Eighty-eight percent of the women had been born
and reared in Bullock County, and 90 percent had
lived all of their lives either oa a farm-or in a small
rural town. More than one-half of the households
were sharecropper homes, and an additional 34 per-
cent were hothes of -manual laborers. Nearly one-
half of the husbands had not completed grammar
school, and only 6 percent had graduated from high
school. More than 50 percent of the families had
incomes below 32,000, and 80 percent were below
the national poverty liar P of $3,000.

When asked what was their "ideal" family size
(the number of children they regarded as ideal), the
mean number given was 3.3 children. Yet the mean
number of living children reported was 5.0 for
women of all ages and 5.9 for older women. Eighty
percent of the women regarded themselves as fertile
and capable of bearing additional children, while 12
percent reported themselves as "possibly sterile."

The materials for this survey were analyzed by
Kronus(/),

Instead of simply asking the women whether they
approved of family planning, a rather complete set
of questions was asked that inventoried their moti-

vations to bear large fainilies or to curtail their
fertility. Their responses to these questions were
written out verbatim by the interviewer. The inter-
viewer was then asked to rate the respondent in one
of four categories. Experienced code-s in the office
read the verbatim responses and made an inde-
pendent rating in terms of the same four categories.
The results- are umnmarized in table 1. Clearly, a
majority of these poverty-stricken rural women
were unambivalently in favor of small families and
an additional sizable fraction were ambivalent
being able to see advantages in both high and low
fertility. Only one-fourth or less could be said to be
imbued ith high fertility motives. A careful read-
ing of the verbatim materials showed no element of
hostility toward the idea of contraception, and very
little resistance olt,religious grounds. Although the
sample size is small, the grehrTare with which it was
drawn and the laws of sampling variability make
it improbable that a complete 100 percent canvass
of all rural residents of the county would reveal an-
attitude climate of high resistance to family plan-
ning. ThP results, moreover, were so very similar to
data obtained in urban areas when the same ques-
tions were asked that it was concluded it would be a
waste of scarce time and money to conduct a large-
scale motivational 'Survey. Instead, it was decided
to launch into -Phase 2, the action phase, hnmedi-
ately.

TABLE 1.-----illotiyational "set" toward high and low
fertility: 50 Negro respondents in Bullock
County, Ala., .September 1963

(Percent of women1

Motivational set
Rated by

inter- Rated by
viewer coder

Total 100 100

Favor low fee tility, not ambivalent 54 56
Ambivalent, favor both high and low 18
Favor high fertility, not ambivalent 12
Inconsistent, illogical 4

At the time of the first interview, the couples were
asked about their use of contraception. Sixty percent
were using no method, and 26 percent had never
used a method at any time in their lives. The re-
ported use of contraception at the time of the survey
was as follows:

Method Percent
No method, fertile 42
No method. possibly sterile 20
Condom 18
Douche 8
Withdrawal 6
Aerosol foam 2
Birth control pill 4

Clearly, only about one-fourth of the couples
could be said to be practicing family planning at a
"modern" or "reliable" level.

391



At the conclusion of the first interview each
woman was offered a free supply of aerosol foam
and condoms. sufficient to last 3 months. All of the
respondents accepted this gift. In January 1964-4
months after the first interviewthe 50 wonfen were
again interviewed. (One woman who had migrated
could not be contacted.) The primary purpose of
this second interview was to find-out what effect the
first interview, with free contraceptives, would have
upon family planning activity of the respondents.

:1/most one -half of the women Who were-not preg-
nant or sterile had improred their family planning
practice within this short time. These women aban-
doned withdrawal, douche, or "taking chances" by
using no birth control and adopted the condom la
foam that had been left with them. Those who
adopted tended to be younger women and women
with- large families. Adoption tended to be better
among those who had graduated from grammar
school, and among those who had higher =income.
That the adoption rate was more than 20 percent
even among the lowest socioeconomic -groups.

Kronus found a significant -relationship 'between
adoption and attitudes expressed at the first inter-
view. Women who were unambivalently in favor of
small families, who regarded the small family as
ideal, and who did not regard having a large family
as a way of gaining security in old age were those
who tended to adopt with -greater frequency (1.
p. 157).

At-the time of the original interview, each woman
was given a simply written booklet on' family plan--
ning methods. At the second interview questions
were asked to find out whether this booklet had been
read and if so what relationship it bore to adoption.
One-third of the women claimed to have read it all
and an additional 10 percent had read some of it.
The adoption rate was more than twice as high
among the group that had _read all of the booklet
than among the groups Which received the booklet
but had not read any of it.

During the second interview the women were also
asked about informal Conversations about family
planning they may have had with friends, relatives.
or neighbors as a result of the first. interview and the
gift of contraceptives. More than one-third reported
they had talked to three or more people; about one-
third had talked to two persons; and about one-third
had talked to one or no one. Adoption rates were
significantly higher among those who talked to
three or more persons than among those who talked
to only one person or to nobody.

SUMNIARY.The results of this pilot test were
most promising. They revealed a favorable attitude
climate, a great willingness to accept new methods
of contraception, and to use them promptly when
made available. We found that a significant number
of persons would read simply written instructions
on how to practice family planning and that there
was much spontaneous informal conversation among
friends and neighborsalmost all of it apparently
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favorable to family planningas a consequence of
the experiment.

Two facts not previously mentioned but that also
impressed us greativ emerged front this test. (a)
Nearly 80 percent of the respondents of the Bullock
County pilot study said they did not know that free
family planning service was available at the local
health clinic. Lack of information, rather than lack
of desire. seemed to underlie a great deal of high
fertility in Bullock County. Somehow. the facts of
family planning and knowledge of available serxices
had not managed to penetrate into the rural areas.
despite many years of a nominal- program. tbi Un-
orthodox marital arrangements did not appear to be
a barrier to the adoption of family planning. Women
who reported themselves as unmarried (single. di-
vorced. separated, or widowed) but sleeping with
-boyfriends" at the _first interview adopted family
planning or improved their practice just as readily
as married mettles living together. Thus, it appeared
that family planning might help to contribute to
the integrity of the Negro family; the unusual con-
jugal habits of southern Negroes would not neces-
sarily lead to irresponsible parenthood if family
planning were more readily available.

The Bullock County pilot test gave every indica-
tion that a larger stepped-up action program would
be welcomed by the rural poor of the area. It was
decided to begin immediately, without waiting for
a more comprehensive motivational and attitudinal
research project with a larger sample of respondents.

Phase 2: The Clinic -Plus- Education Experi-
ment: 13 Black Belt Counties

As described above, the State of Alabama already
had in operation a family planning program for its
rural areas. The experiment proposed was to attempt
to accelerate the participation of rural poverty fam-
ilies in the clinics that comprised this facility. The
Bullock County pretest showed that only a com-
paratively small fraction of the population was
making use of these facilities. A set of hypotheses
was developed that might explain why this should
be the ease. and a program that corrected or re-
moved the impeding factors was then designed. The
accelerated family planning program was planned
collaboratively by the Planned Parenthood League
of Alabama. the Bureau of Maternal and Child
Health of the Alabama Department of Health, and
the Community and Family Study Center of the
University of Chicago. It began operations in Jan-
uary 1964, and continued until inly 1967.

Hypotheses to Explain Low Clinic Attendance
by Rural Folk

Recognizing that the State of Alabama already
had the largest family planning participation by
rural poor of any State in the nation, and that the
experiment proposed was simply to "improve upon



a good thing" the following hypotheses were formu-
lated to explain why the participation of rural
couples was not even larger than it was:

(1) The public imist be sensitized and informed
before it will take action for family planning.
Simply stocking contraceptives in a clinic and mak-
ing administrative arrangements for them to be dis-
pensed if requested does not automatically create a
demand. The public must appreciate the benefits of
family planning, must know what the modern
methods are, must have-confidence in their efficacy
and their effect on health, and must have informa-
tion about the service itselfwhere it is. when it is
available, how much it costs, who is eligible. etc.
Therefore, one way to accelerate the use of the
family planning facility would be to organize a pro-
gram to educate the public with respect to family
planning.

(2) Regular clinic staff are overworked as a
result of 'having to provide a great variety of serv-
ices to a large clientele. I' amily planning is only one
of several programs. It is also one that requires a
substantial amount of time for explaining, teaching,
and demonstrating the methods of family planning.
The participants must return regularly and fre-
quently for supplies. This requires additional time
and much recordkeeping. As a result, the staff may
not take advantage of all of the opportunities avail-
able to recommend family planning or to-answer
fully all of the questions that need to be answered
before an interested client will adopt. One way to
accelerate the clinical part of family planning would
be to arrange to have some of the tasks performed
by additional nonmedical personnel rather than
loading them upon nurses and physicians.

(3) The clinic staff may not be fully convinced
that family planning is an essential and important
part of their duties. They may be giving a lower
priority to this type of activity because they do not
see the dose connection between community and
family problems and excessive childbearing. One
way to accelerate the program would he to have
orientation meetings for family planning, in which
the importance of providing family planning as a
community service would be stressed. Such meet-
ings should have as a goal a rise in enthusiasm and
desire to "push" family planning services as a
priority program.

(4) The clinic staff may not be fully informed
about how to provide family planning services in
a way that is persuasive. Many medical services
are dispensed in a formal and impersonal way. Such
an atmosphere probably would not he effective with
rural folk of lo.v education and income. The skills
of warm and sympathetic interpersonal relations, of
health education, and of medical counseling need to
be employed. The clinic staff should be educated in
these skills.

(13) Many women may feel shyness, shame, or
embarrassment at the thought of coming to a family
planning clinic. This may keep them away. Some
way should be found to contact nein- and persuade

them beforehand; the offer of service should be
initiated by the family planning facility; people
should not be forced to ask for help.

16) Even though they are poor. those who seek
family planning service desire methods that are
reliable and not unpleasant to use. The family plan-
ning services should be of high quality. They should
include only reliable methods and good professional
care.

(7) When the persons to be reached are of very
low education, income, and of a different racial or
ethnic group there may be a large social and cul-
tural gap separating the physician and nurses at the
clinic and the potential clients. In such eases, the
gulf must be bridged by an intermediary who can
communicate effectively with both sides; who can
translate the family planning messages into Ian-
guaze the client can understand and use arguments
that will-convinee the client. On the other hand, the
inten»ediary must work under the supervision of
the medical staff and carry out the program as it
directs.

(8) The groups being serVed: should be repre-
sented among those sponsoring the family planning
program. Suspicions -arise concerning the motives
that cat se some people to want other people to have
fewer children. The.best way to demonstrate sin-
cerely that the welfare of the client and his family
is The primary goal is to have-the leadership,of the
clients' own groups represented as a part of the
family planning program.

(9) Under the pressures-of prolonged -hard work
with few expressions of gratitude, clinics may tend
to become bureaucratic, impersonal, and even hos-
tile toward their clients. Family planning can thrive
only in an atmosphere of personal concern and
sympathetic handing of each case. The family plan-
ning portion of each clinic's program must be exam-
ined to see if it should be more "humanized" or
-personalized."

(10) Many uneducated persons may be obsessed
with the need for privacy and confidential:3y he-
caus.e they do not wish their neighbors to 1. w that
they are practicing a particular type of family
planning. The service provided should be given in
as much privacy and freedom from public knowl-
edge as possible.

(11) Coining to the family planning clinic may
require special arrangements of a rather complex
nature for women with large families who live at
a great distance, or who work. The clinic must be
prepared to accommodate the needs of the people. to
reduce the frequency of their return as much as
possible, and to facilitate the delivery of supplies to
them. One policy would be to give enough supplies
at one time to last several months, to arrange for
delivery by mail, etc.

(12) The operating routine of some clinics may
be objectionable. Having to wait for a long »ericd of
time, having to give out personal information in the
presence of other clients, or having clinic workers
presume that their clients are unintelligent, dis-
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honest. or otherwise inferior may generate such
active dislike that they will stay away. Family
planning must rely upon voluntary attendance. The
clinic operations should be reviewed to minimize
practice: and procedures that alienate clients.

Content of the Program

In order to create a program that would avoid the
12 handicaps listed above, a program With the fol-
lowing components was developed:

(1) An indigenous family planning educator
should be added in each county. Each county should
recruit and employ a "family planning educator" to
work with the county health officer and his staff.
This person should work to help relieve the added
burden of the accelerated family program. She
should also be a "bridge" between the potential
clients and the clinic. Inasmuch as almost all of the
clients in the clinics are Negro in the area being
served, the. family planning educator must be a
Negro also. She should be widely known in-the com-
munity and liked and respected. She must have
talents for counseling and talking informally with
clients. She should be known to the leaders of the
Negro community and have influence with them.

These family planning educators were part-time
workers employed by the Planned Parenthood
Leagae of Alabama to work 1 day Ter week. Their
principal duty was -to attend one session of the
prenatal and post-partum clinics in the county and
to hold -conversations about family planning with
women who came to the clinics. They were supplied
with easy-to-read booklets that give,full.informa-
tion about each of the methods of family planning,
which could be given to the women to read at home.
The family planning educators were also expected
to assist the nurse in dispensing family planning
supplies, keeping records; and banking the funds
collected from the clients as partial payment for
supplies

(2) There should be a sustained program of
public information in the communities. In each
county, the family planning educator was asked to
compile a list of names of women of childbearing
age who recently had borne a child. In some eases
these names were taken from the birth registration
files for the county, and in others they were taken
from -clinic records of women who had received
medical care in connection with a pregnancy. A
letter was mailed to each Berson on the list, en-
closing a simple booklet announcing the program
and inviting them to come to the clinic. The name
of the family planning educator was announced in
the letter and interested women were encouraged
to talk with her.

Because a high percentage of those to be served
are Negro, a special effort was made to help Negro
citizens realize that a person of their own race had
been employed as a family planning educator and
that the program was one that would benefit them.
Each educator was asked to have a business card
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printed with her photograph on the card. In this
way, a substantial segment of the Negro commu-
nity came to know that their race was represented
at the clinic as an employee. and that they were
welcome to visit her and ask questions or seek help.

(3) Planning and orientation sessions should be
held for the clinic staffs. A general planning meet-
ing, attended by the county health officerS and their
head nurses, was held at the start of the program.
The details of the program were described and
discussed, and suggestions from the participan's
were incorporated as a part of the program. The
Planned Parenthood League of Alabama hcld meet-
ings for the staffs in the various counties, to explain
the purpose of the program and to help prepare the
way for the family planning educator to join the
organization. The system of records to be kept was
explained, the procedures were discussed. General
discussion revealed the problems that would be
encountered and suggested solutions were Worked
out.

(4) Training and supervision of the family plan-
ning educators. The Planned Parenthood League of

-Alabama undertook to assist the nurses and health
officers to train the finally planning educators in
their duties. Representatives of the League, visited
each county and reviewed the duties of the family
planning educator with the recruit herself and the
head nurse. An experienced family planning social
worker from the Birmingham Planned Parenthood
Program (also a Negro) visited each new- family
planning educator individually and coached her on
her duties. She helped the educator work out de-
tailed procedures with her - supervisors- for getting
additional service performed with a minimum of
confusion. Arrangements whereby :the educators
could facilitate the delivery of supplies to estab-
lished clients was worked out.

(5) Community work by the family planning
educators. Because of limited budget, the principal
duties of the family planning educators were con=
centrated at the clinic, counseling women who came
for other medical visits. However, a limited budget
for travel was provided each educator and she was
encouraged to talk to her neighbors and friends, to
give talks before public gatherings, and to visit other
towns in the county to talk with community leaders
about the program. In other words, an effort was
made to establish her as an "opinion leader" in the
community.

led The oral pill should be added to the methods
available, at subsidized cost. Whereas the oral pill
had previously been available only under special
circumstances, under the accelerated program it
was offered to everyone at a cost of 50 cents per
month. In addition, aerosol foam was available
without charge and the intrauterine device was
available in some of the clinics. It was decided to
ask the clients to pay for a part of the oral pills
for two reasons. First, at the time the program
began the pills were available to the program at a
cost of $1.10 per month's supply. The funds avail-



able for the experiment were insufficient to provide
the pills without charge. Second, it was- believed
that asking the interested couples to pay something
for family planning would have two beneficial
effects. It would require a personal commitment to
make a serious effort to control conception. People
who would pretend to adopt in order to please the
family planning educators were eliminated froth
the program. In addition, it was hypothesized that
the policy of requiring a partial payment would be
an effective barrier against propaganda that the
program was only a device for maintaining a "racial
balance" in the South. The cost of the pill to the
clients was far less than the additional monthly
cost of having an additional child. Moreover, no
client need be without family planning, for the
aerosol foam and IUCD were available to those
who wished to have family planning but could not
afford the 50 cents per month.

The Site of the Experiment

The experiment was conducted in 13 counties of
the Black Belt (old plantation zone) of Alabama.
These are among the pooreSt counties of Alabama
and also of the nation. Figure 1 indicates the loca-
tion of these counties; they lie along the belt of
dark soil (for which the Black Belt is named) that
traverses the State at about the latitude of Mont-
gomery. It was here that the plantation system

_was most elaborately developed, and where later a
very dense Negro sharecropper population was con-
centrated.

The counties included in the experiment have the
following characteristics:

(a) They are predominantly rural-69 percent.
(b) The proportion of Negroes is very high-64

percent.
(c) The level of education is low; median years

of schooling is 5.5.
(d) The population is very poor; median family

income is $1,362.
(e) The population is unskilled; 61 percent of

employed are farm or laborer.
(0 Fertility rates are very hightwice the U.S.

level.
(g) Contacts with the modern world are mini-

mal; 96 percent were born in Alabama; mobility is
low except for permanent outmigration.

Table 2 presents selected characteristics of each
county, taken from the 1960 census reports, while
figure 2 illustrates the very sharp differences in
socioeconomic status between these counties and the
average level of the U.S. population. These data
show that the clinic-plus-education experiment was
situated in one of the most rural, least educated,
most provincial, most poverty-stricken and back-
ward segments of the United States, and one where
birth rates are extremely high. It seems plausible
to infer that if a family planning experiment could

num 1.Counties in the Old Plantation Belt included in
the family planning program.

succeed here, it could succeed in any rural area in
the United States.

Results of the Clinic-Plus-Education Experiment:
Clinic Attendance

In the experimental 13-county area there was an,
immediate and very substantial rise in the number
of new patients coming to the clinics when the pro-
gram of accelerated action was introduced. The
statistics of clinic attendance are reported in table
3 and illustrated in figure 3. At the end of 18 months,
the rate at which new patients were coining to the
clinic was 3.7 times what it had been before the
start of the program. The number of old clients
returning for supplies was 2.8 times as great as it
had been before the start of the program.

There was no corresponding effect upon the re-
mainder of the State during the first quarter of the
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Percent rural

13- counties

U.S. white

............

Percent of adults with less
than 8 years-of school

13-counties

U.S. white

... ..,...

Percent o employed males
farm laborers
or laborers

13-counties

U.S. White

,:7:::*

...............m.........................................................................

.)::::::. v::::*:.::::.:: ::::::::::*

Percent of families with
incomes below $3,000

13-counties

U.S. white

:****:::::**:: :.

.....

::.

4w:4%.

-- .,, .,.., eil-
percent

Fitanui 2.Charaeteristies of the nonwhite population of 13-county Old Plaatation Belt area
compared with U.S. white population: 1960.

experiment. Whereas the attendance at the clinics
in the 13-county area and the balance of the State
(exclusive of Jefferson County, which is the Birm-
ingham metropolitan area) had been about equal
throughout 1963, the attendance in 1964 jumped to
a point 40 percent and then 80 percent above the

TABLE 3.Xumber of new patients for family planning

remainder of the State. From the fourth quarter of
1963 to the second quarter of 1964, the rate of inflow-
of new patients for family planning increased 126
percent. The corresponding increase for the re-
mainder of the State was 44 percent. Table 4 pre -
sents these data.

in public health clinics in Alabama, by areas: 1963-66

Year and quarter
Total

in
State

1966:
3d quarter 3,025
2d quarter 3,451
1st quarter 8,823

1965:
4th quarter 3,231

3d quarter 0)
2d quarter 3,350
1st quarter 5,482

1964
4th quarter 2,105
3d quarter 1,999

2d quarter 1,922

IM. quarter.. 1,589
1963

4th quarter . 944

3d quarter 1,015

2d quarter 1,099

1st quarter 1,284

13
county
area

Jefferson
County

Remainder
of

State

Ratio: 13
counties to
remainder

080
1,092
2,769

869
(I)

1,093
1,003

573
781
795
554

344
343
385
407

546
762

1,974

687
(')

869
1,773

695
548
672
650

283
387
292
484

1,499
1,597
4,08()

1,675
(' )

1,388
1,806

657
070
455
385

317
285
422
393

0.7
0.7
0.7

0.5
(')

0.8
1.1

1.2
1.2
1.8
1.4

1.1
1.2
0.9
1.0

' Not available.
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FiGrus: 3.-Number of new patients and number of patients rettiinitsg for supplies at the health clinics of the 13 counties
in the experimental program, 13: !natters:. 1962-65.

A similar sudden increase was registered for the
number of visits by patients returning to the clinics
for family planning service-to obtain supplies
primarily. From the fourth quarter of 1903 to the

second quarter of 1964 the increase was 108 percent
for the 13-county area and only 15 percent for the
remainder of the State.

It had been intended to use the remainder of the

TABLE- 4.-Number of visits to clinics by patients returning for service, public health clinics in Alabama,
by areas: 1963-66

Year and quarter
Total

in
State

1:3

county
area

Jefferson
County

Remainder
of

State

Ratio: 13
counties to
remainder

1966:
3d quarter 18,-164 5.201 4,1813 8,777 0.6
2d quarter 17,534 4,997 4,501 8,050 0.13
1st quarter.. 16,082 4,499 4,197 7,3813 0.6

1965:
4th quarter.. .... .......... , .... 15,581 4,428 4,241 6,889 0.6
3d quarter (9 (') (')
2d quarter . 12,354 3,67:3 4,082 4,599 0.8
1st quarter 9,844 3,373 3,148 :3,323 1.0

1964:
4th quarter 7,757 2,973 2,430 2,354 1.3
3d quarter.... 5,966 2,505 1,745 1,716 .1.5
2d quarter.... 4,395 1,868 1,411 1,116 1.7
1st quarter. 3,578 1,336 1,241 1,001 1.3

1963:
4th quarter 2,653 898 779 976 0.9
3d quarter 2,855 993 826 1,036 1.0
2d quarter 3,349 1,242 1,062 1,1)45 1.2
1st quarter 3,163 1,058 1,030 1,1)75 1.0

' Not available.
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State, exclusive of the 13-county area and Jefferson
County, as the "cont.al" by which to measure the
progress of the program. However, this control was
lost after only two quarters of operation. Three
events conspired to produce this:

I a ) The Planned Parenthood League of Alabama
and the Community and Family Study Center
jointly issued a "Rural South Family Planning
Newsletter" in which the experiment was described
in detail. This newsletter was published and distrib-
uted to every county health department in multiple
copies, so that almost every employee in the health
establishment of the State becatne-aware of the 13-
county experiment in June 1964. Copies were also
sent to every county school superintendent in the
State and to the ministers of the leading churches.

tb) At the annual conventions in the State of
physicians, nurses, and social workers, annoutgee-
ments of the program were made, and lectures were
given stating the goals of the program and the pro-
cedures being followed.

lc' The State of Alabama changed its policy with
respect to the oral pills, and began to make them
freely available without charge in all counties of
the State except the 13-county area of the experi-
ment, where the price of 50 cents per cycle remained
in effect.

Thus, the experiment suddenly became a "pacer"
for the health departments in all counties of the
State. There was a sudden and dramatic increase in
the inflow of new patients to the nonexperimental
counties beginning in the second quarter and in-
creasing in the third and subsequent quarters. Ho-w-
ever, the "control" situation lasted long enough to
make it unmistakably_ clear that the experimental
effort to accelerate the program had succeeded.
When the procedures of the experimental accelera-
tion were diffused to the remainder of the State, a
similar effect was produced.

Tables 3 and 4 report trends in new patient visits
and revisits of old patients for nearly 3 full years
of operation of the program. The number of new
patients climbed irregularly to a peak in the first
quarter of 1966. Since that time it has tended to
level off at a rate roughly three times the volume
that prevailed before the experiment began. The
number of revisits has continued to climb steadily.
The volume in 1966 third quarter was 5.8 times the
volume in the quarter immediately preceding the
experiment. There can be no doubt that these pov-
ercy counties of rural Alabama have accepted fam-
ily planning at a greatly accelerated rate.

Meanwhile, the adoption of family planning has
al o proceeded rapidly in the balance of the State.
T tiles 3 and 4 reveal that the inflow of new pa-
tie is and the return of old patients has grown even
m re rapidly than in the experimental area. In 1966
th volume of family planning activity throughout
th State stood roughly at a level seven times what
it lad been just before the experiment began.

wo factors must be considered in evaluating the

growth of family planning in the experimental
counties and is the remainder of the State:

t a) The experimental area was deliberately
chosen for being the poorest and most rural segment
of the State. The very rapid progress in the out-
lying counties may be due in part to the fact' that
they have a higher level of education and income
and that their population is less predominantly
Negro.

110 In the remainder of the State the oral Pills
were available without cost, whereas in the experi-
mental counties the 50-cent charge was continued
until July 1967. This may have repressed adoption
somewhat in the experimental counties. (In July
1967, whenThase 4 began, the pills were made avail-
able without cost in the experimental areas also.
Data are not yet available to measure the impact,
but it may be regarded as a test of the comparative
influence of making a charge and not making ,a
charge for family planning when attendance rates
are reported.)

Tables 3 and 4 were summarized from quarterly
reports made by the county health officer to the
State Department of Health. In mid-1965 the
Planned Parenthood League of Alabama sum-
marized the records it had kept of _attendance_ at
the clinics, counting the number of women- who had
applied for family planning service, even if one
time only, since the program began. Patients who
returned for_serviceAuring the first quarter of the
experiment were included in this total. The sum-
mary of this statistical report is shown in table 5.
Data are given_for each county -and for the experi-
mental area as a whole. A total of 5,196 women had
been served during the first 18 months of the experi-
ment. This was equivalent to -an estimated 11 per-
cent of all women of childbearing age, 18 percent
of all ever married women of childbearing age, and
25 percent of all women of childbearing age with
2 or more children.

Table 5 demonstrates that in a very short time
the program had succeeded in reaching a very sub-
stantial percentage of the estimated 29,000 ever
married females in the experimental area. However,
it was also clear that as yet the majority had not
been persuaded to try family planning by using
modern methods. Even if we presume that 30 per-
cent are using methods purchased at pharmacies
and 20 percent are sterile or not exposed, this still
leaves at least 30 percent of the population unpro-
tected and as_nonadopters, and with a substantial
additional number using unreliable methods. The
fact that revisits have climbed steadily since mid-
1965 suggests that steady inroads are being made
upon this backlog, perhaps at the rate of about 750
new permanent adopters per year. If the goal is to
have 80 percent of all women who have borne two
or more children using contraception if they are
fertile, and if there are an estimated 16,000 such
women, the current rate of progress seems to be
about 5 percent per year. Although this is far more
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rapid than had been the pace pre iously. it could
probably be accelerated further by larger inputs of
manpower. However. if the current rate of growth
continues for another decade or 15 years. the target
will have been very nearly achieved. Inca one con-
siders the low level of education. the rurality. the
poverty, and the small input of additional man-
power and money. this accomplishment ix encourag-
ing.

Not all of the counties in the program performed
equally well. In fact sonic did outstanding work
and a few appeared to accomplish almost nothing.
This is revealed in table 5, where measures are re-
ported for each county. If one correlates these inter-
county differences with the characteristics shown in
table 2. the following findings result:

41) Some of the most successful counties arc the
most rural, the poorest. and the least educated.
Adoption rates are lowest in the more urbanized
counties with better ,q.ucation and higher incomes
1Russell. Montgoniery. This may he due in part
to the fact that these more urbanized populations
use other sources to get family planning service=
pharmacies and privato physicians. It may also
mean that in larger urban clusters the number of
clinics is insufficient. and services should be more
widely dispersed.

(2) Some of the poorest as well as some of the
best showings are in very rural and poor counties
(Sumter, Wilcox. and Greene are below average.
while Bullock, Lowndes. and Macon _are above
average.) Thus, there is great variation even among
counties of the slme general type.

(3) Racial tension and friction affected the pro-
gram very little. Dallas. Lowndes. and Macon
Counties 411 were at the very center of racial up-
heavals during the Course of this experiment. yet
all are among the more stteeessful. The experiment

has been conducted in such a way that the Negro
residents have not linked it with race problems: it
has remained a fancily welfare-health service pro-
vided to all citizens irrespe five of race. It is be-
lieved that the physicians and nurses in these
counties conscientiously carry out this philosophy,
with only occasional exceptions. The presence of the
Negro family planning educators at the clinics and
working in the eonnnunity should have helped to
maintain this philosophy. Moreover, the Negro citi-
zens appeared to realize that the family planning
program was to their own long-run advantage.

The above interpretation concludes that the
degree of success achieved in the counties was-not
-caused" by superior education. higher income. or
greater urbanism. Where. then. should We loOk for
an explanation? Only informal observation and im-
pressions are available for such a task. If these sub-
jective judgments can be trusted. we may formulate
the following explanatory hypotheses:

11) The degree of interest and enthusiasm which
the county health officer and his (white) nursing
staff showed in the program affeeted the outcome
greatly. Tile outstanding case of Autauga County
must be credited to the devoted activity of the
nurse, Edna E. Tucker and the family planning
educator. Ruby Lee Smith. The county health offi-
cer gave them.strong backing in their effOrts.

(2) The qualifications of the Negro family plan-
ning educator affected the outcome. Those who were
most enthusiastic. Outgoing. and energetic in con-
tacting persons both in the clinics and out in the
communities apparently had a big impact. Those=
who were more passive and indolent, or who merely
were assigned to doing minor chores around the
clinic without doing a great deal of true educational
work achieved much less by way of an acceleration
in clinic attendanee.

TABLE 5.-Number of nonwhite women exposed to pregnancy and rate of clinic attendance

Number of nonwhite women Adopters as percent of-

County 'Total
15 to 44
years

Ever
married
women
15-44
years

Ever
married
molten

15-44 with
2 or more
children

Number
:adopters
July I,

1965
All

women
Ever

married
women

11'otaen
with

2 or more
children

Autauga 1.386 838 615 498 36 59 81
Barbour :. 4(N) 1,461 1,076 303 13 21 28

1,616 959 7:19 :116 20 :1:1 43
Butler 1,991 1,206 892 2(N) 10 17 2')

5,848 3,582 2,576 808 14 23 31
Creene. 1,788 1,050 803 179 10 17 22
Lowndes 2,121 1,239 997 354 17 36

4,451 2,359 1,608 454 10 19 28
Marengo.....
Montgomery . .

2,791
13,346

1,769
8,622

1,323
.5,542

537
1,018

19
8

30
12

41
IS

Russell . 4,741 3,234 2,209 167 5 8
Sumter. . ..... 2,5(N) 1,567 1,206 156 6 It) 1:1
Wilcox... . . 2,381 1,317 1,025 206 9 1r .14

Total, Mem:olio+ 47,360 29,203 20,561 5,196 II IS 2.5
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(3 The latitude for teaching and motivational
work which the county health officer and the nurses
gave to the family planning educator. and the
degree to which the family planning educator tried
to become a genuine "team" member, also affected
the outcome. Where the family planning educator
was simply turned into a nurses aid, a reeordkeeper.
or a keeper-and-dispenser of supplies, the impact
was much less than where she was given latitude to
talk with the patients freely and become a true
educator for family planning.

(4) The general acceptance of the clinic by the
community for all medical services is another factor.
1n some counties the clinics are used to capacity and
beyond. because the Negro residents have confi-
dence in them and like the treatment they receive.
In other counties this appears to be less true. In
counties where the maternal and child health care
program is not very popular and is not much used
there were comparatively fewer women to contact
for family planning.

(.5) In sonic counties much use was made of the
booklets and other materials for training and edu-
cating the public, while in other counties much less
use was made of them.

In summary, the counties which conformed most
closely to the original experimental design appear
to be the counties which succeeded best, and the
counties which "dragged their feet" in carrying out
the experiment appeared to have the least success.

CONCLUSIONThe statistics on attendance
appear to demonstrate beyond reasonable doubt
that family planning services can be offered through
public health clinics to families of very low income
and very low educational attainment in very back-
ward rural areas and yet receive a prompt and sub-
stantial acceptance if that program is accompanied
by an appropriate set of arrangements to inform
and motivate the public for family planning, and to
persuade them to make a trial. It also demonstrates
that simply operating a medical service without a
program of education (depending upon the word-
of-mouth recommendations of satisfied customers)
tends to have comparatively less success. Finally, it
demonstrates that the behavior of the rural poor
with respect to family planning conforms much less
to the stereotypes of apathy, irresponsibility, and
unconcern for high fertility which many middle-
class white persons attribute to them.

Yet it was also clear that this experiment did not
produce immediate and complete success. For every
woman of childbearing age with two or more chil-
dren who was won over to the sustained practice
of family planning during the 31/2 years in which
th4i program operated. there probably was at least
one :IA woman who was not practicing family
phinningat all or was using only unreliable methods.
Clearly. the task is unfinished, from both the re-
sell:1.A and the action side. We need to learn more
about the phenomenon of non-acceptance. This was
the object of Phase 3, to be discussed next. We then

need to utilize this information to devise a new and
even better program to reach the "hard to per-
suade." This is the goal of Phase 4.

Phase 3: Followup of the Clinillus-
Education Experiment

After the clinic-plus-education experiment had
been in operation for 21/2 years, it was subjected to
an intensive followup evaluation. This consisted of
three parts:

in) An interview with a sample of women who
attended a family planning clinic at least one time.
The interview obtained information concerning the
practice of contraception over the past 5 years, a
complete pregnancy history with which to estimate
birth rates, and a wide variety of responses which
would reveal attitudes toward fertility and fertility
control or which would explain fertility behavior.

tb An interview with a sample of women who
had not attended a family planning clinic. The same
items of information were obtained for this group
as for the clinic sample.

(c) An intensive analysis of the clinic records
for the women who had attended. This included an
analysis of the types of contraceptives taken, dura-
tion of use, frequency of returning for supplies, rea-
sons for termination (if terminated). etc.

The first of the above groups is referred to as
"the clinic sample." It contains data for 470 women.
The sample was selected by taking the name of
every fifth person on the roster of those who had
attended the family planning clinics in eight rural
counties: Autauga, Bullock, Butler, Dallas,
Lowndes. Macon. Russell, and Wilcox. Montgomery
County was omitted from the followup because of
its more urban nature. The remaining counties were
excluded for one of two reasons: (a) It proved to
be impossible to employ qualified Negro inter-
viewers to do the followup work (Barbour County)
or lb) the great distance from centers where inter-
viewers were being trained and supervised (Selma
on the West and Tuskeegee on the east). Sumter.
Greene, and :Marengo Counties were excluded on
this basis.

The second of the above groups is referred to as
"the nonclinic sample." It consists of data for 368
women who had not attended the family planning
clinic, These women were selected on the basis of a
random process in the same counties from which the
clinic sample was drawn. The procedure was as
follows: In each county the interviewers were as-
signed five geographic pnints, distributed through-
out the county to cover all districts. Starting at each
point and following a nath specified carefully in
advance, the interviewers called at every second
house, using a simple "screening" interview to find
out whether the women in the house were of fertile
age and had attended a family planning clinic. If at
a house the woman or women were not of fertile age
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(18 to 40) or had ever attended a planned parent-
hood clinic anywhere, they were excluded from the
sample. However, all women age 18 to 40 who had
never attended a clinic to obtain family planning
service were included. The Interviewers were in-
structed to continue screening and interviewing the
selected cases until they had obtained a quota of
10 women at each sample point, for a total of 50
women for the county. Some women were unable
to obtain the quota of 50 women by the screening
process (sickness, inability to find the quota within
the zone assigned, inability to find an interviewer to
complete the quotas at outlying counties.)

The second sample was administered the same
interview as the first. Therefore, we have two sets
of data about two distinct groups of persons:
adopters and resisters. By making a comparative
analysis Of these data, we can gain insights into the
forces that promote and the forces that impede
adoption of family planning in poverty areas.

Demographic and Background Characteristics
Table 6 summarizes data from these two samples.

it presents information concerning demographic
and background characteristics.

(a) Age. Most of the respondents are between
the ages of 20 and 39. There is no significant dif-
ference between the clinic and nonclinic samples.

(b) Marital status. Only about two-thirds of the
women were married and living with husband. A
sizable proportion were separated or single; only a
small fraction were widowed or divorced. There was
no significant difference -between the two samples.

(c) Husband's education. If there was a husband
or boyfriend in the household, his educational at-
tainment was noted. Educational attainment is low;
there is no significant difference between the two
groups.

(d) Wife's education. Wives had more education
than their husbands, but the level is still far below
the national average. There was no significant dif-
ference between the clinic and nonclinic group.

(e) Employment status of husband. The unem-
ployment rate of males was high, but there was no
significant difference between the two samples.

(f) Employment status of wife. Women who
were in the clinic sample were employed in a
slightly higher percentage of cases than those in the
nonclinic sample, while those in the nonclinic sam-
ple tended to be unemployed. The differences are
statistically significant, but bear little relationship
to any meaningful hypothesis pertaining to adop-
tion of family planning.

(g) Family income. The income of both groups
was tragically low, but there was no significant
difference between them. The clinic group tended to
be a little more poverty stricken than the other
group, but the difference was small.

(h) Age at first marriage. Marriage tends to
occur early in rural Alabama, but this trait was
present for both samples,- and there was no sig-
nificant difference between them in this respect.
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Where brought up. Of the women in the clinic
sample, three-fourths had been brought up on a
farm, whereas only 66 percent of the nonclinic sam-
ple had been farm girls. This difference is statis-
tically significant, but runs completely contrary
to the usual hypotheses concerning the relationship
between fertility and urban-rural origin. It prob-
ably is a byproduct of the feet that different sys-
tems of sampling were used to obtain the two sam-
ples, and the nonclinic sampling procedure may have
taken a more urban-oriented sample.

(j) With whom lived (14, a child. As has been
found by other studies, only about 60 to 65 percent
of Negro children have the privilege of growing up
in a household where both parents are present. The
rest are 'eared by their mothers or grandmothers
or another relative. This situation characterized
both samples, and there was no significant differ-
ence between them in this regard.

(k) Time lived in cities. Surprisingly, a high pro-
portion of the women in both samples had lived in
a "city" for a substantial amount of time. In almost
all cases this meant the local county seat, Mont-
gomery, or a nearby small city. There was no sig-
nificant difference between the two groups in this
respect.

(I) Occupation of husband. The husbands (or
boyfriends) in both groups were predominantly blue
collar workers, and farm employment was the source
of livelihood for more than one-half of them. Al-
though the differences are statistically significant,
their pattern forms no meaningful explanation.

Summary. Twelve demographic and background
characteristics have been considered. Not one of
them shows a statistically significant and meaning-
ful difference between the sample of family planning
adopters and family planning resisters. We must
look elsewhere for an explanation of why some peo-
ple accept family planning and others do not.

TABLE 6.Demographic and background charac-
teristics of adopters and nonadopters of family
planning; Alabama old plantation belt, 1966

Math in percentl

Characteristic Clinic
sample

Non-
clinic

sample

Age of woman (NS) 100.0 100.0

15-19 years 5.2 7.2
20-24 years 20.0 20.9
25-29 years.... ....... .. 24.4 19.8
30-34 years 20.0 18.9
35-39 years 17.7 18.1
40-49 years 12.7 15.2

Marital status (NS) 100.0 100.0

Single 10.6 19.2
Married 65.7 63.3
Separated 10.9 12.9
Widowed 5.3 4.0
Divorced ........... . 1.4 0.6
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TABLE 6.-Demographie and background charac-
teristics of adopters and nonadopters of family
planning; Alabama old plantation belt, 1966 -
Continued

(Data in percent)

Characteristic Clinic
sample

Non-
clinic

sample

Husband's education (NS) .... ... 100.0 100.0

0-4 years. 14.8 18.4
5-7 years .... 31.4 28.2
8-11 years :35.3 33.2
12+ years. .. 18.5 19.9

Wife's education (NS) . ..... .... 100.0 100.0

0-4 years 4.8 7.1
5-7 years 21.5 22.4
8-11 years 52.3 51.2
12+ years 21.5 19.4

Employment status of husband (NS) 100.0
_

100.0

Employed... 88.5 89.6
Unemployed 9.2 8.1
Not in labor forced. ..... .. 2.3 2.3

Employment status of wife (Sig.) 100.0 100.0

Employed :18.8 35.2
Unemployed 23.4 34.0
Not in labor force 37.8 30.8

Family income (NS).... ......... 100.0 100.0

Under $1,500 :38.0 34.7
$1,500 to $2,999 35:1 33.2
$3,000 to $4,499 18.5 22.9
$4,500 to $5,999 4.2 5.2
$6,000 or more 4.2 4.0

Age at first marriage (NS) 100.0 100.0

11-14 years 6.8 7.7
15-16 years 14.2 13.1
17 years 13.0 10.3
IR years 10.0 10.6
19 years 9.8 8.6
20-21 years 13.4 15.7
21 years plus. 14.8 12.0
Never married, No inf 17.8 22.0

Where brought up (Sig.) 100.0 100.0

City 10.5 11.8
Small town ........... 14.6 22.7
Farm 74.9 65.5

With whom lived as child (NS) 100.0 100.0

Both parents..... 59.3 66.1
Mother only 23.9 19.1
Grandmother 10.4 9.6
Other relative, other 6.3 5.2

Time lived in cities (NS) 100.0 100.0

Less than 2 years 36.8 38.1
2.0-5.9 -41.4 9.0
6.0-9.9 . 7.9 5.2
10.0 or more 27.4 29.1
Born in city 16.5 18..

Occupation of husband (NS) 100.0 100.0

White collar 12.4 17.7

Blue collar, nonfarm 30.3 19.7
Blue collar, farm 57.3 62.6

Note: NS = not signifimt.

Fertility Status, Family Planning Attitudes, and
Sex Behavior in Relation to Adoption and
Nonadoption of Family Planning

Table 7 presents information concerning a second
group of variables.

(a) Fertility status. More than 92 percent of the
women in each group reported that they believed
themselves to be fertile, and only about 5 percent
believed they were sterile. The remainder did not
know. There was no significant difference between
the two groups.

(b) Age at onset of sterility. A series of questions
was asked the small group of women who reported
themselves to be sterile in order to learn the basis
for their judgment. Most had been rendered sur-
gically sterile, at the recommendation of a physi-
cian, for reasons of health. The sterility of the non-
clinical group had taken place primarily before age
35, whereas the sterility of the clinic sample had
taken place primarily after age 35. This is as would
have been expected, because-the members of this
group had attended a family planning clinic within
the past 21/2 years.

(c) Attitude of the_ woman toward family plan-
ning. The first strong clue concerning the reasons
for nonadoption now appear. Women who are in
the clink sample are overwhelmingly strong in their
approval of family planning, whereas there is much
less warm approval among the nonclinic group.
Although more than one-half say they "approve
strongly," a very substantial minority say they
only "approve moderately." Nevertheless, these
data reveal a fact of tremendous importance: active
resistance or disapproval among the nonadopters is
very small; only 16 percent of the women said they
were not favorably disposed toward family
planning.

(d) Attitude of the men toward family planning.
The males in households where the woman has at-
tended a clinic are also overwhelmingly strong in
their approval of family planning; only 12 percent
are either neutral or disapproving. In contrast, the
proportion of males in the nonclinic sample who
approve family planning is much smaller. Yet
here also, active resistance to family planning (as
reported by their wives) is almost nonexistent. A
very large percentage (one-fourth) of the men in
this group were reported as being "neutral," but
only about 8 percent were said to disapprove. This
neutrality or covert resistance by the males could
be a major explanatory factor; 33 percent of the
males are either neutral or disapproving in the non-
clinic sample, whereas only 13 percent of the males
in the clinic sample fall in this classification.

(e) Current sexual activity. It might be hy-
pothesized that one reason the women in the non-
clinic sample had not been to the clinic is that they
are not sexually active. It has been shown that
about one-eighth of them are never married (single)
and an additional one-eighth are separated,
widowed, or divorced. Thus, one might expect as
many as 35 percent of the women to be sexually
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TABLE 7.-Fertility status, family planning atti-
tudes, and sex behavior of adopters and non-
adopters of family planning; Alabama old planta-
tion belt, 1966

[Data in percent]

Characteristic Clinic
sample

Non-
clinic
sample

Fertility statue 100.0 100.0

Fertile.. . . . 92.2 90.5
Uncertain, maybe sterile.. .... 2.7 4.9
Sterile 5.1 4.6

Age at sterility 100.0 100.0

Before 35 years . . 41.7 89.5
35-39 years :33.3 5.3
40 or more .. . . ........ 25.0 5.3

Attitude of woman toward family
planning 100.0 100.0

Approves strongly.. .. ...... 86.8 56.6
Approves moderately.. ....... 8.1 27.0
Neutral 1.6
Disapproves moderately 1.2 4.3
Disapproves strongly 2.2 4.0

Attitude of male toward family
planning. ... . 100.0 100.0

Approves strongly 76.5 49.1
Approves moderately 10.4 18.2
Neutral 5.1 24.8
I)isapproves moderately 2.2 2.8
Disapproves strongly .. . ... 5.8 5.0

Ever had sex'? 100.0 100.0

Sexually active now. 92.8 86.2
Formerly had sex, not now ... 5.4 9.0
Never had sex . 1.7 4.8

Age started having sex 100.0 100.0

Undo 15 years 14.3 10.9
15 years 17.0 13.2
16 years 16.0 21.1
17 years 19.0 16.6
18 years ....... 13.2 20.0
19 years or older.... ..... 20.1 18.1

Frequency of sex relations.... 100.0 100.0

1-3 times per month . 17.0 17.3
4-7 times per month 49.2 41.3
8-11 times per month 23.8 23.7
12 or more times per month 9.9 17.7

Enjoyment of sex relations 100.0 100.0

Enjoy very much 26.4 30.2
Enjoy mildly 51.5 43.5
1)o not enjoy 22.1 26.3

Attitude toward sex frequency... 100.0 100.0

Too often 8.3 5.8
About right 85.1 82.5
Not often enough 6.7 11.7

Sex partner 100.0 100.0

Husband-married 67.8 69.6
Boy friend-one man 23.4 18.8
Boy friend -differ it ones 6.2 7.5
Not sexually activt, NA 2.5 4.1
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TABLE 7 .-Fertilit y status. family planning atti-
tudes, and sex behavior of adopters and non-
adopters of family planning; Alabama old planta-
tion belt, 1966-Continued

Data an percent I

Characteristic
Non-

Clinic clinic
sample sample

Duration of sex partnership.... 100.0 100.0

Boy Mena-less than year 7.3 4.8
Boy friend-I to 5 years. . 10.2 11.2
Boy friend-5+ years... . .. 6.0 4.1
Married . 72.6 75.5
Not-sexually active, NA 4.0 4.4

inactive if they were conforming to conventional
behavior. Table 8 shows that their behavior was not
conventional; 93 percent of the clinic sample and
86 percent of the nonclinic sample were sexually
active at the time of the interview. In low income
Negro populations, one must clearly assume that
all females over age 18 are sexually active, irrespec-
tive of marital status.

The hypothesis of nonexposure has some validity,
however. Among the nonclinic sample 5 percent
claimed never- to have-chad sex relations and an
additional 9 percent said they were not sexually
active at the present time. These are higher per-
centages than for the clinic sample.

(f) Age at which sex activity started. The median
age at which regular sex relations began was 16 for
both samples, and the difference was not sig-
nificant. By age 18, 80 percent of both groups were
sexually active. There was a slight tendency for
those who began sex relations earliest to be in the
clinic group, but the difference was too small to be
highly statistically significant.

-(g) Frequency of sex relations. It might be hy-
pothesized that couples who have sex relations in-
frequently might be less inclined to use family
planning. The exact reverse seems to be the case;
the frequency of sex relations among the nonclinic
sample is somewhat higher than among the clinic
sample.

(h) Enjoyment of sex. The women in the sample
who said they "enjoyed sex very much" were more
prevalent in the nonclinic group than in the clinic
group. But women who said they (lid not enjoy sex
were also somewhat more prevalent in the non-
clinic group. Thus, the enjoyment of sex does not
have any consistent relationship with family plan-
ning adoption, unless one hypothesizes that extreme
dislike or extreme liking for sex predisposes one to
resist family planning.

(i) Attitude toward sex frequency. All bui, a
small minority of women in both samples said that
sex relations occurred with just about the frequency
they approved. However, women who said that sex
did not occur often enough were more common
among the nonclinic sample than among the clinic



sample, and the women who said sex occurred too
often were more concentrated in the clinic sample
category.

(j Sex partner. The women who were noeliving
with their husbands were asked to identify their
sex partner. Those who were having relations with
a boyfriend were tending to live with one man
only; only 6 percent of the clinic sample and 7.5
percent of the nonclinic sample said they were hav-
Mg sex with more than one man. This helps to dispel
a persistent notion that family planning promotes
immorality. Alanost all of the unmarried persons in
this sample were being "immoral" in the sense of
being sexually active outside of marriage. But of
those who had been to the clinic there -was no more
tendency to be promiscuous (sleep with several
men) than among those who not been to the clinic.

Summary of fertility, family planning, and
sex behavior factors

Among the 11 variables considered in this section.
it is possible to extract three hypotheses of why
there may be resistance to family planning:

(a) People who have been sterilized or believe
they arc sterile because they hare not conceived for
a long time may tend to dispense with contraception
when they have sex relations. This is a minor fat-
tor, however.

(b) Persons who are not sexually active, either
because they are single and not having sex rela-
tions or because they are widowed, separated, or
divorced and not having sex, are not candidates for
family planning. Among the sample studied here,
this is a small fraction.

(c) Only people who approve of family plan-
ning (have a favorable attitude) will practice it.
A neutral or an unfavorable attitude on the part of
the woman or the man (or both) will tend to be
accompanied by nonadoption. An ambiguous situ-
ation is created where one partner approves and the
other does not. Luckily, there is very little active
resistance to family planning, only a neutral or dis-
interested attitude among the nonadopters.

(d) Couples that arc highly sexed (take un-
usually great pleasure in sex relations and engage
in sex with above-average frequency) may tend to
be impatient with contraception and hence fail to
use it. Also, couples that get only a mild enjoyment
out of sex or even where one partner does not enjoy
it may find it possible to plan for contraception
more effectively.

There is no significant relationship between ac-
ceptance of family planning and the age at which
sex relations began, sexual activity outside mar-
riage, or promiscuity.

Knowledge and Use of Family Planning Methods
in Relation to Adoption of Family Planning

One of the strongest and most consistent c elation-
ships to emerge from this study is the finding that

users of famiiy planning have a much higher level
of knowledge about family planning than nonusers.
At first this might seem to be a simple truism
worthy of little additional attention. But the re-
lationship is more than this. To practice family
planning, knowledge of only one method is required.
The women who had attended the clinic had a much
higher level of knowledge about a variety of
methods than did the women who had not attended
the clinic. Moreover. the women who had attended
the clinic knew more about the more modern and
more reliable methods.

Table 8 shows the percentage of women in the
clinic and nonclinic samples who had ever heard
of each of the principal metlmds of birth control.
For every method, a higher percentage of the
women in the clinic sample had knowledge, and by
a substantial margin. Thus, the clinic women were
in a much better position to compare methods, to
choose, and to be prepared to change if they found
one method not to their liking. Yet knowledge is
not the whole explanation for nonadoption. Among
the nonclinic sample, more than three-fourthS knew
of the birth control pill. and more than 40 percent
knew of each of the reliable methods. More than 80
percent knew of one reliable nonclinic methodthe
condom.

TABLE 8.Knowledge of family planning methods
by clinic and nonclinic women: Alabama old
plantation belt, 1966

(Data in percent1

Method Clink
Non -
Clinic

Percent= Percent

Birth control pill 88.8 75.6
Injections 20.4 13.3
Intrauterine device.; 37.8 19.4
Diaphragm and jelly 64.9 40.8
Condom ...... 87.6 81.3
Aerosol foam 69.2 44.2
Jelly and cream 62.1 40.9
Suppositories, tampon 55.0 37.5
Rhythm 46.4 39.1
Douche.... ... ............ 83.9 65.6
Withdrawal 68.9 51.4

It is not enough, however, simply to know that
a method exists. There is need to know its degree
of reliability. Each respondent was asked to esti-
mate the reliability of each method of which she
had ever heard. For each estimate, there were three
possible ratings:

(a) Correct estimate of reliability, (b) overesq-
mate of reliability, and (c) underestimate of re-
liability.

Because one could not hold these informants to
a precise knowledge of the level of reliability, a
rather generous allowance was made, to gain an
appreciation of whether they knew the general mag-
nitude of reliability. The results of this inquiry are
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reported in table 9. The clinic sample had more
correct knowledge of the reliability of the "clinic"
methods of contraception than did the nonclinic
sample. In general, for the other methods, which
could be purchased at a pharmacy, they had less
reliable knowledge than did the nonclinic sample.
There are two exceptions to this. Women in the
clinic sample were more aware (a) that the douche
is an unreliable method of family planning, and
(b) that in general condoms are a reliable method.
in fact, a substantial percentage tended to overesti-
mate the reliability of the condom by saying it was
"100 percent effective." This is less of an error than
the very large percentage of nonclinic women who
reported they believed it was only 50 percent effec-
tive or less. Both of these items of information are
commonly imparted at the clinics; women are
warned against trusting the douche for family plan-
ning, and the condom is -regularly mentioned as a
reliable method in reviewing the various methods of
birth control.

Women in the clinic sample were much more in-
clined than the nonclinic women to overestimate the
reliability of aerosol foam, jellies and creams, and
suppositories. This is undoubtedly due, in part, to
the fact that these are methods either approved by
the clinic (aerosol foam and jelly are given away
-free, and hence. are "sponsored" by the clinic) or
else not criticized. (Most clinics believe that sup-
positories provide enough protection so that they
should not be attacked outright, as is the douche.)

A most important aspect of table 9 is that the
women in the nonclinic sample were, in general,
well informed of the high risk of pregnancy they
were running by not using one of the clinic-spon-
sored methods. In fact, they tended to seriously
underestimate the reliability of modern methods of
birth control. One of the sources of resistance or
nonadoption seems to be skepticism of the efficacy
of the methods offered at the clinic. Moreover, the
nonadopters tended to overestimate by a wide mar-
gin the efficacy of the douche. Also, they underesti-
mate seriously the effectiveness of condoms, which

is the method most widely used and easily available
to those who do not attend clinics. This is of funda-
mental importance for improving the program and
assisting resisters to change their behavior.

Use of contraceptives

After inventorying the familiarity of the women
with contraceptives and their knowledge of their
knowledge of their effectiveness, each woman was
asked whether or not she had ever used any of the
methods with which she was familiar. The re-
sponses are reported in table 10. The sample of
clinic women had made more use of every method
of contraception than had the nonclinic women.
This includes the unreliable methods not prescribed
at the clinic as well as the clinic methods. The non-
clinic women, by and large, had made extensive
use of only two methods: condom and douche. How-
ever, a small fraction had made use of each of the
other methods, including the reliable -ones. Prer
sumably they had obtained assistance from private
physicians or other sources.

Information about recent and current use of con-
traceptives was obtained in two ways: (a) an in-
quiry about use at any time during the year pre-
ceding the interview and (b) use at the time of the
interview. Both sets of data resulting from these in-
quiries are reported in table 10. Because two or
more methods could have been used during the past
year, the total of the clinic sample adds to more
than 100 percent. However, the total for the non-
clinic samples adds to 52 percent; therefore, a maxi-
mum of only one-half of the nonclinic sample had
used contraception during, the year preceding the
interview, while it must be presumed that nearly
100 percent of the clinic sample had used contra-
ception. The clinic-sample had made extensive use
of methods approved and dispensed by the clinic:
pills, foam, IUCD, jelly, and cream. The nonclinic
sample had used primarily condoms and douche,
although a small fraction said they had -used the
pill. It must be pointed out, however, that during

TABLE 9.-Knowledge of the reliability of family planning methods by clinic and nonclinic women; Alabama
old plantation belt, 1966

[Data in percent]

Method
Correct Overestimate Underestimate

Clinic Nonclinic Clinic Nonclinic Clinic Nonclinic

Birth control pill
Injections
Intrauterine devices
Diaphragm and jelly
Condom
Aerosol foam
Jelly and cream
Suppositories, tampon
Rhythm
Douche
Withdrawal

79.4
19.6
41.3
21.2
17.7
15.0
22.5
39.8
57.3
53.1
65.0

65.5
5.2

21.0
5.3

10.1
34.3
24.6
53.8
55.1
38.5
76.7

27.7
41.1
14.5
27.6
42.7
46.9
35.0

12.0
4.5

18.2
44.9
61.5
23.3

20.6
80.4
58.7
78.8
54.6
43.9
62.9
32.5

34.5
94.8
79.0
94.7
70.5
53.7
70.9
28.0
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TABLE 10.-Use of contraceptives: Ever, during past year, and at time of interview by clinic and nonclinic
women, old plantation belt of Alabama, 1966

[Data in percent]

Met hod
Has ever used Used past year Using at interview date

Clinic
. -

Nonclinic Clinic Nonclinic Clinic Nonclinic

Uses no method .... 20.1 57.3
Birth control pill 58.2 8.5 47.8 8. 37.9 5.5
Injections 0.4 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Intrauterine devices 5.2 0.3 5.0 0.0 4.9 0.0
Diaphragm and jelly 11.5 4.8 2.1 0.3 0.8 0.3
Condom 52.5 3.3.4 21.1 16.1 9.2 15.3
Aerosol foam 29.9 6.7 18.0 :3.2 8.8 2.6
Jelly and cream 16.5 6.3 6.1 0.6 2.0 -0.9
Suppositories, tampon 20.5 7.9 7.4 2.4 2.7 1.7
Rhythm 7.7 4.2 3.1 0.9 0.4 0.3
Douche 46.6 :35.2 23.0 16.7 3.3 6.3
Withdrawal 30.7- 10.8 11.4 5.4 4.:3- f.5
Not exposed .... .... .... .... 6.6 8.4

the past year the clinic sample had made use of
some highly unreliable methods-douche, with-
drawal. This could have been before going to the
clinic for prescription of one of the more reliable
methods.

When asked about their current practice at the
time of the interview, 80 percent of the clinic
patients, but only 43 percent of the nonclinic
patients, claimed to be practicing some form of
contraception. Moreover, the practice of the clinic
sample was much more concentrated among the
more reliable methods than was the practice of the
nonclinic sample. This is convincing proof that a
program to provide modern family planning to
rural poverty populations can have a lasting im-
pact. Once they have attended a clinic, a very high
percentage appear to persist in using some form of
contraception, even though they may abandon the
method prescribed. Moreover, the form of contra-
ception they practice tends to be more reliable than
the forms used by those who do not go to the clinic.
Specifica97- they tend to avoid relying on the
douche ai.t. to make much more extensive use of
pills, the IUCD, aerosol foam, and jellies and
creams. If they do abandon the clinic methods they
tend to fall back on the condom. It must be pointed
out, however, that not less than 7 percent of those
who had been to the clinic at least one time had
returned to a method that would not be approved
by their advisors: withdrawal, douche, rhythm.
Adding this to those who were using no method,
yields a total of 27 percent `relapse" rate, and a
total of 73 percent "success" rate for the clinic
sample. The corresponding "success" rate for the
nonclinic sample is almost the reverse: 35 percent,
with a "failure" rate of 65. This result is doubly
encouraging: The success rate is higher than many
persons would have expected in such a population,
and the percentage of persons who are "doing some-
thing" about controlling fertility, and doing some-
thing that would be approved by the family plan-

ning clinics, is surprisingly high-one-fourth, ex-
cluding those not exposed.

Taking chances

The women who were using a method at the cur-
rent time were asked about the regularity of their
use: Irregular use was called "taking a chance." The
women admitted taking chances as follows: Clinic
sample, 19 percent; nonclinic sample, 27 percent.

Thus, irregularity of use was significantly higher
among the nonclinic sample than among the clinic
sample. It must be pointed out,. however, that one
woman in five of the clinic sample who was cur-
rently using contraception admitted irregular use.
Again, this is both' encouraging and discouraging.
It is encouraging to know that 80 percent of those
who are persisting are using the method _correctly
and regularly, and that they take chances only two-
thirds as often as the small fraction of nonclinic
women who are practicing contraception. It is dis-
couraging that the performance is not perfect. When
asked why they took chances, the reasons given
were as follows:

Reason Clinic Nonclir;1
Percent Percent

Ran out of supplies 5.9 2.3
Thought it was safe period 2.0 0.0
Too excited 0.0 0.7
Too lazy 3.7 2.3
To increase sex pleasure 3.7 8.1
Other 22 2.0
No information 1.5 8.9

The above reasons refer to the respondents' rec-
ollection of the reasons for the last episode of
chance-taking. It might be noted that nearly one-
half of the chances taken by t's , lie sample were
due to causes more excusable- rwming out of sup-
plies or not using contraception during the safe
period-while the proportion of excusable reasons
for the nonclinic sample is much smaller.
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Reasons for not using birth control at present

The women who were not using birth control at
the time of the interview were asked the reasons
why. The explanations given were as follows:

Reasons Clinic Nonclinie
Percent Percent

Wish to get pregnant 20.4 12.4
I3elieve to be Fterile 42.6 40.7
Religious beliefs 5.6 152
Spouse objects 93 6.9
13elieve contraception injures health 12.0 152
Failure of method being used 5.6 4.1
Carelessness 0.0 4.8
No information 4.6 0.7

The largest single explanation for failure to prac-
tice contraception seems to be the belief (probably
mistaken) that the woman can no longer get preg-
nant. Excluding those who wish to get pregnant, the
second most prevarentr-reason is the misbelief that
using contraception impairs health.. There is still
fear of the effects of pills and the IUCLf; when ac-
companied by the belief that the other methods are
unreliable, it creates a.situation where the person's
will to practice family planning may be neutralized.
Religious beliefs and objections of the husband are
the next important reasons. Discouragement with
family planning as a result of failure is also a sig-
nificant reason. None of the clinic sample and only
5 percent of the nonclinic sample showed unconcern
about the problem as a reason for not practicing
family planning.

Thus, to improve, the program must be stepped
up to

(a) Explain that contraception does not affect
health.

(b) Explain that many older women are still
fertile, even though they think they may not be.

(c) Explain that religious leaders of all faiths
approve of family planningespecially the Protes-
tant faiths.

(d) Contact the husbands, to neutralize their ob-
jections to family planning.

(e) Encourage people who have failed with ont,
method to try another one that is more reliable.

Instead of finding a hard core of resistance to
family planning, at the heart of nonadoption we
find misunderstanding, ignorance of methods,
ignorance of reliability, and other attitudes that
should not be difficult to change by an appropriate
program. Moreover, we find that no less than one-
fifth of the persons who had been to the clinic and
then stopped practicing have done so because they
wish to have another child. The 27-percent failure,
enumerated above, thus is reduced to a maximum
of about 22 percent.

Impact of the Mass Communication Program

As described above, booklets on family planning
were given to the clients, and mailed to them. Some
of the booklets were mailed from Chicago to lists
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provided by the Planned Parenthood League of
Alabama. Women were asked to show these books
to their neighbors. Apparently, the family plan-
ning workers had abandoned the use of the booklets
after a- comparatively short time, for only 28 per-
cent of the clinic sample had ever seen the booklets.
This was only a small percentage greater than the
19 percent of nonclinic women who had seen the
booklets. On those who had seen the booklets more
than one-half claimed to have read at least a part,
and about 30 percent claimed to have read one-half
or more. The shorter booklets were read all the way
through in a higher percentage of cases than the
big 56-page booklet. A typical example is the 10-
page booklet that was especially prepared for low-
education couples:

Action Clinic Nonclinic
Percent Percent

Had never seen booklet 71.8 80.9
Had seen, but not read 11.8 10.6
Had read about one-fourth or less 4.3 03
Had read about one-half 3.1 03
Had read all or nearly all 9.0 7.5

When the booklets were available, the clinic
sample had read them with greater frequency, and
more had nearly read them all the way through,
than had the nonclinic sample. This undoubtedly
reflects their greater motivation, because there
would be more reason for one of the nonclinic
women to read a booklet if she had never been to a
clinic to get first-hand instruction.

These results indicate that if clinic workers will
distribute written, materials those who accept them
will read at least a part of them, but they also indi-
cate that clinic workers have a low estimate of the
willingness of the low-education clients to read.
Perhaps one of the biggest barriers to the use of
family-planning mass communication is overcoming
the prejudices of the clinic workers, not improving
the reading habits of the clients.

Private Conversations and Acceptance of
Family Planning

Communication experts are insistent upon the
principle that private conversations between rela-
tives, friends, neighborsand especially spouses
are essential for the rapid dissemination of family
planning information and for massive acceptance
of the idea. The followup interviews therefore con-
tained a battery of questions designed to inventory
the amount of private conversation that had taken
place.

When asked whether they had ever talked with
relatives, friends, or neighbors about family plan-
ning, three-fourths of the respondents replied in the
affirmative, and the percentages were not sig-
nificantly different for the clinic and the nonclinic
group: Clinic group, 74.2 percent had talked; non-
clinic group, 76.9 percent had talked. When asked
how many times they had held such conversations



during the past year, the following impressive re-
sults were obtained:

Number of times talked Clinic Nonclinic
Percent Percent

1-2 time:. 172 21.5
3-5 times 31.8 31.0
6-9 times 10.8 12.1
10 times or more 132 10.1
Never talked in past year 27.1 253

There was no significant difference between the
clinic and nonclinic group. Clearly, the women who
had never been to a family planning clinic had not
lacked for group discussion of the fertility problem.
These two sets of statistics suggest that there is
much private communication about family plan-
ning among the rural poor, at least in areas where
a major action program is underway.

It was anticipated that possibly the outcome of
these group discussions inight affect the attitude
and behavior of the women. If the group decision
was one of disapproval, it might cause the woman
not to attend a clinic, whereas if the outcome was
favorable, it might stimulate adoption. Accordingly,
the women were asked whether the group reaction
to the family planning discussions was favorable or
unfavorable to the practice of family planning. A
highly significant difference was found: the women
who had attended the clinic reported that in their
group discussions, family planning was approved,
whereas the women who had not attended the clinic
tended to report that the group verdict was one of
neutrality or outright disapproval in a higher per-
centage of cases:

Reaction of group Clinic Nonclinic
Percent Percent

Approval of family planning 89.1 79.9
Neutral 5.7 10.6
Disapprove of family planning 5.1 93

Despite this highly significant difference, the vast
majority of both the clinic and the nonclinic women
report that the outcome of these group discussions
was favorable. Very evidently, the "attitude
climate" for family planning throughout the rural
poverty areas of this study was one of approval, and
only comparatively rarely did a group ,arrive at an
unfavorable conclusion. But equally clearly, the
unfavorable outcome was much more common
among those who had never attended a clinic.

Conversations Between Spouses and Clinic
Attendance

Even more important than talk with neighbors
and friends about family planning is the communi-
cation between spouses about ;,he problem of con-
trolling fertility. When asked if they had talked
with their sex partner (husband or boyfriend)
about contraception, the following highly sig-
nificant difference was discovered: Clinic sample,
77 percent had talked with sex partner; nonclinic
sample, 52 percent had talked with sex partner.

In each case, a majority had discussed the prob-
lem, but the proportion was much higher among
those who had attended the clinic.

To explore this phenomenon further, the women
were asked how freely this conversation took place.
The results were as follows:

Freedom of communication Clinic Nonclinic
Percent Percent

Both members discuss it freely 64.0 39.8
Woman wishes to discuss, man does not 9.0 5.1
Man wishes to discuss, woman does not 0.5 0.7
Neither wishes to talk about it 8.4 15.6
Talk has never taken place 18.0 38.9

The very close relationship between interspouse
communication and attendance at family planning
clinics is unmistakable.

The women were next asked how recently they
had talked with their spouse about family planning.
It was found that among the clinic sample, the talk
had been much more recent than among the non-
clinic sample:

Last time talked Clinic Nonclinic
Percent Percent

1-3 weeks 41.3 21.8
1-3 months 16.3 16.1
4=11 months 6.9 4.4
1 year or more 11.0 11.7
Never or no information 243 46.0

Nevertheless, nearly one-half of those who had
never attended a clinic had talked about the prob-
lem of fertility limitation in the past year. The fact
that this talk had not produced action probably
indicated that an accord either was not reached or
that the accord was to do nothing.

Explanations for Attendance or Nonattendance
at Clinics

There are a wide variety of explanations of why
some persons attend a family planning clinic and
others do not. In order to test some of these hy-
potheses, data were collected on the variables that
have been hypothesized. Following is a summary
of the data and findings with respect to these hy-
potheses.

(1) Religious membership. Only 7 of the entire
sample were members of the Roman Catholic faith,
and of these 5 had attended the clinic to obtain
family planning help. Among the Protestants, the
tendency to practice family planning was slightly
higher among Methodists than among Baptists.

(2) Religious participation. The practice of fam-
ily planning was significantly higher 'among the
more actively religious persons than among the in-
active.

Frequency of church attendance Clinic Nonclinie
Percent Percent

Weekly or oftener 182 13.1
Biweekly 51.1 522
Monthly 263 252
Occasionally 33 7.0
Never 0.8 23
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(3) FatalismCosmic and Institutional. It has
often been claimed that rural folk are unprepared
to control their fertility because they are fatalistic
in their outlook: they have no appreciation of their
capacity to control their own destiny, but feel that
it is controlled for them. Such feelings have two
bases:

(1) Cosmic fatalismthe belief that "fate" or
"God" predetermines events, and that the indi-
vidual human being merely follows a predetermined
course, unable to change it.

(2) Institutional fatalismthe belief that be-
cause of one's race, caste, economic position, or
other situation determined by social or institutional
arrangements, one is powerless to affect the out-
come of one's life.

It is especially important to make this distinction
in rural Alabama, because of the long-standing cul-
tural distinctions of race. The interviews attempted
to explore both of these dimensions.

Cosmic fatalism was probed by the following
question, "Some people believe that God or fate or
luck determines how many children a couple is
going to have, and nobody can do anything to
change this. Do you think people can influence the
number of children they will have or is it all up to
God or fate?" That there is clearly a cosmic fatalism
acting, either as cause or as justification of one's
failure to take action, is evident from the following
result:

Response Clinic Nonclinic
Percent Percent

Fate determines 24.0 45.4
People determine 75.9 54.6

Those who had not been to the clinic were much
more fatalistic in their outlook than those who had
attended the clinic. It must be pointed out, how-
ever, that cosmic fatalism does not completely
paralyze action in behalf of family planning, for
nearly one-fourth of those who had attended the
clinic voiced the philosophy of cosmic fatalism. It
would appear that in a substantial number of cases
cosmic fatalism is only a statement of religious
fundamentalism that "God oversees everything,"
which is not relied upon in all spheres of action.
That this is the plausible explanation is evident
from the responses to the more general question,
"Do you think it does any good to make plans for
the future? Some people try to plan ahead for their
future. Other people say this does not do any good,
that you can't control the future. What do you
think?"

Response Clinic Nonclinic
Percent Percent

Planning for future helps 94.0 822
Planning does no good 6.0 17.8

The same pattern noted above is again present;
the nonclinic sample is much more inclined to say
that planning does no good, but the level of implied
cosmic fatalism is less than one-half that indicated
above. A substantial share of those who claimed
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that planning for the future does not help were
nevertheless practicing family planning. Clearly,
cosmic fatalism is an important factor in account-
ing for why some persons have not visited the clinic,
but it is not an unalterable force that prohibits
action. In fact, when the subject was explored in
another dimension, cosmic fatalism was almost
equal among the two groups. The respondents were
asked, "Which of the following do you think is the
most important thing in determining what happens
to you in life:

Response Clinic Nonchntc
Percent Percent

Hard- work 86.0 75.0
Having influential friends or "pull" 5.9 8.8
.114 plain luck or fate 14.1 162

Institutional fatalism was measured by trying to
assess the extent to which the respondents felt
powerless when confronting the social system. This
sense of powerlessness to "beat the system" has
been noted as one of the reasons for a sense of hope-
lessness among the poor. A battery of questions was
asked to assess this feeling. The questions, and the
percentage of persons expressing institutional
powerlessness in response to them, was as follows:

Question

Living conditions in this community are
not improving for me and I don't think

Clinic Nonclinic
Percent Percent

they ever will improve in my lifetime 37.5 43.3
It is better just to accept things the way

they are and not try to change them 24.7 39.8
The next generation of my family will

not be any better off than I have been 212 35.4
My neighbors are so poor and have been

poor for so long that they have stopped
trying to improve themselves 32.6 46.4

This has happened to me tooI have
stopped hoping, and just accept what-
ever fate brings 19.6 37.3

Average 27.1 40.4

Institutional fatalism or powerlessness is also
conducive to failure to attend a family planning
clinic; those who feel most hopeless are least in-
clined to go. This type of fatalism appears to be
more prevalent than cosmic fatalism. Yet the same
comment applies here; although institutional fatal-
ism is conducive to failure to practice family plan-
ning, it is not a fixed barrier; a high percentage of
those who have these feelings nevertheless attend a
family planning clinic. However, it would appear
that if current programs to alleviate poverty are
successful in generating a sense of hope for the
future, there should be an indirect benefit in the
form of increased family planning.

(4) Marital happiness. The relationship between
marital happiness and family planning has been
often discussed, but little factual information has
been available. A crude effort was made to measure
marital happiness by asking three questions. Each
question revealed the same pa:. ern: Family plan-
ning is concentrated among those who are happiest
and among those who are least happy. On the one



hand, it seems to be practiced by couples who have
a high degree of accord and happiness, and on the
other hand by couples whose marriage is in trouble
and they wish to avoid complicating it by bearing
additional children. The following data illustrate
the findings:

Question

How happy is your marriage? Would you
say it is:.

Clinic Nonclinic
Percent Percent

Very happy 38.9 27.5
Fairly happy 44.1 602
A little unhappy 8.9 6.8
Veiy unhappy 8.1 5.6

How often do you and your husband
have quarrels or disputes over children,
money. in-laws, or other matters?

Very often 10.8 8.6
Once in a while 49.9 572
Almost never 39.4 342

Sometimes do you seriously wish you had
married someone else or never got mar-
ried at all?

Feel this way very often 192 12.8
Once in a while 503 63.6
Almost never 30.5 23.6

There is little that a family planning program
can do to affect marital happiness directly. How-
ever, it is comforting to the family planners to know
that on' of the primary characteristics of Negro
family life in the rural poverty areas-high in-
cidence of marital tension and unhappiness-works
in their favor rather than against them, and that as
Negro family life succeeds in becoming completely
adjusted this also promotes family planning.

.(5) Contact with the mass media. Respondents
who have the most contact with the outside world
via.the mass media are more inclined to praCtice
family planning than those who have little or no
contact. Yet the relationship is a very loose one.
A very high percentage of the women with little
mass media contact have been to the family plan-
ning clinic, and a substantial number of those who
have not been to the clinic have much mass media
contact. Thus, use of the mass media seems to facil-
itate adoption of family planning, but absence of
such contact does not forbid or act as a barrier to
adoption. The following data illustrate these find-
ings:

Question Clinic Nonclinic
Percent Percent

Diyou read the newspapers?
Yes 62.0 66.1
No 38.0 339

Do you listen to radio or television?
Both radio and television 73.4 71.6
Television, but not radio 7.3 4.4

I Radio, but not television 18.6 19.4
I Neither radio nor television 0.7 2.4

HOw many times per week do you listen
to a newscast all the way through,
Occept possibly for the sports?

Daily 75.1 61.0
Weekly 72 16.4
Occasionally 11.9 12.9
Almost never or never 5.8 9.7

Do you read magazines?
Yes 51.0 40.1
No 49.0 59.9

Do you read books?
Yes 40.9 22.9.
No 59.1 77

These data suggest that newspaper reading and
radio-television listening have little relationship to
adoption as such. A high percentage of persons do
one or both. It is serious listening or specialized
reading (magazines and books) that distinguish the
adopters from the nonadopters. Yet although these
relationships are highly significant statistically,
one-half or more of the women who attended the
clinics say they do not read books or magazines,
and a very substantial share do not listen to news-
casts. Conversely, of those who have not gone to the
clinic, more than 60 percent listen to the newscasts
daily, 40, percent read magazines, and more than 20
percent read books.

These statistics have one very clear implication:
A very significantly large proportion of these
people can be reached by the mass media. Two-
thirds read newspapers; more than 70 percent listen
to both television and radio, and less than 3 percent
listen to neither; nearly one-half read magazines
and nearly one-third read books. It is quite prob-
able that much more use could and should be made
of the mass media in trying to reach those who have
not attended the clinics.

Knowledge and liking for the clinics. One pos-
sible explanation of why some persons have not
attended the clinic is lack of information that the
service is available. This hypothesis was explored
by asking the following questions:

Question Clinic Nonclinic
Percent Percent

Do you know whether there is any place
in this county where they give out in-
formation about family planning and
where they give you the things you
need to use to keep from getting
pregnant?

Knows of such a place 93.8 74.0
Does not know of such a place 62 26.0

IF COUNTY HEALTH CENTER NOT MEN-
TIONED: Did you know that this service is
available at the county public health center in
(your) county?

Yes 58.4
No 41.6

IF KNOWS OF HEALTH CENTER: Have you
ever thought of going there for family planning
help for yourself?

Yes, have thought of going 41.7
No, have not thought of going 583

IF KNOWS BUT HAS NEVER GONE: What
are your reasons for not going there to get help
with family plannine

No desire for family planning service 38.2
No need-using other methods (drug store) 14.1
No need-not exposed, sterile, no sex relations 14.1
Health reasons, fear will injure health 1.8
Fear, distrust, dislike of clinic 6.4
Procrastination, neglect 14.1
Distance from the clinic, no way to get there 7.3
Other 4.1
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Conclusions from the followup survey. The data
reported here merely show crude differences be-
tween the clinic and nonclinic samples. Analysis of
a more refined nature is underway and will be re-
ported elsewhere. However, even this overview
permits us to make several generalizations of a psy-
chological nature about the acceptance or non-
acceptance of the clinic program.

(a) Demographic characteristics, including edu-
cation and income, do not differentiate adopters and
nonadopters when a massive public program of
family planning service is available.

(b) A strongly positive attitude toward family
planning is the best single indicator of adoption.
Those who do not adopt are only moderately posi-
tive and are strongly negative in only a minority
of cases.

(c) Knowledge of reliable family planning meth-
ods and a correct knowledge of their reliability is
conducive to adoption ; lack of knowledge or mis-
information about the reliability of modern methods
is conducive to nonadoption.

(d) Other than lack of information, the follow-
ing factors emerged as explanations of why some
women did not go to the clinic:

(1) Mistaken belief that they would not get
pregnant.

(2) Fear that the methods offered would ad-
versely affect health.

(3) Objections of husband or boyfriend.
(4) Unusually great enjoyment of sex and

desire to do nothinrto interfere with sex pleasure.
(5) Failure of spouses to talk over the prob-

lem of family size and fertility control.
(6) Holding a fatalistic outlook on life, either

of a cosmic or an institutional nature.
{7) Failure of a marriage to be completely

happy.
(8) Not engaging in serious use of the mass

media (not listening to newscasts, not reading books
or magazines).

(9) Religious or moral beliefs that condemn
the practice of family planning.

(10) Participating in group discussions in
which an unfavorable decision about family plan-
ning was reached.

(11) Discouragement as a result of getting
pregnant accidentally while using contraception.

(12) Carelessness, apathy, laziness.
(13) Lack of information about the existence,

location, and availability of family planning serv-
ices and source of supplies.
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(14) Procrastination, postponement of deci-
sion.

(15) Fear, distrust, dislike of way clinics are
operated.

(16) Lack of sufficient motivation, lack of
appreciation for need for family planning.

Further intensive analysis will be required to
determine the potency of each of these explanations
independently of the others, and how much non-
adoption remains unexplained when all are used
simultaneously. Fortunately most of the items on
the above list can be corrected or remedied by a
properly designed and sustained program of public
information, persuasion, and high quality service.
Therefore, the prospects of improving further upon
rural fertility control programs are good.
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PART IV

Agriculture and Natural Resources



Chapter 23

Agriculture: Prospective Growth and Structural Change

REX F. DALy, chairman, Outlook and Situation. Board, Economic Research Service, U.S. Department
of Agriculture

The major revolution occurring in agriculture in
resource adjustment and associated changes in the
number and size of farms is by no means at an end.
The purpose of this exercise is to.appraise prospec-
tive growth in agriculture and likely drives back of
this growth, and to explore possible changes in total
resource inputs, farm numbers, and the organiza-
tion of U.S. agriculture.'

Domestic markets will continue to grow, perhaps
a bit more rapidly than projected growth in popu-
lation. Further advances in consumer income and
changes in relative prices will further modify our
diet toward more beef and poultry And more highly
processed convenience-type foods. Likely changes
will require more resources per person for food, but
this may primarily mean increases in nonfarm- re-
sources.

The rate of overall demand growth, as in the
past, will depend heavily on growth in exports of
farm products. How rapidly exports rise will depend
on U.S. availabilities and prices, the size and nature
of food aid programs, and a host of- economic and
institutional forces influencing exports. This ap-
praisal assumes that the volume of crop exports
would increase about 41/4 percent a year to 1972.
Projections for 1980 assume three alternatives for
annual growth in crop exports: 3 percent, 41/4 per-
cent, and 6 percent. These are plausible assumptions
rather than independent appraisals of export pros-
pects. They compare with an annual increase in
crop export volume of more than 5 percent since
1960. Expert assumptions, expected growth in popu-
lation and income, and a simple analytical frame-
work provide the basis for the general demand-
output-price balances projected for agriculture for
1972 and 1980. Projections of resource require-
ments, number of farms, and the general size struc-
ture of agriculture are based largely on past trends
and relationships.

' See also Rex Daly. "Agriculture: Projected Demand,
Output, and Resource Structure." in Implications of
Chongex (Structural and Market) on: Farm Management
and Marketing llexcarch. Center for Agriculture and Eco-
nomic Adjustment. Iowa State Itniersity, Report 29. 1967.

Economic Growth and Agriculture

Developments in agriculture depend importantly
on increases in population and growth in consumer
buying power, the major determinants of demand
for farm products. The growth and prosperity of the
economy not only provide off-farm employthent
alternatives for farm people, but largely determine
the availability and cost of capital, labor, and ot)
inputs used in agriculture.

Population, which is the major determinant of
domestic-demand, is expected to grow at about 1.3
percent a year in the next 5 to 10 years. Thii com-
pares with annual growth of 11/2 percent from 1960
to 1965 and 1.8 percent from 1950 to 1960 (table 1).

-With a generally younger population, the labor
force is projected to grow about 1.8 percent per year
in the next several years. Such rapid growth pre-
sents an opportunity as well as a challenge to as-
sure-enough jobs, schools, and housing. If economic
conditions bring forth adequate investment, the
output potential of the economy could grow some
4 to 4 percent per year well into the 1970 decade.
Such growth would mean gains in per capita buying
power of some 21/4 to 3 percent a year.

Demand for and Utilization of Farm
Products

Domestic markets for food and farm products in
general are expected to grow a little more rapidly
than population. Accordingly, projected domestic
uses increase by 28 to 33 percent from 1965 to 1980,
with the range primarily reflecting variations in
projected prices under the assumed export alter-
natives (table 2). Feed concentrate use under the
same assumptions may increase more than 40 per-
cent over the next 15 years (1965 to 1980) (table 3).

Output, Resource Use, and Productivity

Under the projected demand-output balance pro-
jected for agriculture, production rises somewhat
more rapidly than in the past 15 years (1950-65).
With rising productivity, employment in agriculture



TABLE 1.-General economic growth and agriculture, selected periods 1940 to 1966 and projections to 1980

Period t'opu-
patron

Labor
force

Employment
Output per
man-hour '

Gross national
product '

I )isposable
income'

Per
capitaTot al Farm Total Farm Tot al Farm Tot al

Mil. Mil. Mil. Mil. Dol. Dol.
Bil.
dol.

Bil.
dol.

Bil.
dol. Dol.

1940. 1:32 56.2 48.1 9.5 2.08 0.72 227 17.5 106.3 1,259
1950.... .......... . 152 64.7 61.8 7.7 2.72 1.03 :355 19.4 249.6 1,640

1959-61 average. 181 73.1 t8.7 5.4 3.51 1.79 487 21.7 :341.:3 1,891

1964-66 average.... . .... 195 78.5 75.0 4.4 4.07 2.24 614 22.7 429 6 9 ''08-t-
Change from 1950 (percent,). 28.3 21.3 21.4 -42.9 49.6 117.5 7:3.0 17.0 72.1 :34.1

Annual rate (percent) 1.7 1.3 1.3 -3.6 2.7 5.:3 :3.7 1.1 :3.7 2.0

Projected
1972

Export I' 21:3 89 85.7 3.6 4.9 3.35 825 26.1 580 2,725
Change from 1964-06
(percent). ... ..... ... . 9.2 1:3.4 14.3 -18.2 20.4 49.5 :34.4 15.0 :35.0 23.4

Annual rate (percent) ... 1.3 1.8 1.9 -2.4 2.7 5.9 4.3 2.0 4.4 3.0

1980
ExarattigIe2.

from 1.9.(;4.-66
(percent)

242

24.1

101.5

29.3

97.5

30.t,

2.8

-:36.4

6.10

49.9

5.10

127.7

1,126

83.4

30.0

:32.2

790

83.9

:3,250

47.2
Annual rate (percent) 1.5 1.7 1.8 -2.1 2.8 5.6 4.1 1.9 4.1 2.6

' In constant 1958 dollars.
Export I-crop export volume rises at 4% percent per year.

TABLE 2.- Demand for farm products: Domestic use and exports, selected periods 1949 to 1966 and
projections to 1980

(1957-59 dollars)

Livestock utilization Crop utilization Net 'domestic

Period Feed
Other

Feed

aliseed

Other

Total
Per

capits

Exports
and
seed Total

Per
capita

I'er
Total capita

Bil.
Dol.

Bil.
Dol.

Dol. Bil.
Dol.

Bil.
Dol.

Dol. Bil.
Dol.

Dol. Bil.
Dol.

1949-51 average .... ... 1.2 14.2 93.3 7.6 10.1 66.8 24.3 100.1 2.7

1959-61 average 0.6 18.0 100.0 8.5 10.9 60.4 28.9 160.4 4.3

1964-66 average.... .. . 0.5 19.8 102.0 8.8 11.7 60.0 31.5 162.0 5.6
Change from 1949-51
(percent) .. .. . -58.3 :39.4 9.3 15.8 15.8 -10.2 29 6 1.2 107.4

Annual rate (percent) .... 2.3 0.6 1.0 1.0 -0.7 1.7 0.1 5A1

Projected
1972:,
Export I ' 0.5 22.6 106 10.0 12.8 60.0 :35.4 166 7.6

Change from 1904-66
(percent) 0 14.1 :3.9 20.5 9.4 0 12.4 2.5 :35.7

Annual rate (percent) 0 1.9 0.4 2.6 1.3 0 1.7 0.4 4.5

1980
Export I"' 0.5 26.4 109 12.9 14.5 60 41.0 169 10.5

Change from 1904 -66
(percent).. .. .... .. 0 3:3.3 6.9 46.6 2:3.9 0 :30.2 4.3 87.5

Annual rate (percent) n 1.9 0.4 2.6 1.5 0 1.8 0.3 4.:3

Export II 2 0.5 26.0 108 12.6 1,4.3 59 40.3 167 12.5
Change from 1964-66
(percent) 0 :31.3 5.9 4:3.2 22.2 -1.7 27.9 :3.1 1'2:3.2

Annual rate (percept) ... 0 1.8 0.3 2.4 1.4 -0.1 1.7 0.2 5.5

Export III' 0.5 20.9 111 13.2 14.8 61 41.7 172 8.N
Change from 1904-66
(percent) 0 35.9 8.8 50.0 26.5 1.7 :32.4 6.2 48.2

Annual rate (percent) 0 2.0 0.5 2.8 1.0 0.1 1.9 0.4 2.7

' Export I-Crop expmt volume rises at 41/2 percent per year.
'Export II-Crop export volume rises at 6 percent per year.
'Export III-Crop export volume rises at 3 percent per year.
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ir ABLE 3.-Total farm output, utilization, prices, and income, averages 1949-51 and 1964-66 and projections
to 1980

Item 1949-51
average

Projected I

1972 1980
1964-66
average Export Etport Export Export

Supplies:
Farm output (bil. 1957-59 dol.).. 23.8 :12.5 :18.6 46.3 47.7 44.9

Farm output (1957-59= It)0) . . 84 113 .135.7 163.0 168 0 158.1

Livestock (1957-59=100) 86 113 129.1 150.6 148.3 153.1

Crops (1957 -59= 100).. ... 90 113 139.6 172.3 179.8 163.5

Imports (MI. 1957-59 dot.) . 3.3 4.0 4.5 5.1 5.1 5.1

Domestic, excluding feed and seed
(bit. 1957-59 dol.) . ..... 24.4 31.5 :15.4 41.0 40.3 41.7

I'er capita (1957-59 . . 160.8 162 166.0 169 167 172

Livestock (1957-59 dol.). 93.6 102 106.0 109 108 1 1 1

Crops (1957-59 dol.) . . . 67.2 60 60.0 60 59 61

Feed and seed (bit. 1957-59 dol.) . 8.8 9.3 11.1 13.4 13.1 13.7

Exports (bil. 1957-59 dol.) 2.7 5.6 7.6 10.5 12.5 8.3

Total net use (bil. 1957-59 dol.)... .. 27.1 :37.1 43.1 51.4 52.8 50.0

Inventory change (bil. 1957-59 dol.). . 0 -0.6 0 0 0 0

Livestock production units (mil.) ... 175.4 212 236 279 275 284

Concentrates fed (mil. tons)... . 122.9 157 182 228 223 2:15

Feed use per unit (tons) . .70 .74 .77 .82 .81 .83

Prices received (1916-14=100) . . 270 250 260 276 :9)7 252

Livestock.. ...... ...... 296 263 281 297 319 276

Crops 241 235 236 252 297 226

Cash receipts (Ini. dol.)... ...... . 29.7 39.7 48.5 61.7 69.4 55.1

Livestock... 17.0 22.1 9.6.9 33.3 35.2 :11.5

Crops 12.7 17.6 21.6 28.4 :34.2 23.6

' Export I assumes clop exports increase at 41Z2 pewent L. r year; ENport TI assumes crop exports increase at 6 percent
iper year, and Export III assumes crop exports increase at 3 percent per year.

Feed and seed cancel out to avoid double counting in the total.

continues to decline about 21/2 percent a year (table
4). Farm employment (SRS concept( 2 would de-
cline to 3 to 31/2 million workers by 1980 from an
average of 5.7 million in 1964-66. This implies that
farm output per man-hour in agriculture would
continue upwi.rd by nearly 6 percent per year.

Declines in farm employment reflect the down-
trend in number of farms as well as output and
productivity trends. Much of the rise in labor pro-
duetivity for agriculture as a whole-possibly as
much as 60 to 70 percent-is due to the movement
of farms with lower productivity into the more effi-
cient size groups or out of agriculture. Labor -re-
quirements and projected farm numbers, assuming
no major changes in definition, imply a farm popu-
lation by 1980 around 71/2 million. This compares
with 12.3 million in 1965. The projected decline is
slower than that during the past 15 years. Even so,
farm population as a percentage of total population
would decline from 61/2 percent in 1965 to possibly
3 percent by 1980.

Statistical Reporting Service. Department of Agri-
culture.

Total resource inputs may change little if the
uptrend in productivity continues. But some in-
crease is projected for land and capital resources
and big increases are likely in the use of such in-
puts as fertilizer and chemicals,-fuels, services, and
many other operating inputs.

Number and Size of Farms, Income, and
Resource Structure

The possibilities for further adjustment in agri-
culture point to continued declines in farm numbers
and rapid changes in the size structure of farms.
Shifts in resource use associated with technological
advances, productivity gains, and changes in the
relative cost of inputs have resulted in the replace-
ment of labor and to some extent land, with ma-
chinery and equipment, fertilizer, and other inputs.
These adjustments will bring further declines in the
number of farms and extensive shifts in the mix of
labor and capital as well as rapid advances in the
productivity of labor.
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TABLE 4.-Farm output, productivity, and resource use, selected periods. 1949 to 1966 mul projections do
1980

Period

Farm output
1957-59=100

Productivity, 1957-59=100 Resource inputs

Live-
Crops stock Out put

pro- per acre
ducts

Output
per

man-
hour

1957-59 =11R)

Out put
per Total

input, inputs

Labor Grip- Produe-
land+ tion

assets

acres
Rif.
dol.

1949-51 average 91 88 85 60 86 102 146 :382 194

1959-61 average.. 106 105 108 114 104 101 93 351 212

1064-66 average ... , . ... 113 112 120 152 112 103 75 :334 212
Change from 1949-51
(percent) 24.4 28.4 41.2 153.4 :30.2 1.0 -48.6 -12.6 9.3

Annual rate (percent)... 1.5 1.7 2.3 6.4 1.8 0 -2.7 -0.8 0.6

Projected
1972

Export I'.. 1:39.6 129 1:35 225 1:30 104 60 366 220
Change from 1964-66
(percent).... . . .. .. 2:3.5 15.2 12.5 48.0 16.0 1.0 -20.0 10.2 3.8

Annual rate (percent) 3.0 2.1 1.7 5.8 2.1 0.1 -2.6 1.4 0.6

1980
E%.port I'.. 172 151 162 360 152 107 45 :380 242

Change from 1964-66
(percent) 52.2 :34.8 :35.0 1:36.8 35.7 3.9 -40.0 13.8 14.2

Annual rate (percent). 2.8 2.0 2.0 5.11 2.0 0.3 -2.3 0.9 0.9

Export II 2 180 148 169 :360 152 110 47 :380
Change from 1964-66
(percent) 59.3 :32.1 40.8 1:36.8 :35.7 6.8 -:37.3 1:3.8

Annual rate (percent) :3.2 1.9 2.:3 5.9 2.0 0.5 -2.1 0.9

Export 1113.. ... . . 164 153 162 360 152 104 44 :360
Change from 1964-66
(percent) . ...... .. . .... 45.1 36.6 :35.0 1:36.8 35.7 1.0 -41.3 7.8

Annual rate (percent) 2.5 2.1 2.0 5.9 2.0 0 -2.4 0.5

' Export I-Crop export volume is at 41/2 percent per year.
=Export II-Crop export volume rises at 6 percent per year.
'Export III-Crop export volume rises at 3 percent per year.
'Cropland used for crops including fallow.
'Farm production assets estimated in 1965 dollars.

There were around 3.4 million farms in 1965,
some 21/4 million fewer than in 1950. Most of this
decline occurred in the smaller size groups; only
the largest size groups increased in number. These
shifts in the size structure of agriculture are ex-
pected to continue, and technological possibilities
for such adjustments suggest they could accelerate.
A change matrix, showing changes by farm size
groups between 1959 and 1964 census years was
used as a basis for projecting farm numbers by
5-year intervals to 1980. Chaining forward on the
basis of this matrix suggests a leveling in farm
numbers around 11 /2 million units sometime around
1990.

The 1965 base table on income and resources
shows estimates based on published 1965 data and
incomplete census reports on farm numbers avail-
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able early in 1966 (table 5). Around 2.7 million
farms are projected for 1972 compared with 3.4
million estimated for 1965. Technical possibilities
for resource adjustment or a small change in the
definition of a farm could result in a much larger
decline. Productive asset use is projected to increase
about 5 percent by 1972, but labor inputs decline
about 20 percent (table 6)

Projections to 1980 indicate about 2 million
farms. Around a million of these would fall in size
groups with sales above $10,000 per farm. The re-
mainder would fall in the smaller sales groups and
in part-time and part-retirement farms (table 7).
If all farms were organized like the $40,000- and-
over sales groups, projected production for 1980
probably could be provided by around 1/2 million
farms. These would be farms with sales, in 1965



TABLE 5.-Income and resources of !arms by economic class, estimated 1965 1

Farms with sales

All
farms!ton $40,000

and over
$20,000-
$39,999

$10,000-
$19,999

$5,000-
$9,999

$2,500-
$4,999

Under
$2,500

I. Number of farms 1,000. ..... . . 170 300 520 525 450 1,410 3,375

2. Cash receipts plus Govt. payments
(mil. dol.). ... 17.369 9,000 7,800 :3,9:38 1,688 1,844 41.639

l'er farm (dol.) .... 102,171 30,000 15,000 7,500 :3,750 1,308 12,337

3. Realized gross farm income (mil. dol.) 17,701 0,468 8,393 4,386 2,018 2,971 44,9:37

Per farm (dol.).. 104,124 31,560 16,140 8,355 4,485 2,107 13,315

4. Production expenses (mil. dol.) 14,0:34 6,444 5,265 2,524 1,089 1,379 :30,7:35

Per hum (dol.)... .. 82,553 21,480 10,125 4,808 2,419 978 9,107

5. Realized net farm income (mil. dol.) 3,667 3,024 :3,128 1,862 9:30 1,591 14,202

Per farm (dol.). ...... 21,571 10,08(1 6,015 3,547 2,066 1,128 4,208

6. Total production assets (mil. dal.). . 64,272 44,235 41,226 24,046 11,904 24,477 210,162

Per farm (dol.) :378,070 147,450 79,280 45,802 26,453 17,360 62,270

7. Land in farms (mil. acres) .. . :385 209 204 1:33 77 14:3 1,151

Per farm (acres) ... 2.26.5 697 :393 253 171 101 :341

Cropland in farms (mil. acres).... 89 98 114 76 38 42 458

Per farm (acres). 523 325 220 145 85 30 136

8. Total labor used (mil. hours) . 1,565 1,201 1,454 1,163 838 1,755 7,978

Per farm (hours) 9,206 4,004 2,796 2,215 1,863 1,245 2,364

Operator and family (mil. hours) :325 585 1,040 1,050 828 1,680 5,510

Per farm (hours). 1,912 1,950 2,000 2,000 1,841 1,192 1,63:3

Hired labor (mil. hours) 1,240 616 414 11:3 10 75 2,468

l'er farm (hours) 7,294 2,054 796 215 22 53 731

' Estimates prepared early in 1966 on the basis of incomplete census tetu
expenditure data also do not reflect recent small changes in estimates for 1965.

TABLE 6.-Income and resources of farms by economic
(1965 prices!

rns on the number of farms. Incomes and

class, projected to 1972

Farms with sales

All
farmsItem $40,000

and over
$20,000-
439,999

$10,000-
$19,999

$5,000-
$9,999

$2,500-
$4,999

Under
$2,500

I. Number of farms (1,000) 2:35 :330 440 :355 28.5 1,0.30 2,675

2. Cash receipts plus Govt. payments
(mil. dol.) 2:5,706 9,900 6,600 2,662 1,069 1,363 47,300

l'er farm (dol.). 109,387 30,000 15,000 7,500 :3,750 1,323 17,682

3. Realized gross income, total (mil. dol.) 26,14:3 10,415 7,102 2,966 1,278 2,184 50,088

Per farm (dol.).... 111,247 :31,560 16,140 8,:355 4,485 2,120 18,725

4. Production expenses (mil. dol.). 20,668 7,088 4,455 1,707 689 1,013 :35,620

Per farm (dol.) 87,947 21,480 10,126 4,868 2,419 983 1:3,316

5. Realized net income (tail. dol.)... 5,475 3,327 2,647 1,259 589 1,171 14,468

Per farm (dol.) ... ... 23,300 10,080 6,015 :3,547 2,060 1,137 5,409

6. Total production assets (mil. dol.).. 95,112 48,657 :34,867 16,248 7,538 17,74:3 220,165

Per farm (dol.) 4047:32 147,446 79,24:3 45,769 26,448 17,226 82,305

7. Land in farms (mil. acres). 504 2:30 17:3 90 49 105 1,151

Per farm (acres). 2,145 697 393 253 171 102 430

Cropland in farms (mil. acres). ... 147 107 97 51 24 :32 458

l'er farm (acres) 626 :325 220 145 85 :31 171

8. Total labor used (mil. hours) 1,9:36 1,1:38 1,060 678 459 1,119 6,390

Per farm (hours) 8,2:38 :3,450 2,410 1,910 1,610 1,086 2,:389

Operator and family (mil. hours) 450 64:3 858 646 459 1,119 4,175

Per farm (hours) . 1,915 1,950 1,950 1,820 1,610 1,086 1,561

Hired labor (mil hours). 1,483 495 202 32 2,215

Per farm (hours). 6,310 1,500 460 90 828
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TABLE 7.-Income and resources of farms by economic class, projected to 1980
11965 prices]

Item

(:arms with sales

Uttder
82,500

All
farms

All
farms

$.40,(K)0
and

over'
$40,000
and over

820,000-
8:39,999

$10,000-
S19,999

$5,000-
$9,999

32,500-
$4,909

1. Number of farms (1,000) 335 355 370 245 160 695 2,140 516

2. Cash receipts plus Govt. pay-
ments Onil. dol. I . :36,023 10,650 5,550 1,688 600 924 55,4:35 55,435

Per farm (dol.) . . .. 107,531 :30,000 15,000 7,500 :3,750 1,:329 25,904 107,531

:3. Realized gross farm income
(mil. dol.) :36,6:35 11,204 5,972 1,880 718 1,479 57,888 56,429

Per farm (dol.)... 109,359 :31,560 16,140 8,355 4,485 2,128 27,050 109,359

4. Production expenses ((nil. dol.) 28,962 7,625 :3,746 1,082 :387 686 42,488 44,611
Per farm (dol.) 86,455 21,480 10 '25 4,808 2,419 987 19,854 86,455

5. Realized net farm income
(mil. (101.). 7,67:3 :3,579 2,226 798 331 79:3 15,400 11,818

Per farm (dol.) ... ...... 22,904 10,080 6,015 3,547 2,06(i 1,141 7,196 22,904
6. Total production assets

(mil. dol.) ..... 1:3:3,287 52,344 29,333 10,307 4,2:31 12,006 241,5(18 205,302
Per farm (dol.) :397,872 147,448 79,278 45,809 26,444 17,275 112,854 :397,872

7. Land in farms (mil. acres) 602 247 145 57 27 73 1,151 930
Per farm (acres) 1,796 697 393 253 171 105 538 1,800

Cropland in farms (mil. acres) . 194 115 81 33 14 21 458 300
Per farm (acres)... 578 325 220 145 85 30 214 580

8. Total labor used (mil. hours) 2,100 920 670 325 195 570 4,780 3,235
l'er farm (hours) ... .. . 6,269 2,592 1,811 1,444 1,219 820 2,234 6,270

Operator and family
(mil. hours) 642 692 670 :325 195 571) :3,094 988

Per farm (hours) .... . . 1,915 1,950 1,811 1,444 1,219 820 1,446 1,915
Hired labor (mil. hours) ... 1,459 228 ... . .. 1,686 2,247

Per farm (hours) 4,354 642 788 4,355

' See text.

dollars, of around $110,000 per farm, net incomes
of about $25,000, and productive assets of around
$400,000 per farm. Implied employment on these
farms would be equivalent to about 3 to 31/2 full-
time men.

Methodology

Analytical techniques used in this appraisal
simultaneously project output, demand, and prices
for the crop and livestock sectors. Aggregative de-
mand and output response functions primarily re-
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fleet relationships and trends of the past 15 years.
The supply response in this simple framework de-
pends importantly on the pace of technological
advances. And by assuming past trends in produc-
tivity, we usually tend to understate technological
advances. An acceleration of technology in the pro-
duction and feeding of livestock could materially
influence the livestock sector as well as the demand
for feed. Basic data used in the appraisal'are series
regularly reporter! by USDA and other agencies
relating to domestic use, exports, farm output,
prices, income, productivity, employment, and re-
source use in agriculture.



Chapter 24

Hired Farm Labor in the West
VARDEN FI'LLER. professor of agricultural economics, University of California

Introduction and Conclusions

There is no generally accepted definition of the
West nor of the western region. In the federal serv-
ice, various agencieseven agencies within the same
department have different combinations of States
to make up their regions. Consequently, the writer
has made his own combination for this particular
purpose. It is the area of Washington, Oregon, Cali-
fornia, and Arizona. These four States have some
homogeneity of production and some sharing of a
common labor supply. For studying farm labor,
nothing would be gained by combining with these
the States bordering on the east and northeast, for
there is little similarity in farming systems between
them and the coast, and no significant interaction
with respect to labor supply. If this region were to
be extended beyond the four States in terms of
functional interrelations, it should be in the South-
westNew Mexico, Texas, Oklahoma, and Arkan-
sas. These are the migratory routes and the sources
of recruitment. But the writer has not believed that
a larger area would he helpful with respect to the
type of paper he has undertaken.

Consequently, the four States have nominally
constituted the region. "Nominally" is used because
State data on the subjects that are lucre the centers
of interest are sparse or nonexistent. Therefore, I
have used national data to a great extent and they
presumably have equal relevance to any combina-
tions of States.

Among the four States, California has the char-
acteristics and the history of farm employment that
have inspired the most attention by writers and
scholars. And, moreover, since California has been
the scene of scholarly interest of the writer for many
years, that State has possibly been overemphasizeti.
But a counterpart slogan to one well known a few
years back would seem to be valid: "If it's good for
California, it's good for the nation" (now or later).

Many topics normally included in discourses on
farm labor have not been given direct attention.
They include housing, education, health, medical
attention, child care, community relations. and
many related welfare conditions. Predominantly,
the state of affairs with respect to all of these is bad.

Intense deficiencies and delinquencies are com-
monly associated with the people doing fannvvork.
Out of this association, a causal relation is fre-

quently assumedthat "the migrants" (generic
term) are deprived and poor because they are mi-
grants 1 i.e.. farmworkers). Your writer rejects this
basis of association between farm employment and
poverty for another which more nearly fits with
reality: The attributes of poverty and underprivi-
lege possessed by fannworkers are essentially the
same as those of all poor and underprivileged. Be-
cause fannwork has practically no obstructions to
entry. poor people who have limited employment
alternatives are found here in large concentrations.
But most of any current farmworker population is
temporary and transitional. Therefore, the therapy
of social policy.is properly not to be directed toward
them as migrants or as fannworkers. Their needs
are those of all not fully competent and underprivi-
leged peoplesound mental and physical health,
education, training, and protection against discrimi-
nation. They are therefore a category of all of the
potential clientele of the nation's antipoverty and
equal opportunity programs. Their particular needs
are to be given equality of access to the programs
that are generally intended to develop equal capa-
bility to be productive.

Not all fannworkers are in poverty. The aggre-
gate of persons who do some work for wages in
American agriculture is extremely heterogeneous.
Of all who do some hallmark, only a declining
minority have fannwork as their principal activity.
Farmwork for hire is not really an occupational
category. Many people do some farmwork but few
remain at it as a long-term activity.

In consequence of these facts, one cannot mean-
ingfully generalize that the farmworker's situation
is this or that. Nor can his needs be stated cate-
gorically.

The farm employment economy into which poor
and disadvantaged workers enter does not offer
much opportunity for self-improvement. It is a
scene of chaotic and tawertain employment rela-
tions; it lacks the regimen and discipline of a com-
petitive market; it lacks the structure of a labor
market, partly because farmworkers are excluded
from virtually all labor legislation. Competition has
traditionally been among workers, not among em-
ployers. With unrestricted entry and work that is
divisible, 200 persons may he taken on to share a
harvest that could be handled by 50.
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This is an area of employment that could be
rationalized. i.e.. given more of the structure and
performance characteristics that are found in labor
markets. Doing so would have a two-way benefit:
ia I toward the welfare of workers, who would have
more certain. longer, and higher paying employ-
ment. and I b) toward more efficient use of man-
power in the national interest. However, it has to be
acknowledged that the declining total employment
of persons on farms will be accelerated and total
welfare will be improved only if those displaced
from agriculture are effectively absorbed elsewhere.

l'oder the general objective of identifying the
factors that associate hired farm employment with
poverty and analyzing the approaches that are
within the realm of public policy and which might
he taken to reduce this association, your writer
comes to conclusions that fall into two principal
categories:

I. Remediable personal deficiencies.
IL Alterable institutional deficiencies.
With respect to the first category, no new pro-

grams are proposed. Rather, since pockets of pov-
erty that have been absorbed- into the farm labor
force are scattered, obscure, incohesive, and inar-
ticulate, extraordinary efforts are necessary to
assure these workers equality of opportunity. But
differentiating and grouping them as farmworkers
should be avoided insofar as possible.

As to institutional deficiencies, several actions
may be taken to give farmwork the form and struc-
ture of a labor market and to integrate farmworkers
into national manpower policy:

(1) Maintain the recently adopted policy which
terminates alien labor importation and requires
farm employers to obtain their labor from domestic
sources.

12 Remove the discrimination against far-
workers in the National Labor Relations Act by
eliminating their exclusion.

I31 Eliminate the gap between the level of the
national wage provision and that for farmworkers.
This might be done by a gradual but definite transi-
tion period of 3 to 5 years.

(41 Replace the present Farm Placement Service
with a Rural Manpower Service that would ey'end
service to all rural employers and workers. It would
embrace a comprehensive set of activities.

Employment Levels and Trends

Average numbers of hired workers on farms dur-
ing 1966 were as follows:

Thousandx
Atizona 29
California 187
Oregon 24
%Vashingtott 33

Paifie States (exclding Arizona) 244
United States 1.357

Source: U.S. Dept. Agr. Parm Labor teports.

The relative intensity of hired farm labor use in
this region is reflected in the fact that in 1966 Cali-
fornia's employment alone was 14 percent of the
national total, and that of the three Pacific States
constituted 18 percent. Moreover, Pacific farm em-
ployment has not declined as rapidly as the overall
average for the nation. In California, which domi-
nates the Pacific region in farm employment, there
was not a clearly established downtrend through the
years 1950-61; from 1962 through 1966 there were
some sharp declines, which may indicate a new,
lower plateau rather than the beginning of a sus-
tained downtrend (table 1).

TABLE 1.Indexes of annual averages of hired workers on farms, Pacific States and United States, 1950-66'
11950 = 1001

Year
United
States

Washing-
ton Oregon California

Pacific
States

1966 58 72 65 76 74
1965 64 67 7:3 77 75
1964.. 69 su 81 77 78
1963 76 85 84 83 S3
1962. 78 80 81 87 86
1961 81 80 7;3 95 91
1960 80 80 70 94 89
11159 83 85 78 111 91
1958 84 85 78 92 89
1957 81 83 81 91 89
1956 82 78 78 94 110

1955.. 87 83 81 114 91
1054 88 89 84 96 9:3

1953. 110 91 84 98 115

1952 ...................... ..... 92 93 89 98 96
1951 ..... 96 116 112 100 98
1950 100 100 1(X) 100 1()0

Source: U.S. Dept. Agr. Parm Employment. 1950-67. Agr. Nlatket. Sere., Static. littl. No. 236, September 1958; and
current issues of Parm Labor reports.

' Employment estimates for Arizona are not available prior to 1962.
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That employment of hired fannworkers in the
Pacific region has not declined in accord with the
national trend is surprising in view of the significant
labor-saving advances affecting these States, Cali-
fornia rtrticularly. But apparently the increased
acreages and yields of the labor-intensive fruits and
vegetables have increased labor demand nearly as
much as mechanization in other crops has de-
creased it.

Since the majority of hired fannworkers are em-
ployed only temporarily and seasonally, an average
for the year of those working through months of
high employment and low is not a very accurate
measure of the total amount of work done (i.e.,
man-days); nor is it a measure of the_total number
of different persons who contributed, in varying
amounts, to the aggregate of work done. For exam-.
ple, in 1964, average employment for California
was estimated to be 190,000 persons whereas 570.875
different persons contributed some farmwork at
some time during the year. The reason for so wide
a difference in these two magnitudes is that a very
large proportion of those doing some farmwork are
occupied therein only a few days or a few weeks,
particularly if they are school youth or women who
are not in the labor market during the full year. As
the level of participation in the farm labor force is
variable from one area to another and from year to
year, there is no stable relationship between annual
averages, total number of different persons, or
(when occasionally available) man-days of em-
ployment._ There is no single measure of farm em-
ployment that is fully satisfactory for most uses
(1, 2).1

Nevertheless, to know something nationwide and
by States about directions of change in farm em-
ployment, if not its absolute magnitude at any point

' Italic numbers in parentheses indicate references listed
al the end of this paper.

in time, one has no better choice than the U.S.
Department of Agriculture series obtained through
the crop and livestock reporting system.

One way to examine the meaning of a statewide
annual average of persons employed on farms is to
determine the ratio of the monthly averages to the
annual average. This has been done for the three
Pacific States for the periods 1950-52 and 1964-66

(table 2). These ratios are to be read in the follow-
ing manlier: For Washington, June employment was
1.78 times the annual average in the earlier period,
and 2.06 times the average in the later period. The
ranges between the months of low and high employ-
ment give an indication of how seasonally variable
employment was for the particular State and time
period. For Washington, in the earlier period, peak
employment was 5.81 times the low point, and in the
later period the seasonal variability declined to a
ratio of 4.3. In Oregon, seasonal variation increased,
owing principally to higher peaks in June, July, and
August. California, with much greater diversity of
crops and a longer spread of activity, has (as a
statewide average) less extreme seasonality.

The question is sometimes raised as to whether
the sharp seasonal peaks have not been eliminated
by mechanization. This question was the reason for
comparing the seasonality pattern of 1950-52 with
that of 1964-66 in table 2. The results show that
changes in mechanization have not substantially
reduced the extremity of seasonal variation in farm
employment even though total (and average) em-
ployment per year have declined.

The Labor Force: Composition and
Participation

The "facts" that are widely known about west
coast farm employment-that machines- are being
substituted for hand labor in many harvests and

TABLE 2.-Seasonality patterns of farmwork

Period
Washington Oregon California

1950-52 1964-66 1950-5'2 1964-66 1950-52 1964-66

January .31 .36 .:30 .35 .76 .80

February .36 .52 .45 .48 .74 .76

March .54 .63 .63 .60 .75 .78

April .83 1.09 .97 .81 .81 .90

May 1.18 1.12 1.13 .88 .97 1.04

June 1.78 2.06 1.64 2.62 1.11 1.17

July 2.12 1.62 1.97 2.16 1.10 1.12

August 1.86 1.47 1.69 1.90 1.26 1.19

September 1.27 1.20 1.44 .81) 1.41 1.43

October .90 1.08 .03 .66 1.3:i 1.22

November. .51 .50 .52 .37 .96 .83

December .34 .33 .35 .29 .78 .74

Low 3 months av .33 .40 .37 .:34 .75 .76

High 3 months av 132 1.72 1.77 2.23 1.33 1.28

Ratio of high to low 5.81 4.30 4.78 6.56 1.77 1.68

Source: Derived foam table 1. See text for explanation.
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that the work is seasonal, irregular, and short-term
have a corroborating statistical foundation in the
data previously discussed. We know something of
the magnitudes of the numbers of persons doing
farmwork ; we know much less about who these
persons are, where they come from and go to, how
long they are at work at several types of employ-
ment and at various locations. The widespread use
of the term "migratory" without a precise definition
of its meaning adds confusion to the little knowledge
we have. People who are harvesting seasonal crops
are often called migrants when they actually main-
tain their domicile year-round in a nearby town and
commute to various seasonal jobs. A person who is
actually migratory in practice is one who takes his
family through a series of locations and relocations
(luring part of the year. then returns to his home
base and repeats a similar cycle of movement in
following years. He may be an intrastate or inter-
state migrant depending on whether he crosses State
boundaries. Such migratory workers. assuming they
are not highly paid entertainers, businessmen, or
skilled craftsmen (in which case they will not likely
be vatted migrants) will usually be seasonal crop
workers. But in most situations, nonmigratory crop
workers will be in the majority, if not the total of
the farm Work force.

Whether migratory or not, seasonal crop workers
have similar problems in earning a living. Then
why emphasize the distinction between migratory
and nonmigratory? Just because it makes a great
deal of difference in the attitudes and behavior of
loyal and county education, health, and welfare
administrators toward the people. When there is a
residence criterion to be proved, the general iintrge
of "migrant" (i.e.. nonresident) is not readily over:-
come. and the population under discussion is not
well blessed with sophistication and poWers of

,persuasion.
The deep and abiding impression of migrancy can

be explained in part by the fact that in earlier years
migratory workers did play a somewhat larger role
in the seasonal crop picture. In the 1930's, it was
commonly said that the Pacific coast migration pat-
tern involved 150,000 to 200,000 persons (whether
only workers or all population was never quite
clear). In retrospect, it is quite clear that at least
half of that movement was relocation migration
rather than continued migraney. Net inmigration to
California of all people during the 1930's was only
a fraction of what it has been in subsequent decades.

St4tte

But given tlw adverse employment situation of the
1930's. those with farm backgrounds and others as
well had no better choice than to flood the farm
labor market for whatever they could get. which
involved a great deal of moving about.

With respect to seasonal and casual labor, the
migratory family epoch beginning in the 1930's was
successor to the earlier single-male episodes (hobo,
IWW. Chinese. and Japanese. especially in Cali-
fornia. With this as a background and under the
chaotic employment conditions of the thirties, the
exaggeration laid upon the migratory family worker
is perhaps comprehensible. But the survival of the
exaggeration and confusion does damage to public
policy development as well as to local welfare ad-
ministration. The policy matter will be elaborated
in a subsequent section.

The problem of distinguishing between relocation
migration and occupational igratoriness has not
been solved. Nevertheless, the U.S. Department of
Labor's Farm Placement Service and its cooperating
State services have been endeavoring to identify
farmworkers according to whether they were local
residents, or intrastate or interstate migrants. Also,
the U.S. Department of Agriculture, in a se ies of
national surveys published under the title The
Hired Farm Working Force, has classified its data
as between migratory and nonmigratory. These two
sources have contributed significantly to our under-
standing of the farm labor population and its em-
ployment and income situations.

In terms of peak-season numbers of migratory
workers, the Pacific States continue to he a promi-
nent part of the national total. In 1966, California
ranked first, Oregon fifth, Washington eighth (3,
Jan. 1967, p. 53). In 1965, 18 of the 50 leading
migratory labor counties were in the three Pacific
States, California alone having 12 of the 50 (3. Nov.
1966. p. 21). Yet the proportion_ that migrants were
of all hired farmworkers was not overwhelming. At
the peak of migratory labor employment in 1966,
migrants constituted the following percentages of
State total hired farm labor employment: 2

Intraxtate
Percent

Interutate
Percent

California (Septembet ) 20 12
Oregon (August) 3
Washington (October) 15 39
Arizona (December) 12 13

Percentages derived from table 3.

TABLE 3.The farm work force at peak of migratory employment, 1966

Peak month

Migrants

Intro- Inter-
Total Local Total state state Foreign

California. Sept 179,850 114,2(X) 57,800 35,6(() 22,200 7,850
Arizona Dec 19,822 14,975 4,847 2,355 2,492 0
Oregon. Aug. ........ . 76,530 57,260 19,270 2,650 16,620 0
Washington 29,320 1:3,700 15,620 4,29:3 11,327 0

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration. Farm Labor Development's, January 1967; and Employ-
ment and Wage Supplement's for September, October, and November 1966 and January 1967.
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Since farm labor arrangements vary widely by
crop and by area, and even from one year to the
next, the possibilities of valid generalizations on
specific matters are severely restricted. For exam-
ple, the proportions of migrancy, discussed above.
would be found only in very few crops or areas of
California. Aggregate data (estimates) need to be
supplemented by local field studies, and even these
must be regarded as having the possibility of be-
coming ephemeral very early.

Two detailed field studies were made in Cali-
fornia in 1961 and 1964 by William H. Metzler (4,
51. Notwithstanding that some changes already have
occurred mainly the termination of the bracer()
programthese studies are a valuable complement
to State and national statistical estimates for they
enable a closer view of the details of reality in
zzpecified situations.

Four tables from the Metzler studies relating to
19igrancy, composition of the labor force, and work
participation, are included herewith as tables 4 to 7.
The two countiesKern- and Stanislausare lo-
cated in San Joaquin Valley, one of the principal
agricultural areas of the nation. Notwithstanding
that both counties have had highly productive agri-
cultural industries for almost a century, no stable
system of production or labor use has evolved. The

contents of the four tables suggest some of the com-
plex of forces that motivate and propel the workers
who at one point in time have been found doing
some farmwork or are associated with such families.
In both counties. large proportions of the popula-
tions met the definition of nomnigrant for the year
and large proportions regarded that county as their
home. Yet, considering that many identified as non-
migrant and declaring the county to be their home
had been in the county only quite briefly, one has
the impression that stable work and home is a goal
more hoped for than realized. Whereas three-
quarters of the Kern County households said their
home was in that county, only 19 percent said they
owned a home there. Metzler (5, pp. 44451 de-
scribed the process of acquiring a home:
The .vatting moves: of fat m labor households in Kent
County tends to go through a number of stages. When they
first :u rive they ate likely to live in a lalsar camp of some
type. one of the latew grower association camps, a grape'
vamp, or a cabin at the headquarters of a labor contractor.
The next move is to lent a cabin or house in the farm labor
section of one of the cities or towns close to their place of
employment. The next move is to buy or build a home of
their own. Most of the howes in the lam labor sections
of eities in Kern County haVe been built by the workers
dining the slack season of the year. Although these houses
are -imple and not always well-kept. the workers express a
high degree of satisfaction with them.

TABLE 4.Migrancy of farmworkers, Kern County, 1961, by ethnic group, major employment of head,
household status, and crop specialization

(;roup
Total

workers
reporting

Migraney of workers

Local
nonmigrant

Local
Inmigrant

outmigrant Seasonal Permanent

Ethnic group:
Number Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent

: Anglo-American .. .. 330 100 54 24 21 1

1 Spanish American.... . . 175 100 58 15 24
Mexican 79 100 10 10 56 24
Negro 84 100 85 5 5 5
Other 28 100 46 15 :32

Major employment of heath
Year-round 124 100 88 9 :3

Short-term regular.. 127 100 53 29 16 2

Seasonal.. .. , . :3 :3 :3 100 42 20 33 5
Processing custom . 63 100 54 22 24
Nonfarm '.... .. .... 49 100 47 6 29 18

Household status:
Head 361 100 59 17 20
Wife 156 100 6() 16 22 2

School youth.. ....... 70 100 44 49 19 8
Nonsehool youth... 93 100 39 13 46 2

Other .. . ... .
16 100 6 56 38

Crop specialization I
Cotton only 99 100 70 15 12 :3

Potatoes only 59 100 39 20 31 10

Crapes only 43 100 42 14 21 23

Cotton, potatoes... .. ..... 48 100 40 20 40 ..
Other two crops. 114 100 49 16 :31 4

Three crops... . . ....... 99 100 43 21 33 :3

Four, five, six, seven crops ..... .. 63 100 17 21 59 .3

All workers 696 100 54 17 24 5

Source: Metzler (5, table 12, p. 40).
Does not include 171 workers. who did not engage in seasonal formwork.
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TABLE 5.Migrancy of farmworkers, Stanislaw County, 1963, by ethnic group, major employment, and
household status

Migrancy

Group
All workers

Local Seasonal inmigrant

Non-
migrant

Out-
migrant

Int ra-
state

Inter-
stae

Inter-
national

Other
inmi-
grant

Number
Ethnic group:

Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Pm-cent Percent

Anglo-American .. 437 100 :39 22 1:3 13 1:3

Spanish American .
Mexican national '...
Green-card Mexiean 2

129
198
120

100
100
100

50 12

9

10 16
IOU
88

12

5
Other 21 100 10 33 11/ 24 9 5

Major work:
General farm . .. 100 100 3:3 7 7 14 28 11

Seasonal fruit ... . ... . 403 100 32 23 13 11 13 8
Seasonal vegetable. . 245 100 8 9 2 4 82 2
Processing 5:3 100 64 13 6 7 4 6
Nonfurm.... 104 100 25 9 II 9 24 22

Family status:
Head.... . ........ 542 100 23 11 9 8 41 8
Wife.... .. ... ..... 148 100 40 99 11 11 1 15

School youth
Nonsehool youth ..

76
48

100
100

:3:3

38
29

4
19
8

17
11

9
6

Other 91 100 14 9 :3 4 74 4

All workers ... 1105 100 26 13 9 9 34 9

Souice:, Metzler (4, table In, p. 38).

' Admitted temporarily tinder P.L. 78 which terminated December 31. 1964.
:111exican nationals holding immigration visa:, under Pl. 414.

A matter interrelated with migratoriness is work
participation. Table 4 shows the propensity of
workers to be specialists in one, two, or three crops.
This is true also as the working group increases in
size and complexity, that is, teams of husband, wife,
children, other relatives, and associates. This form
of work organization tends to specialization and
vice versa. Spt ialized groups will seldom be able
to satisfy their , eferences without being migratory
to some extent. Additionally, if high emphasis is
placed upon maximum cash income, a large family
work unit has the best chance and therefore is likely
to be migratory.

The unanswered question is whether this way of
earning a maximum family cash income has any
correlation with a maximum real income net of
migration costs or with a maximum welfare income,
each member of the family considered. Perhaps
ironically, one must make a distinction between
working under compulsion as against free choice.
When housewives and school-age youths who are
not normally in the labor market for the full year
can individually choose whether and where to do
farmwork temporarily, that is a situation quite
different from that of a migratory family unit where
work is required by family necessity or by the will
of the head of the household.

Yet another influence bears upon worker special-
ization and therefore upon labor force participation:

.426

it is often termed the "stoop labor stigma" (4, pp.
68-70). It is a form of discrimination syndrome.
It is an attitude that tends to be attached to the
particularly onerous stoop jobs, such as picking
tomatoes, as against ladder picking as in peaches
But the attitude is held mainly by the Anglo-
Americans and it tends to identify with areas of
"Mexican" employment rather than crops or jobs.
The same sort of work can be "stoop" or not de-
pending upon whether or not its recent work force
has been Mexican (Mexican American or Mexican
national). Employer preference for or prejudice
against particular ethnic groups also may contribute
to migratoriness. The use of labor contractors fur-
ther enforces the stigma, for crew composition tends
to become ethnically alined with the contractor, and
when several contractors are at work on the same
faun or in the neighborhood they tend to become
ethnically homogeneous, and thus the area is
branded.

This is a facet of human behavior that obviously
has high costs, especially in labor efficiency and in
social divisiveness. It is an impellent to migratori-
ness.

Finally, piecework wage payment systems con-
tribute to work specialization. Workers who become
especially proficient in one or two jobs tend to refuse
hourly paid workanother impellent to migratori-
ness.
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Notwithstanding the many forces toward migra-
tory patterns of work response to seasonal labor
demands, the fact is that migratorincss is declining.
Machines are eliminating some of the largest sea -
sonal labor needs; short-term labor market partici-
pantsmainly school youth and housewives of local
communitiesare supplying larger proportions of
the seasonal labor demand; the growth of nonfarm
industry in rural areas has enabled more workers to
combine farm and nonfarm employment toward a
localized full year of employment.

Temporary work force participation by women
and minors and interindustry work patterns are
forms of participation. But they can be discussed
more effectively in the context of employment
categories and earnings.

Employment Categories and Earnings
According to estimates of the U.S. Department

of Agriculture, there were 3,128,000 persons who did
some farm wagework in the United States dur-
ing 1965 (6, pp. 18-21). Of this total, 1,264,000
persons did less than 25 days of farm wagework
in the year. As their average was 9 days, their
total contribution was 11,376,000 man-days. The
1,864,000 workers who worked 25 days or more
averaged 137 days -of formwork, or a total of
255,368,000 man-days. A total of 266,744,000 man-
days of labor were performed by all categories
of hired workers. If these -man-days had been
performed by regularly hired, full-time employees,
approximately 1 million would have been suffi-
cient. This comparison serves only to emphasize
that agriculture is heavily dependent upon the
work of more than 2 million persons who have no
regular full-time attachment to the industry, and
reciprocally, that agriculture does provide short-
term job opportunities to numerous persons who do
not wish to be full-time labor force participants or
are only temporarily available for formwork. -

Only approximately 3.50,000 persons worked at
least 250 days exclusively in farm wagework. At
the other extreme, the chief activity for 1,699,000
-persons was "not in the labor force," i.e., keeping
house or attending school. For 390,000 persons. farm
wagework was only incidental to nonagricultural
employment. If one assumes that those in these
three categories got approximately as much farm
employment as they wished, then the remainder
should be roughly the number of hired farmworkers
who are underemployedthose who would seek ad-
ditional employment in agriculture or in nonagri-
cultural industry. This number is roughly 1.67 mil-
lion workers, or perhaps 1 million farmworker
families.3

The duplications for policy and program that are
associated with these categorical divisions of the
farm labor force will he considered at a later stage.

3 U.S. Department of Agriculture data (6) were the basis
for these speeolationos hitt none of thrtn is to be attrilatted
to that agency.

Proportional relations and participation levels
among the employment categories undoubtedly vary
considerably by region, State. and locality. 'Yet, not
much information is available at any of these levels.
Consequently, one must rely upon national data.
supplemented as possible by local measurements.
California fortunately has a new and continuing
source of data which is a byproduct of its disability
insurance program wherein farm employers are re-
quired to report quarterly on their employment and
wages paid to individuals. The information obtained
is only that which is required for the administra-
tion of the insurance program and hence is sparse
in research content. Consequently. its content does
not match the U.S. Department of Agriculture
annual report series. Nevertheless. some reports
have been tssued by the California Department of
Employment that are useful to one wishingto=have
knowledge about the composition and participation
of the California farm labor force.

During 1964. some farm wageu ork was done by
570,875 different persons, acconang to the California
Department of Employment t7, table 11. The aver-
age level of employment for 1964 produced by this
large number of workers was 190.000, according to
the Farm Labor reports of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture. Consequently, one can generalize this
ratio to say that under the prevailing system of
labor use. it took three persons to do the work equiv-
alent of one fully employed person. This is the same
3:1 ratio as was found to apply nationally.

The California data permit classification by age
and sex, and by numbers of quarters in which some
formwork was doneeither in agriculture only or
in agriculture and fionagsicalture combined. Except
as reflected by earnings, it is not possible to know
the intensity of work within the quarter, and it is
not possible to determine the chief activity for indi-
vidual workers.

Table 8 gives the percentages of persons in each
component of the California farm labor force, as it
was in 1964. Not that farm labor appears to have

a "regular" occupation for only 19 percent of
all who did some formwork. But as will be shown
later, if the "regular" worker defined as working
only in agriculture for the same employer and being
fully employed. then the regular proportion is fur
below 19 percent. At the other extreme, one notes
the large proportions working only within one or
two quartersoverall. 47 percent. One must be cau-
tioned that this does not say they worked one or
two quarters, only that they did some formwork
within one quarter or some formwork within two
quarters. Earnings data imply that the typical one-
or two-quarter workers did relatively little work
within each time period. The large burden of the
work is carried by the three- and four-quarter
workers. Nevertheless, the short-term workers serve
a critical peak need, and reciprocally, if short-term
earnings are only supplemental to other sources of
income, they can be a valuable supplement to the
workers' welfare.
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TABLE 8.-Workers doing some formwork. California, 1964, by categories of employment
I In percentages of total number employed I

Quarters of employment in California

Category of employment One Two Thtee Four Total

All workers doing some formwork:
Males 17.5 13.2 13.7 31.5 76.0
Females 10.6 5.7 3.9 3.9 24.0

All .... 18. 17.6 35.4 1(10.0
1Vorkers doing formwork only:

Males . 16.1 8.3 7.0 17 2 187
Fowles.. 10.2 4.0 2.1 1.9 18.2

Ali 26.3 12.3 9.1 19.1 66.9
1Vorkers doing farmwork and nonfarmwork:

Males.. . 1.4 4.9 6.8 14.3 27.3
Females. .4 1.6 1.8 1.9 5.8

All 1.8 6.5 8.5 16.3 33.1

Source: Adapted hoot Ca him ma Department of Employment. 1?eseareh and Stoll Aties Report 830, No. 3, November
1966. table 7."

The overall median annual earnings for 1964 was
$662; for men, it was $1,059; for women, $254. How-
ever, with such a diverse pattern of composition
and performance, overall averages or medians are
not much use. In table 9, the medians of earnings
are presented in at.cordance with the employment
categories used in table 8. It i.s apparent -that
workers doing both farmwork and nonfarmwork
improve their labor market performance consider-
ably over those doing only farmwork, especially
toe in the one- and two-quarter groups. This is a
familiar finding. By combining sources of employ-
ment, there is a two-way effect: more total days
of employment and an increase in the number of
better-paid days. However, this difference decreases
and becomes inconsistent among the three- and
four-quarter workers. In fact, the male four-quarter
workers working in agriculture only did better than
those in the farm-nonfarm combination group-
$3.181 compared with $2,817. This suggests that the
earnings rates per day among the four-quarter
workers is about the same as between formwork
and nonfarmwork. If so, the principal contribution
of nonfarm employment is to increase the employ-
ment base rather than substitute higher for lower
paid days of employment.

The California data permit a breakdown to be
made by interemployer mobility and earnings.
Among the data reported is the number of "wage
items." (Each employer's report each quarter is an
item"; items are collated by social security account
numbers.) Workers having only one wage item
worked only one quarter and for only one employer;
workers with four wage items and working _in four
quarters very likely worked for only one employer.
Two- and three-quarter workers with two and three
wage items could have worked only for one em-
ployer but the data are not reported in such a way
as to determine this. For all persons having wage
items m excess of the number of quarters worked,
some sort of interemployer mobility is involved. As
will be seen in table 10, er.iiigs of four-quarter
workers tend to decrease as r. t remployer mobility
increases. NIaxanum earnings (median is $4,1061
for four-quarter workers in agriculture occur only
when most or all of them apparently Wor.k for only
one employer; earnings are the lowest for four-
quarter agricultui ely workers (median is $2,138)
in the maximum e:. egory of interemployer mobility,
that is, 10 or more wages items. Similar relations
hold for the combine agricultural-nonagricul-
4nral workers (botto of table 10, where five

TABLE 9.-Median earnings of workers doing some farmwork in California, 1964, by employment categories

Quarters of employment in California

Category of employment One Two Three Four Total

All workers doing farmwork only:,
Males $84 $397 $1,121 53,181 $681
Females 76 285 640 1,590 160

MI workers with combined farmwork and nonfarmwork
Males 203 469 1,130 2,817 1,602
Females 230 :374 847 1,580 838

Source: California Department of Employment. Research mid Statisticx Report MO, No. 3, November 1466. tables 15-18.
' Earnings for farmwork and nonfarmwork are not separated.
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TABLE 10.Median earnings by interemployer 1 mobility and employment category. California, 1964, mole
workers only

Quarters of employment in California

Number of wage items' One Two Three Four

Working in agriculture only:
1.

2
3 .

5. .

7. .

8 ...........
9 ...

10 or more..

Working in agriculture and nonagriculture:,
1.

:3

4
5 ...........
6.

8.

10 or more ....

...

.........

.............

$77
122
1:34
200

2

2

2

2

2

2

$194
2:38

2

2

2

2

.

$343
:354
400
472
4:30
477

1b.

2

750

$245
485
525
517
680

2

2

2

2

$1,190
885
895
892
930

1,175
1,300
1,341

.$825
1,096
1,183
1,194
1,209
1,162
1,133
1,294

$4,106
:3,293
3,025
2,814
2,853
2,157
2,1:38

.

$2,220
3,824
3,184
2,926
:3,053
2,762
2,225

Source: California Department of Employment. Research and Statistics Report 830, No. 3, tables '27 and 29.

'See text for explanation.
Medians not computed for categories with less than 50 eases in sample.

wage items would be the least a conthi:,.tion full-
time worker could haveprobably two employers).

Apparently the moral to be inferred from these
data is that if one wants to make money he should
try to get a steady job. A more significant conclusion
can be drawn, subject to_an assumption: If the inter-
employer movers do not, on the average, receive
lower wage rates (which they very likely do not)
then they apparently lose time between inter -
ec moves and at a loss rafi that increases
with the number of moves. Since the structure oi
farm employment requires interemployer mobility
if the workers needed are to be effectively employed,
the appropriate conclusion is that an efficient sys-
tem of multiple-employer arrangements is necessary.

As shown in table 8 the proportion of "regular"
farmworkers in California does not exceed 20 per-
cent. Actually, if regular is defined as being em-
ployed in agriculture only and by only one em-
ployer, the proportion oi all workers (male and
female) that were "regular" was 8 percent. Conse-
quently, 92 percent of California's farmworkers
were casual in varying degrees.

Nonfarm employment plays a substantial role in
the work program of many, especially among the
workers who are active in three or four quarters
I table 11).

The California data are not reported in a way
that enables one to determine the relative earnings
from agriculture and nonagriculture for the persons
who dill both; that is, which source of employment

TABLE 11. Percentages of all doing some farmwork
who also had nonfarmwork, California, 1964

Quarters of earnings Males Females

Percent Percent
One 8 4
Two . 37 29
Three 49 45
Four 45 52

All :36 24

Source: California Department of Employment. Research
and Statistics Report 8.30, No. 3, table 7.

is supplementary to the other? The U.S. Department
of Agriculture's national data do this and the fol-
lowing analysis is derived from it.

The percentages of the California farm labor force
that had nonfarmwork in 1964 compare closely with
the national figures for men (36 and_39 percent,
respectively, but are lower for women (24 and 32
percent I. These figures suggest that farmworkers in
California may not penetrate quite so deeply into
nonfarmwork as is characteristic nationally.

The national data (from the U.S. Department of
Agriculture) permit further analysis of interindus-
try work participation, as may be seen in tables 12
and 13. When looking at table 12, it needs to be re-
membered that of all persons doing some farm-
work there were 1,983,000 who did farmwork only
and hence are not included in the table. As is appar-
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TABLE 12.Days of work and earnings: Workers doing both formwork and nonfarmwork, United Stiffest
1965

Chief activity

Days of work and earnings Farm
wagework

Nonfarm
work

Not in labor
force

Number of workers. 177,000 390,000 501,000

Farm employment:
Days worked 165 31 33
Earnings per year. $1,250 $255 $184
Eariii:igs per day . $7.55 $8.05 $5.50

Nonfarm employment:
Days worked 54 193 57
Earnings per year. . $559 82,574 8261
Earnings per day :310.25 81:3.20 C1.50

Farm and nonfarm employment:
I)ays worked ........ , 219 225 91
Earnings per year. $1,810 $2,829 $445
Earnings per day . 88.25 $12.55 $4.85

Source: See (6, table 12).

ent, the highest average income was earned by the
390,000 persons whose chief activity was nonfarm-
work but who also did farmwork for an average of
31 days. Reciprocally, there were 177,000 persons
whose chief activity was formwork and who did an
average of 54 days of nonfarmwork. Thus, among
these two principal groups of interindustry partici-
pants, nonfarm contributors to agriculture were the

-more numerous (390,00 versus 177,000) and they
contributed more man-days to agriculture than the
farmworker did to nonagriculture (12 million versus
91/, million). This result is divergent from the
usual image which is one of farmworkers obtaining
incidental nonfarmwork, without much reverse flow,
Differing fully as much from the usual image is that
of the persons doing some farmwork but chiefly not
in the labor force. There were 1,699,000 such per-
sons in 1965 (7, table 7). Of these, 501,000 did both
types of work, and, as table 12 shows, nonfarm

employment was the heavily dominant source of
their employment.

Another view of supplementary relationships be-
tween farm and nonfarm employment is contained
ia table 13. Therein, an incidental point to be noted
is that the average income of farmworkers without
nonfarm employment was the same as those who
were chiefly unemployed. Looking at the aggregate
for all categories of work, one is drawn toward the
conclusion. that nonfarm employment is a quite
significant source of income for those who partici-
pate to some extent in the farm labor force. Yet,
allowing for the fact that the bulk of the nonfarm
earnings was concentrated in the hands of the
390,000 workers for whom it was chief activity
means that the remainder of those seriously occu-
pied were heavily dependent on agriculture. In other
words, nonfarm earnings received by the population
which has both farm and nonfarm earnings were

TABLE 13.Total earnings in formwork and nonfarniwork by workers who did both, United States, 1965

Work status

Average annuid earning Total earnings

Workers Nonfarm- Nonfarm-
Farmwork work Farmwork work

Thous. Dol. nol. Thous. dol. Thous. dol.

Farm wagework only 1,983 805 1,596,315
Chiefly farm wagework ...... 177 1,250 554 221,250 98,943
Chiefly nonfarmwork 390 255 2,574 99,450 1,003,860
Chiefly not in labor force 501 184 261 92,184 130,761
Chiefly unemployed 55 321 484 17,655 26,620

Total 2 3,106 2,026,854 1,260,184

Source: See (6, tables 11 and 12).
a Computed from the basic data.
a Work and earnings data were not estimated for 22,000 farm operators and family workers who did some farmwork

for wages.
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not broadly or evenly distributed but rather were
highly concentrated in the small population whose
principal activity was noniamwork.

To a limited extent, the California data indicate
that its employment categories and their perform-
ance are similar to the national, but with perhaps
even less reliance on supplementary nonfmwork.
It is doubtful that thc Pacific coast generally has
an integrated relationship between farm and non-
farm employment which permits the latter to be a
broadly shared supplement to low farm earnings.

Further comment on this matter is reserved for
the concluding section of this report.

Occupational Commitment of Farm
Wageworkers

The concepts and measures examined in the pre-
ceding sections were all based 'upon observations of
the populations occupying the categories of farm
employment in points of time. Our information is
sparse in this area but it is more so with respect to
the role of farm employment in occupational careers.
Is it an inherited occupation? Is it an intermediate
stage in upward occupational mobility? Or a plateau
in downward mobility?

In American agrarian-philosophy, which centered
upon the doctrine of the family farm, hired farm-
work was not considered to be a permanent occupa-
tion but an apprenticeship, the ultimate occupation
to be a self-employed farmer. But this was an
Atlantic idea and was never successfully transported
to the West, especially not to California where the
land system did not conform to the Homestead Act.

The concept of the "agricultural ladder"farm
laborer-renter-farmownerhas always been more
ideological than real. Nevertheless, entry was easy"
and a few made it. However, at this stage of history,
after decades of negative evidence, one would
scarcely expect many farm workers to say they en-
tered this Work in the expeetatior, that it was a way
to become an independent farmer. Nor are many
likely to say they deliberately chose it as an occu-
pation.

Duncan and Cowing have recently published a
paper that contributes a new dimension to knowl-
edge of the hired worker in agriculture (8). Among
their significant findings are the following (8, pp.
130 -1331:

(11 The occupation is not inherited: "Only one
itrifine farm wageworkers ... had a father who was
a farm laborer at the time the respondent was age
16."

(2) The majority, though not specified, "repre-
sent recruitment via downward intergenerational
occupational mobility. That is, the great majority
of men 20 to 64 years old employed as farm wage
workers in 1961 had fathers who were employed in
higher status occupations"; hence, "downward mo-
bility, rather than the 'inheritance of poverty' which

figures so prominently in current public discussion,
is the prevailing route to farm wagework."

(3) There is reciprocal upward mobility because
"just one in six men with the occupational back-
ground that would seem most likely to lead to this
kind of work actually accepted such employment,
while the remaining five-sixths underwent some
degree of upward mobility."

14) Casual and temporary recruitment: "The
present analysis shows that the casual component
of the farm work force is more likely to be recruited
from nonfarm origins than the noncasual Among;
men with farm background, the high raw of recruit-
ment to farm wagework at age 20-24, followed by
the precipitous drop at ages 25 and over, suggests
that even this segment includes many with only
temporary involvement in farmwork."

The authors conducted their study through the
Current Population Survey of the Bureau of thc
Census, with a questionnaire supplement. The pop-
ulation_segment to whom questions were addressed
were males who in March 1962 were 20-64 years
of age and whose longeSt employment during 1961
had been in farm wageworka population esti-
mated to be approximately 1.2 million (nationwide).

Californians having knowledge of farm labor
affairs in their State would not likely be astonished
at the findings of Duncan and Cowing as regards
the turnover of personnel. An awn,reness remains of
the ethnic succes.sion of the Chinese, the Japanese,
the Hindustanis, the Filipinos, the Mexicans (Mex-
ican Americans, Mexican immigrants, Mexican
wetbacks, Mexican braccros), the Okies and Arkies,
and most lately, the Negroes (but not in major
proportions).

California's pioneers were aware that they were
initiating a system of cultivation that would prove
to be troublesome, as was reflected in the first
biennial report of the State Bureau of -Labor Sta-
tistics, 1883-84-:

Bidwrio the one great objection to an increase of the
unskilled white labor population in California has laen.
that necessary as it was to have more help (luring the sum-
mer and harvest. the manner of husbandry in this Mate was
such as to at-sure those who labor for others, work only for
three, or at the highest five or six months during the year.
It ss is admitted to be an unnatural condition of affairs. and
on" which should be remedied, bid which, under prevailing
circumstances, could not be changed, especially as long as
Chinamen in sufficient numbers could be hired during the
busiest seasons of the year. . . . The coining of Chinamen
was tolerated and encouraged for many years. As a natural
consequence they made for themselves a place in the indus-
trial economy of the State. preventing thereby the natural
increase and provision for a white laboring population.
Employers could not expect white laborers to spring out of
the ground when the Chinese influx ceased; nor can they
now expect to remedy the evil, which a short-sighted policy
... brought upon them, without suffering the consequences.
But the great danger i4 that they are unwilling to suffer
these consequences and rather than undergo the annoyance
of a settlement which would. once for all, put the questions
of labor upon a right basis. they will look to the immediate
future and continue to encourage or begin again to encour-
age Chinese immigration. . . . If the size of their landed
estates and the mode of cultivating them preclude the em-
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ployment of civilized labor under civilized conditions, it is
better that such estates lay waste, than that they be made
the wean:. of perpetuating the coolie system.

But even though the immigration of Chinese lab-
orers ultimately stopped, and that of successor
groups as well, the change to a less "unnatural
condition of affairs" was never achieved. Perhaps
the termination of the Mexican national (bracero)
program in 1964 comes the nearest to achieving that
goal.

In 1959, this writer testified to the California
State Senate Fact Finding Committee on Labor and
Welfare with respect to subject matter closely re-
lated to occupational commitment and farm em-
ployment. A portion of the comments made are
relevant and still valid:

The typical employment relation in seasonal agriculture
is utterly barren. The man who picks or chops cotton or
does similar work in fruits or vegetables enjoys none of the
karate:: that stabilize employment relations or give the
worker any sense of identification with the employer, with
the industry, or with the work force. Very frequently, sea-
sonal farm workers do not know the names of the farmers
on whose places they have worked; not always do they
know the real name of the labor contractor who brought
them there. The worker frequently does not know whether
the farmer or the labor contractor is the actual employer.
Since the great majority of the work is done at piece rates,
neither-the contractor nor the farmer hires people as indi-
viduals. [Since 1961. under the disability insurance program,
this no longer is true.] With the work being done at piece
rates, neither farmer nor contractor is much concerned
whether a hundred boxes of tomatoes are picked by two
workers.or by ten, so long as they getepicked. In a similar
way, there is little concern whether those who are picking
today are the same as those who _picked yesterday or last
week or last year, so long as there are enough hands to get
today's job done on .time.

The foregoing remarks are intended to describe the gen-
eral and 'dominant attributes of this particular structure of
labor use; I do not mean to assess blame, nor do I mean to
imply that every individual situation has the characteristics
of the general situation. This system of labor use did not
initially evolve as a deliberate choice of present-day labor
users. In important respects, the users-are as much the vic-
tims of the system as are the workers. When the users state
that domestic workers are unreliable, they are stating a
truth. It is a truth that is inherent in the system-. It is a
consequence of the fact that temporary work in agriculture
is taken mainly by persons who chronically or intermittently
can get nothing better to do. and when something better
appears, they leave. Hence, when nonagricultural employ-
ment is high, farm workers are scarce; when other employ-
went is slack, farm workers are in surplus.

Varying episodessuch as depressions and recessions,
immigrations of underprivileged from undeveloped coun-
tries, and migrations from depressed sections of this nation
have combined with other factors such as discrimination
against age and color, the prevalence of mental and physical
ill-health, and neglected vocational rehabilitation to main-
tain a substantial population segment with very restricted
employment alternatives. Such persons find acceptance and
usefulness in agriculture; yet they can scarcely be expected
to develop a feeling of obligation to employers who show
few, if any, feelings of obligation for them.

In a somewhat obscure way, temporary farm work is as
much a conjuncture of unsolved social and economic prob-
lems as it is an employment category. The cause and effect
relationships that appear in this conjuncture are sometimes
confusing. When the workers are found to be poor or
destitute, farm wages and employment conditions are often
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blamed. Actually, the cause and effect relationship, at least
initially at the time of entry into farm work, may be more
the other way. The people have not become poor from
working in agriculture; they have become agricultural
workers because they were already poor. Thus, in the sense
of providing an opportunity for those not accepted else-
Mime, temporary farm work may be regarded as amelio-
rating poverty rather than causing it. Moreover. it is to be
noted in this connection that many individuals and groups
have made their way through temporary farm employment
and into more acceptable situations, in agriculture and else-
where. Hence. it has not been entirely a dead end.

Prospects of Unionization and Collective
Bargaining

When the bills which became the National Labor
Relations Act of 1935 were reported from com-
mittee, the Senate committee chairman said (9, p.
143):

For administrative reasons, the Committee deemed it
wise not to include under the bill agricultural workers.

And the chairman of the House committee said (9,
p. 144):

. . . the committee discussed this matter very carefully
in executive session and decided not to include agrictiltural
workers. We hope that the agricultural workers eventually
will be taken care of .. . certainly I am in favor of giving
the agricultural workers every protection, but just now I
believe in biting off one mouthful at a time. If we can get
this bill through and get it working properly, there will be
opportunity later, and I hope soon, to take care of the
agricultural workers.

On August 30, 1966, the Subcommittee on Migra-
tory Labor, Senate Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, 89th Congress, ,Second Session, reported
(10, p. 35) :

Neither Federal nor State laws provide meaningful col-
lective bargaining rights for agricultural workers. The Na-
tional Labor Relations Act specifically exempts the agri-
cultural worker from its provisions. The migratory worker
because of his brief periods of employment is particularly
hard hit by this exemption. His continuous mobility and
the rapid fluctuations and demands for farm labor detri-
mentally affect his bargaining positions... -. The benefits of
the collective bargaining rights and procedures of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act should be extended to our ci;.i-
zens employed in agriculture. ConsideratiOh should be given
to the possible desirability of new concepts which may be
more suitable to a mobile, seasonal agricultural labor force
than those afforded by the present Federal labor laws. For
example, jurisdiction standards for the National Labor Re-
lations Board could be revised to meet the special problems
of agriculture. Furthermore, a thorough review of this sub-
ject may demonstrate the need for an accelerated election
procedure as well as an administrative board which- deals
exclusively with collective bargaining rights in agriculture.

In May 1967, after 32 years, farmworkers are still
on their own. For "administrative reasons"? Be-
cause not once in 32 years was there the appropriate
time for biting off another mouthful?

Notwithstanding their exclusion from the pro-
tective rights of the National Labor Relations Act,
small-scale attempts have been made occasionally
to unionize among farmworkers. There have been



isolated instances of success in forming nucleus
union memberships. But they seldom got bargaining
recognition from employers and ultimately eroded
away. Among crop workers, the exceptional instance
was sugar and pineapple workers in Hawaii who
were organized by the independent west coast long-
shoremen. More recently, collective bargaining re-
lations for the first time have been established for
crop workers in Californiawith a few employers
associated with the grape industry of Delano, Calif.

In the absence of NLRB jurisdiction, the union
organizers could not petition for an election to de-
termine representation and there was no agency to
which charges of unfair labor practices could- be
taken for resolution. Hence, strikes and boycotts
have been the main reliance to persuade farm em-
ployers either to recognize the union directly and
voluntarily orlo agree to participate in a voluntary
election. These tactics of persuasion are abrasive
and expensive and they are vulnerable to adverie
effects upon parties not directly involved. Moreover,
they are inconclusive. Winning representation rights
does not automatically obligate the employer to
any specific form or content of bargaining; hence,
further rounds of pressure tactics, court actions, and
whatnot may be the only way to establish effective
collective bargaining.

One of the principal functions of the NLRB is to
resolve conflicts between rival unions where two or
more are contending for representation rights. At
present in the California situation the AFL-CIO's
amalgamated union and the independent Teamsters
Union are contenders. Consequently, the issue to be
resolved is likely to be a three-way oneUnion X,
Union Y, no unionwhich in the absence of pre-
existing machinery is an infinitely greater issue to
resolve than a simple two-way one union- or no
union.

These complications notwithstanding, the few suc-
cesses that have been scored in California in the
past 2 years have given great optimism to the advo-
cates of farm labor unionization. Whether this opti-
mism is warranted depends on the balance of several
forces which operate both for and against such a
development. We will consider pro and con forces
under the following headings.

Vertical Integration of Agricultural Industry

It is significant that when collective bargaining
has been established for farmworkers (that is, field
or production as distinguished from processing
workers) farm production has been allied by con-
tract or ownership to processing, handling, or man-
ufacturing. Also, in these instances, collective
bargaining has already been established in the proc-
essing segment. In integrated arrangements, there
are several kinds of opportunity for the established
unions on the processing side to influence manage-
ment's attitude with respect to fieldworkers. Con-
tractual and ownership integrationsometimes
called agri-businessis likely to increase. Cones-

quently, this development, in combination with the
strong commitment of other unions to aid the rnion-
ization of farmworkers, should be a strong prounion
factor.

Union and Public Support

More direct and vigorous roles are being taken
by AFL-CIO and constituent as well as independent
unions, by churches, and by organizations based on
civil rights, minority groups, and related causes.
Urban newspapers are tending to be more sympa-
thetic. Even though churchmen, local authorities,
and community leaders within the areas affected by
organizing attempts have appealed for noninter-
ference, outside concern and interest shows little
evidence of diminishing. External interest and action
may reasonably be expected to continue, and pos-
sibly to increase, and if so, they are likely to have
signifiCant influence upon the attitudes and actions
of both workers and employers.

ongress May Amend the National Labor
Relations Act

It is coming to be realizedby citizens generally
and by some farm employers as wellthat the bene-
fits of the NLRA are not enjoyed alone by union
organizers seeking to establish ecllective bargaining.
In the absence of a procedure under law by means
of which the legitimacy of demands for union recog-
nition can be tested in an orderly manner, the only
alternatives are pressure and force. As instruments
of determination, these are volatilethey spread
their impact widely upon other than the direct
parties, and they can readily, become disruptive and
possibly violent. Consequently, there is substantial
general interest in having available a lawful pro-
cedure -to determine if a collective bargaining or-
ganization exists. Senate bill 1866 of the 89th
Congress, introduced in April 1965, would amend
the National Labor Relations Act to remove the
present exclusion of farmworkers. In hearings held
by the Senate Subcommittee on Migratory Labor
in the latter part of 1965 and early 1966, the various
farm organizations offering testimony were opposed,
with very few exceptions. Nevertheless, the subcom-
mittee's conclusion was affirmative as seen in the
quotation ill the beginning of this section.

Moreover, Senator Murphy of California in his
individual statement as a minority member of the
subcommittee -seems not seriously to disagree with
the majority conclusion, for after discussing some
of the technical differences between farm and fac-
tory employment, he coreludes (10, p. 35) :

These questions are not insoluble. I have no doubt that
the Congress, once alerted to the complexities of the situa-
tion, could provide workable guidelines for collective bar-
gaining by farmworkers while at the same time preserving
freedom of choice and equality of bargaining power. But
thr situation calls for careful analysis and good judgment,
and not a headlon ash to apply to agriculture a legislative
scheme which ne,,is special tailoring to avoid a misfit
which would be more of a hindrance than a help.
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Even if the legislative outcome is ultimately
affirmative, action is not likely to be rapid. Neither
the prospect of labor relations legislation nor the
forces and influences mentioned above are likely to
generate a momentum parallel with those in steel,
automobiles, or coal mining during the 1930's. On
the contrary, it seems reasonable to believe that the
constraints will be substantial and that no great
wave of farm labor unionization is in prospect. Some
of the more apparent constraints are considered
beloW.

Farm Employment Will Continue to he
Predominantly in Small-Scale, Broadly

Scattered Unite

Although average size of farm has rapidly and
consistently risen, employment per unit is not fol-
lowing the same trend. due mainly to the advance
of technology. Employment in large numbers per
farm unit seldom octu:s except in temporary har-
vest periods. 'Farms having 5 or more year-round
hired menusually dairies, stock ranches, or
poultry farmsare few and exceptional. Small units
and distance as well as close relations with a work-
ing employer are obstructive to union organization.

Seasonal Workers Are Not Generally Responsive
to Unionization Appeals

Many expect not to be permanently in formwork
and do not regard an improved future in farm labor
as a goal worth striving for. Those who are resolved
to a future in farm laborwhich inevitably means
mostly older, less educated, and otherwise handi-
capped personsare typically neither well prepared
nor strongly motivated toward purposeful collective
action.

High Cost of Organization Without NLRA
or Similar Coverage

If farm labor continues to be excluded from stat-
utory coverage, efforts to obtain recognition as
bargaining agent and to obtain agreements will have
to depend upon force and pressure, which are ex-
pensive and uncertain. Therefore efforts to organize
will likely be restricted -to selected situations in
which the prospects of success appear most favor-
able.

-Administrative and Legal Frictions Under NLRA
Coverage

Even if statutory labor relations coverage were
soon to be available there would be frictions to its
rapid and widespread use. If the coverage were to
be under the present legislation, considerable adap-
tations would be required to accommodate to the
particular features of farm employment, including
such matters as the appropriate bargaining unit and
the eligibility of voters. Court action is likely to be
involved, as well as evolution of administrative
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procedures. On the other hand. if the coverage were
to be in different legislation specialized to agri-
cultural employment, along the lines implied by the
report of the Senate subcommittee, the pace of
uuiization would not likely be any more rapid, for
the backlog of administrative experience and court
decisions under the NLRA will probably not be
directly relevant. Time will be required to develop
procedures and practices in accord with the author-
ity of such a statute. Consequently, either way it
goes, taxing demands upon the time and resources of
the principal parties as well as upon the adminis-
trative agency seem to be unavoidableassuming,
of course, that farm employers continue to oppose
collective bargaining.

The assessment that seems reasonable to me is to
expect a new and more broadly supported stride in
the development of fannworkers unions and collec-
tive bargaining, but under very substantial con-
straints. Initiary, and perhaps for many years. the
pattern will be quite spotty, Even so, the total im-
pact of limited unionization may very well be
greater indirectly than directly. Farm organizations
are already increasing their appeals to members to
upgrade employment practices -and conditions as a
deterrent to union organization.

Defiin.ng the Relations Between Poverty
and Farm Employment; Distinguishing
Antipoverty Approaches

From the sorts of evidence considered heretofore,
one can scarcely avoid concluding that doing form-
work for wages is unlikely to be a permanently-
satisfactory occupation for most of those who, do it.
The 40,725 California male workers who in 1964
were employed during some or all of four quarters
by the same employer and earned a median income
of $4;106 were most probably career farmworkers.4
But for each male in this category, there were nine
other males who did some formwork in California
but whose participation was casual in varying
degrees. These varying degrees of casuality can be
classified into several categories. For onr. why was
the median earnings of the 24,550 males working in
four quarters at formwork exclusively, but for mul-
tiple employers, only $2,138?5 These are year-round
farmworkers trying to piece together a year-round
income from a series of temporary jobs but earning
only approximately one-half what the steady job
workers earn. They apparently are losing a great
deal of time between jobs. Except as they may
individually be able to develop less casual farm job
arrangements, most of these (especially the younger

' Quite possibly this category includes some skilled and
professional workers who were employed on large farms.
Occupational skill categories are rarely used in statistics of
farm labor.

'Median earnings for four-quarter workers declined con-
tinuously with increased interemployer mobility.



ones) are likely to move into stable nonfarm occupa-
tions, when and as possible.

What of the males who worked in only three
quarters, either entirely in agriculture or in a combi-
nation of farm and nonfarm jobs? There were 73,575
of these, with median earnings of approximately
$1,100. A reasonable hypothesis about this group is
that they are adult full-year labor force participants
who were unable to get work in all four quarters.
But this is found not to be wholly true; of 37,350
three-quarter workers employed only in fannwork,
approximately one-fourth were 21 years and under.
A substantial proportion of them were apparently
doing part-time work while in school, as well as
temporary part- or full-time work in nonschool
months.

In the one- and two-quarter groups, one would
expect to find a dominance of youth: The data con-
firm that this tends to be true but not strikingly so..
The number of males aged 22 to 50 in the one- and
two-quarter employment groups in agriculture ex-
clusively exceeds slightly the number aged 16
through 21 years. Altogether, there were approxi-
mately 70,000 males in the age range of 22 through
59 who did sonic formwork in California in 1964 but
were in the State's employed labor force only in one
or two quarters. What persons are these and what
are the circumstances of their farm Iftbor participa-
tion? Some may be interstate migrants; some may
be the "wino" or "skid row" types (including former
doctors, lawyers, professors, and politicians) whose
downward occupational mobility has about reached
the bottom. But these explanations should not ac-
count for the majority of so large a total.

Presumably, most of the males under 22 and-all
females working only in one or two quarters are
supplementing other sources of income rather than
trying to earn an entire annual income. As their
participation is low, so are their earnings. Neverthe-
less, this segment may be one of the most satisfied
with formwork. Short-term employment, with easy
entry, in the out-of-school season is not readily
found elsewhere.

The data that are available and the speculations
based upon them do not provide satisfactory
answers to important questions as regards the inter-
ests and income needs of different segments of the
conglomerate of persons who "did some wagework
on tams." But even so limited an examination as
one is able to conduct of the components of this
conglomerate serves well enough to warn against
broad generalizations on the situation and needs of
"tl e farmworker." Equally it should serve to warn
ag inst universal antipoverty policy and program
ap noodles. As has ',nen argued previously, while
th re is an exceptionally close association between
fa n labor employment and poverty status, it is not
pr per to assume that doing formwork has made
pe ple poor.

ince agriculture provides our major open-entry
job opportunity, it follows that the reward level

lwage rates. privileges, etc.) is low and that the
entrants are those who have poor alternatives eke-
where. However, the conditions that have restricted
entry into non-farm occupations are frequently
temporary or removable. With the attainment of
adult age, with acquisition of work experience, with
more education or occupational training. and with
more knowledge of local job markets (by relocation
migrants 1 , upward occupational mobility can and
does occur. Also the oppositedownward mobility
can and does occur when unmet mental and physical
health needs, including the need for occupational
rehabilitation and job training, are obscured as
being normal to farmworkers and neglected by the
agencies upon which such persons must rely.

If it were to be public policy to reduce, perhaps
to minimize, the association between farm employ-
ment and poverty, then there are two avenues of
approac;., to be considered. These are not alterna-
tives; the questions are not on the choice but on the
balance of emphasis.

One approach goes to the matter of improving
the occupational competence of the persons, as
persons. who would prefer to qualify for a nonfarm

occupation. The other approach concerns the char-
acteristics and performance of the farm labor
marketshould it be made to produce better income
results for some or all of its participants, even at
the cost of reducing the numbers of those partici-
pants?

The first approach (improving personal compe-
tence) involves essentially one clientele facet of the
general antipoverty or equal opportunity programs.
The attack upon remediable perSonal deficiencies
should not he different in content for persons cur-
rently being farmworkers.. But it may have to be
quite different in technique of administration be-
cause of the instability, scatter, incohesion, and
inarticulation of eligible farmworker populations.
Nothing in this approach should be done to increase
occupational commitment to agriculture. Housing
and training, for examples, if they have a particular
relation to agriculture, should be considered under
the farm labor market approach.

To the extent that general antipoverty programs
succeed in overcoming personal disabilities, they
will decrease the supply of lober available to agri-
culture. Thereupon, if historical precedent holds,
there will be urgent demands by organized farm
employers to relax border controls m alien contract
labor. Were these demands to be,met, an abundance
of low-opportunity lalio'r would nullify the market
pressures toward income and welfare improvement
for farmworkers. High-level unemployment in the
national economy would do the same thing.

What will happen depends very heavily upon
whether the Federal Government, succeeds in main-
taining its recent policy reversal as to its obligation
to supply farmers with workers. During World War
II, an an emergency measure, procurement of sup-
plemental foreign farm labor (with very few re-
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straints upon farm employers' own terms) became
an obligation of government. That obligation was
allowed to stand, through a series of temporary leg-
islative extensions, until 1965. In the 21/2 years since
the lapse of Public Law 78 permitting the import
of Mexican labor, the Secretary of Labor has re-
sisted great pressures to continue importation under
discretionary administrative authority even though
the- Congress, by not extending P.L. 78 beyond
1964, had established a contrary policy. Why for-
eign farm labor importation was permitted for
nearly two decades after other war emergency
programs were terminated is a saga of political
duplicity.

The borders have not been tightly sealed. Entries
in small numbers and under restricted conditions
are still occurring.

If present foreign farm labor policy holds and if
anti-poverty programs achieve their explicit and
implicit objectives and if the country can be kept
prosperousthen the insulation of farm labor from
the general labor markets should diminish. Farmers
will increasingly have to come into a state of compe-
tition for their labor supply.

Under this projection farm wages should rise in
relation to the general wage structure and the aver-.
age amount of employment received per worker also
may rise, thereby decreasing the interrelation be-
tween poverty and farmwork. But, as will be dis-
cussed subsequently, this direction of change could
decrease the total numbers employed, thereby in-
creasing the burden of relief and rehabilitation upon
the community at large; which is to say that State
relief administrations will not be .ble to depend so
heavily upon farin employment to absorb some of
their relief load.

Possibilities of Improving the Structure
and Functioning of Farm Labor Markets

It is a euphemistic exaggeration to refer to the
employment relations involved in farm labor as a
"market." At the minimum, a market should be
coextensive in space or function with a set of sup-
ply-demand relations which interactively move
toward an equilibrium adjustment through the
mechanism of price. These Pare not the character-
istics of farm employment.° In employment situa-
tions which can appropriately be called labor mar-
kets, there are stable employment relations between
individual demanders and suppliersthrough pay-
roll identifications, job classifications, pension
rights, seniority righti, and the like. Incremental
changes in demand and supply can be approximately
estimated, especially if there is the bilateralism of
collective bargaining. In farm employment, these

One ., a recent empiric tests of this was the behavior
of wage . and employment in California after the
termination 01 the bracero pregram.
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features are most rare. Rather, farm employment is
dominantly a scene of disorder and uncertainty.

Reducing the redundancy of labor supply through
measures discussed in the preceding section is a first
step toward achieving orderliness and stability in
farm employment. Then there are supplemental
actions that could be undertaken by and through
government to contribute further to reducing dis-
order and inefficiency in farm manpower use. These
actions will eliminate or reduce the discriminatory
exclusions of farm labor from national labor policy.
The implied consequences are more reliable and
regular employment for some, displacement of
many, and higher wages and incomes and a nearer
approach to a stable occupation for the survivors
and their replacements.

Labor Relations

Farmworkers were excluded from coverage under
the NLRA for a very simple reason: They had no
political power and others who had political power
did not want to have any farm labor unions. As was
outlined above, the protection of the rights of
organization and of collective bargaining will not
guarantee results. Nonetheless, only injustice is
served by continuing to withhold laboi relations
privileges from a population segment most in need
of them. This matter is particularly relevant to
California where much of farm employment is in
-large units and often is arranged through contrac-
tors or other intermediaries.

Waxes

The most broadly accepted arrangements for de-
termining wages are by collective bargaining or by
free market forces. Nevertheless, governmental de-
termination of. minimum rates through the Fair
Labor Standards Act (FLSA) has had a prominent
role in the American economy. Even though agri-
culture has been one of the nation's most serious
areas of wage deficiency, it has been excluded from
FLSA coverage until 1967. Now, under the 1966
amendments, a minimum (actually, a subminimum)
wage provision from which small farms are exempt
will apply to larger farms, most of which are al-
ready paying well in excess of the applicable mini-
mum, initially $1 per hour. Effective application in
the first year at the $1.per hour level may not exceed
3 percent of those who work on farms; in the second
and third years, at $1.15 and $1.30, respectively,
the proportion of workers to whom the law effec-
tively applies should increase modestly.

At the present level of minimum wage for farm
labor there will be no more than a few incidental
instances of effective application in Washington,
Oregon, and California because the average wage
level is already approximately 50 percent above the
statutory minimum (tables 14, 15). California .has
numerous farms too large to be exempt from cov-
erage and here the main impact of the law will re-



TABLE 14.-Form wage rates, United States and selected States, October 1. 1950 -66'

Year Arizona Washington Oregon California
Pacific

States 2 United States

1966. ... . 51.13 $1.51 $1.42 $1.55 $1.53 $1.07
1965 1.05 1.40 1.34 1.43 1.42 .98
1964 1.00 1.35 1.30 1.34 1.34 .92
1963 .95 1.34 1.28 1.31 1.31 .90
1962 ...... . .94 1.31 1.24 1.28 1.28 .87
1961.... .. ..... . .91 1.29 1.21 1.27 1.26 .84
1960 .90 1.26 1.18 1.22 1.22 .82
1959 .89 1.25 1.15 1.18 1.19 .81
1958 .86 1.24 1.15 1.14 1.15 .80
1957 .82 1.22 1.13 1.12 1.13 .76
1956 .83 1.20 1.11 1.11 1.12 .74
1955 .81 1.16 1.07 1.06 1.07 .70
1954.. ... ........ .76 1.13 1.05 1.04 1.05 .68
1953 .75 1.10 1.07 1.04 1.05 .70
1952 .74 1.10 1.07 1.04 1.05 .69
1951 .69 1.08 1.04 .98 .99 .66
1950 .64 .97 .97 .91 .92 .59

Source: U.S. Department of Agrleulture. Statistical Reporting Service. Farm Labor. Current issues.
' Composite late per hour.
'Washington, Oregon, and California.

TABLE 15.--4arm wage rate differentials from
United States average, selected States, October,
1950-66

111.5. average for each year = 1001

Year
Califor-

nia Arizona
Wash-
ington Oregon

1966 145 106 141 133
1965 146 107 143 137
1904 146 109 147 141
1963 146 106 149 142
1962 147 108 151 143
1961 151 108 154 146

149 110 154 144
1959. 146 110 154 142
1958 143 108 155 144
1957 148 108 159 149
1956 150 112 161 149
1955 151 116 166 153
1954 15:3 112 166 154
1953 149 107 157 152
1952 151 107 159 155
1951 148 105 164 158
1950 154 108 164 164

Source: Computed from table '14.

late to low-producing piece-rate workers. Washing-
ton and Oregon will not very likely have much
effective application because of small size farms
and short peak working seasons. The most effective
impact in this region should occur in Arizona, where
average wage rates are nearer to the minimum and
large farms occur with sufficient frequency to have
a significant amount of eligibility.

The low level of effective application is a result of
the high exemption limit and the low minimum
wage. In the low-wage regions where the minimum
is higher than prevailifig wages, most farms are
exempt from coverage because they are small. In

the areas of larger farms, where coverage is more
extensive, prevailing wage rates are likely to exceed
the statutory minimum. Consequently, the impact
of present legislation upon the national farm wage
structure is not likely to be very great. If it turns
out that effective application in the South and
Southeast is at all significant, then the legislation
may help to reduce long-standing regional wage
differences.

How much more could and should be accom-
plished by a more rigorous minimum wage law-a
higher minimum and broader coverage? Should
statutory wage minimums be the way to close wage
differences between States and regions? Is minimum
wage the appropriate means for reducing or elimi-
nating wage differences between farm and nonfarm-
work, allowing for interregional differences in pre-
vailing nonfarm wage levels?

Although these questions-basically what goal is
expected of a statutory minimum wage-are inter-
esting- for economic analysis, the fact is they are
hypothetical and'irrelevant except within the range
up to the prevailing general statutory minimum. It
would probably be difficult to obtain much agree-
ment as to what purpose is expected to be served by
the national minimum wage, law in. a full employ-
ment economy. Nevertheless, it would seem quite
foolish to expect Congress to abolish the established
program because its purpose could not be agreed
upon, and even more foolish to expect that it would
agree upon amendments to raise the general mini-
mum high enough to become an active determinant
of national wage levels.

For many and various reasons, the national mini-
mum wage is broadly held to have high value and
those who are excluded have strong feelings of
inequity. Consequently, inequality of treatment
under the law is by itself a sufficient justification
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to commit agriculture to a gradual but firmly
scheduled transition to full coverage at the standard
minimum wage tinder the national act.

The maximum hours and overtime provisions of
the FLSA do not readily accommodate to the neces-
sary work patterns of agriculture; hence, there
appears to be justification for exempting farm-
workers from these provisions.

A statutory minimum wage should carry only a
supplementary duty in a comprehensive approach
to raising wages and incomesthe primary reli-
ances being upon improvement of the worker and
his alternatives and upon effective farm labor "mar-
ket" performance. Successful administration of
(for example) a $2-per-hour statutory minimum in
the presence of an abundant labor supply willing to
work for $1 per hour will be abrasive and vulner-
able. With market forces leading the way, a statu-
tory minimum wage that is higher and has more
coverage than presently provided can be useful in
bringing up the bottom.

Rural Manpower Service

Even though mechanization and technological
change will undoubtedly continue to reduce total
manpower requirements, there will still be consid-
erable short peaks of seasonal employment. If sup-
ply of manpower available -to agriculture becomes
desaturated by success in antipoverty programs and
border restrictions, oifficulties may be encountered
in recruiting sufficient short-term workers. In the
past, farm employers have taken a quite impassive
attitude about their prospective needs because they
have come to expect government help, if necessary,
in obtaining workersmainly from interstate re-
cruitment or from abroad. In the future, both farm
employers and government ought not to rely upon
past methods to solve the seasonal labor needs of
agriculture. Without the negative recruitment force
of poverty, temporary and casual labor needs of
agriculture are not likely to be supplied by persons
whose interest is in regular full-time employment.
Notwithstanding the allegations- about migrants
that they prefer the life"they like to follow the
sun," "they like the open road," etc.the fact is
that few stay with it when an alternative appears.?

To satisfy temporary labor needs, it will appar-
ently be necessary to concentrate more heavily upon
temporary labor market participants as prospects.
More attention will need to be centered on local
labor resources, and radical changes will need to be
made in recruitment approaches. At the base, farm
employers' attitudes need to change from "it's your
privilege to get work here and if you don't like how
it is, beat it" to attitudes and actions much more
-affirmative.

' Some migratory workers (adult male heads of family
included) say they do not want to be tied down to a steady
job, but this sometimes may be rationalization to the im-
probability of obtaining one. See (5, pp. 57-88).
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The labor resources being referred to are women
whose major activity is at home, school youths,
retired men and women, and persons who can find a
combination of farmwork and nonfarmork. The
positive recruitment referred to could include some
or all of the following: Affirmative and early con-
tact; arrangement of crew organization and super-
vision; minor skill training; transportation, housing;
sanitation in field, drinking water, meals; planning
and possibly rearranging of work to the physical
capabilities of this category of workers.

In the past, government manpower services in
rural areas have generally been limited to the Fed-
eral-State Farm Placement Services. It has been a
restricted program centering upon recruitment under
prevailing wages and conditions, thereby giving
sanctuary to farmers against the need of improve-
ment in the terms and conditions of employment.

As Robert C. Goodwin, Administrator of the
Bureau of Employment Security, said in his remarks
at the National Farm Labor Conference, San Fran-
cisco, January 10, -1967:

.. there is a need for a dose look at our present approach.
A service program limited solely to the placement of workers
can no longer satisfactorily deal with the problems which
many of these workers face. To meet their employment
needs, the farm labor service program must include sup-
porting sell ices of the same sort available in urban areas.
This means job development. selective placement of workers
needing special assistance. and referral to both farm and
non-farm training opportunities. It is also imperative that
counseling and testing facilities he made available to these
workers. Only in this way can we properly assist them in-
preparing thembelves to meet changing conditions of em-
ployment in rural areasr--

If there were to be a comprehensive Rural Man-
power Service in place of the present Farm Place-
ment Service, it could contribute to new 'horizons
of development of rural manpower resources. Some
were mentioned by Mr. Goodwin. By being able to
serve employer and worker clienteles in all rural
industries, including agriculture, the service per-
Sonnel would be able to help workers who wanted
it, to develop local annual work programs composed
of several farm jobs or a combination of farm and
nonfarm jobs. As the Farm Placement Service now
operates, its procedures are generally in conflict with
this sort of local annual work plan development.
Instead, their "annual worker plan" is an annual
migratory routing scheme. It is possible, also, that
employers may be interested in a group approach
to hiring as in the instance of the Mexican nationals
and the Puerto Ricans, in which case a rural man-
power service could be especially effective because
of its having organized groups with which to ar-
range its functioning.

A positive rural manpower attitude could even
go far enough with respect to rural development to
substitute for prevailing dismal assumptions that
the only thing for unemployed and underem-
ployed rural people to do is pack off to some
metropolis, With the prospect of assembling an
effective labor forcecombined with more affirma-



tive attitudes and actions with respect to rural
location of industrydoesn't it appear realistic to
believe that alternatives can be created as between
city and country? Moreover, if Fuller is right (11.
pp. 16 -17) cities are becoming obsolete as the scene
for handling, processing, warehousing, and trans-
shipping of physical goods; and hence, ere long, if
this nation does not do some forward thinking, it
may soon be expending prodigious sums of public
and private money to reverse its passively assumed
solution that the rural poverty problem was to be
solved by moving into the city.

(1)

(2)

(3)
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Chapter 25

Migratory Agricultural Workers in the Eastern
Seaboard States

OLAF F. LARSON, professor of rural sociology, Cornell University

Introduction

Migratory agricultural- workers in the eastern
seaboard States make up one of the three major-
streams of such workers in the United States. The
other two are often identified as the midcontinent
and the west coast streams. Migratory farmworkers
are generally defined as those who change their
place of abode across county lines in order to en-
gage in seasonal farmwork. However, special situ-
ations in some work locations have resulted in a
modification of this definition in some of the studies
used for this report.

This report is primarily concerned with the hired
workers and their family members who "follow
the crops" on a seasonal basis in the 17-eastern sea-
board States from Florida to Maine. It is especially
concerned with the interstate seasonal agricultural
workers in what has been designated as the Atlantic
coast stream, extending from Florida to New York.

Comprehensive field studies involving interviews
with representative samples of migratory workers,
crew leaders, and employers in New York State in
1957, 1958, and 1959 are the source of much of the
information on workers and their families given in
this report. These studies were made by the Cornell
University Agricultural Experiment Station, New
York State College of Agriculture, in cooperation
with the Economic Research Service (and predeces-
sors), U.S. Department of Agriculture. Special
analyses of data from records made available by
New York State agencies assigned regulatory re-
sponsibilities for seasonal farm labor have provided
supplemental and updated information. Use has
also been made in this report of the results of other
published research on migratory farmworkers and
of agency and legislative reports.

Organization of the Atlantic Coast Stream
of Interstate Seasonal Agricultural Workers

Workers typically move into and out of migra-
tory farmwork during a year and from year to year.
Travel from one work location to another during
a year may total 2,000 miles or more. Along with
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bad weather, crop loss, arrival before jobs are
ready, and labor utilization practices that cause
loss of worktime, there tends to be an extended
slack period annually between the fall harvest
peaks in the Northern States and the seasonal pick-
up of farm labor requirements in Florida. Never-
theless, more than 10 years ago one of the com-
petent students of farm labor in the United States
wrote, "The market for migratory labor on the
Atlantic coast has been organized to a greater ex-
tent than that of any other large area in the
country" (5, p. 62).1 The comparatively systematic
movement can be explained partly In terms of
geography. But, said Metzler, part of the expla-
nation rests in "a concerted effort to get the avail-
able supply of labor to the right places at the right
time" (5, p. 55).

The origins of this concerted effort may be traced
to steps taken by the State employment services
and by farm labor supervisors from the Atlantic
coast State agricultural extension services during
the World War H period. The fundamental prin-
ciples worked out-then have continued in operation.
State and Federal employment services, the crew
leader system, farm employers, and growers' asso-
ciations have all contributed toward developing
and continuing what Metzler described as com-
paratively "a highly efficient method of handling-
migratory labor" (5, p. 61), despite all the uncer-
tainty connected with it.

Occupational Patterns of Interstate Migrants

Studies in New York over a 3-year period pro-
vide little support for the notion that the Atlantic
coast migratory labor stream is made up largely of
"professionals" who make a life career out of
"following the crops" (3).

Heterogeneity and mobility are both character-
istic of the workers in the stream at any one time.
One-sixth or more, each year, were under 20 years
of age. For these young workers in the migrant
stream, attending school was the leading main

' Italic numbers in parentheses indicate references listed
at the end of this paper.



activity during the preceding 12 months for males
and females alike.

Up to one-fourth of the workers were females
aged 20 and over; although working in crops was
the leading main activity for adult women during
the year preceding the studies, less than half of
these women had this type of work as their main
activity. Next in frequency was "keeping house,"
reported by at least one-fourth of the migrant
women workers as their main activity over a year.

Adult males (aged 20 and over predominated,
accounting for about three out of every five
workers. Among these adult males, about half hoc
working in crops as their main activity over the -12
months preceding the studies. Some type .. f non-
formwork was the main activity for about 30 per-
cent of the adult men.

Thus, for the migrant worker group as a whole,
less than half had working in crops as the main
activity during the years under investigation.

A high rate of turnover among workers prevails
in the A tlantic coast stream. About one-fourth of
the workers in all 3 study years were in their first
year in interstate seasonal work. About half had
first entered the ii.*Prstate stream within 3 years.
Roughly 30 percent had started migrant work at
least 9 years earlier. There is, as might be expected,
a close relationship between age of workers and
the year in which they began migratory farmwork,
with larger percentages of younger than of older
workers being recent entrants into the migrant
stream. Among the older workersthose aged 45
and over, who made up about one-fifth of the total
numberabout half started their migrant work at
least-9 years earlier. The information available does
not indicate the proportion of these workers who
continued migratory formwork regularly-during at
least part of each year after first entry.

The concerted efforts to organize the Atlantic
coast migratory labor stream are affected by the
fact that a minority of the workers are "career"
migrants and that crop work is not the main activ-
ity of the year for more than half of those who enter
the interstate movement.

Placeof-Work Patterns

.1nformation about the geographic mobility of
migrants in the course of a year is offered by the
Now York studies. The main body of the New York
migratory work force starts its yearly northward
trek from Florida; this was true for 61, 72, and 70
percent, respectively, for the 3 years included. Most
of the remainder winter in nearby Southern States.
In this study, a "location" was defined as a stop of
1 or more days for the purpose of working or for
other activity not a part of travel. Since each sepa-
rate stop at a given location within a 12-month
period of study was counted as a "location," the
same geographical locality visited twice within the
year counted as two locations. Workers might, for
example, start at a "home base" in Florida and

return to the same location. Although generally the
locations are work locations, for some a location
was to attend school, to do nonfarmwork, or to
"keep house."

The workers had lived in an average of 2.5 States
and in an average of 3.3 locations during the 12
months preceding interview. The averages were the
same for each of the 3 years. The most frequent
pattern found the migrants in three location in two
States. This modal pattern generally held for both
males and females and for all ages. Some migrants
worked for more than one farmer at a work location.

More than half of the workers reported .1 two-
State pattern, nearly one-third reported three
States, about 10 percent reported four or more
States, and not more than 2 percent had locations in
five or more States.

About two out of five workers reported three
locations over a year's work history. About one-
fourth had two locations. About one-fifth had four
locations. Five locations 'sere reported next most
frequently. Not more than 5 percent of the workers
had six or more locations during a year.

The place-of-work patterns found in 1957, 1958,
and 1959 for migrants working in New York State
correspond closely with the patterns found earlier
by-Metzler in his study of migratory farmworkers
based in the Belle Glade area of Florida (5, pp.
25-27).

Travel time and length of time away from home
location

The New York workers reported an average of 5
days annually spent in travel time from one work
location to another. This average held for each of
the 3 years of the study, although there were some
variations for different age-sex categories. The
average, however, is lowered by including the first-
year migrants. Travel time was undoubtedly less
for6 those who traveled directly from their home
base to New York and returned than for those who
had a larger number of work locations during the
year.

Adult workers aged 20 to 44, both men and
women, averaged approximately 85 days in New
York State annually, although there was up to 10
days' variation in this average for specific age and
sex categories. For workers who had only New York
and a home base,location, this average would leave
275 days in nonmigrant status each year. Many
workers, of course, spent more than 3 months of the
year in New York. Further, there were workers who
spent the greater part of the year away from their
winter "home location."

More travel time and a longer length of stay
away from home were reported in Metzler's Belle
Glade, Fla., study made in 1953. One reason is that
his sample consisted largely of workers whose
winter residence was in the Belle Glade area, all
of whom had done migrant work outside the area
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in the preceding 12 months. For these workers, crew
members averaged almost 8 days in travel; noncrew
members averaged less than 6 days (5, p. 70). The
workers averaged about 200 days in Florida, com-
pared with 155 days on the trip north. Two-thirds
of the crew workers spent less than 150 days away
from their home location as compared with 54 per-
cent of the noncrcw workers (5, pp. 28-29).

Labor Crews, Families, and Individuals as
Organizational Units

The crew system plays an important part in the
migratory labor movement along the Atlantic coast
(5, pp. 55-62). A crew is defined as a group of
workers headed by a crew leader (or labor con-
tractor), who recruits the members of the crew and
negotiates with employers concerning the conditions
of employment. The crew leader may transport or
supervise workers. He may manage a farm labor
camp or operate a commissary in the camp. A crew
leader may technically be the employer who hires
the workers.

Typically, each spring the crew leader, in Florida
or some other location in the South, reorganizes his
crew or recruits a new one for the movement north
in migrant status. The crew then moves location-
by-location northward and back c: may go to a
single location and return. Crews eummonly are
disbanded in the fall when the work away from the
home base has been completed. For those who do
harvest, work in the Florida winter location, jobs
tend to be obtained on a day-to-day basis under
the day-haul arrangement (5, p. 17; 2, p. 6).

Some workers in the migratory stream do not
join crews, having developed their own work con-
tacts (for some on a regular year-to-year basis) or
preferring to look for their own jobs. However, only
19 percent of the workers in the New York 1957
midseason study had done no crop work under a
crew leader during the preceding 12 months (3,
p. 45). This is in genere agreement with Metzler's
study; he fourd that twothirds of the workers who
moved north from the Belle Glade area of Florida
did so as members of crews (5, pp. 27-28). In gen-
cud, the longer the distance and the larger the
number of work locations, the larger the proportion
of workers who moved as crew members (5, p. 28).
Recent entrants into the migrant stream more fre-
quently are crew members than are workers with a
longer history of migratory work experience (5,
p. 191. The New York studies show that reliance on
a crew leader increases with the number of migrant
workers_utilized by a farmer.

Crews vary greatly in size, stability, and com-
position of membership. In excess of 300 labor con-
tractors for migrant workers were registered in New
York State during 1966. They anticipated crews
ranging in size from 5 to 370 workers. The average
crew size in the State in 1966 was reported to be 29
workers, fewer than the previous year (7, 1966, p.
17), Some crews are broken up into smaller work
units in a given work location or at different times
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in a work location, depending upon arrangements
made by the crew leader with individual employers.
A study of 53 crew leaders in New York in 1953
showed a range of 6 to 165 crew members, with an
average of 43.

Crews in the Atlantic coast stream typically add
and lose members during the season. For example,
of 30 persons in Florida vho had led cres north,
two-thirds of the members of the crews were re-
cruited in Florida and the rest during the trip north.
Two-thirds of the workers recruited in Florida
stayed with the crew throughout the season, on the
average. At the time of greatest size, crews averaged
one-third more members than at the time of leaving
Florida (5, p. 56). Crop and working conditions in-
fluence crew stability along with other factors such
as preference and work customs of individual
workers and labor pirating practices by crew
leaders.

Some crews, especially small ones, may have one
or more family groups as the core, possibly supple-
mented by single persons. Other crews may be com-
posed entirely or largely of individuals unattached
to families. The unattached individuals are pre-
dominantly men, but there are also women in this
category.

Although a large number of families were repre-
sented, unattached individuals made -up 50 percent
or more of the workers included in the New York
studies over a 3-year period. In some instances, cer-
tain members of the family unit remain at the home
location while the °thus take part in migrant work
(5, pp. 16-17).

Number of crews
Not all States require the registration of crew

leader, Federal Farm Labor Contractor Regis-
tration Act, which became effective January 1, 1965,
applies to persons who, for a fee, recruit or perform
other specified functions for 10 or more migrant
workers, excluding the contractor's immediate fam-
ily, at any one time in any calendar year for inter-
state agricultural employment. New York, which
instituted registration in 1954, requires such regis-
tration of labor contractors regardless of the num-
ber of persons involved. In 1966, 344 contractors
were registered under the New York law, including
less than 50 who planned to engage only in day-
haul operations (8, 1966, p. 23).

Some picture of the extent of the crew leader sys-
tem is given by the results of the annual recruit-
ment efforts conducted each spring in Florida by
the farm employment representatives of the em-
ployment services of the Atlantic Coast States. In
1966, for example, 630 crew leaders were interviewed
there to fill orders placed by employers outside of
Florida for workers during the season (7, 1966, p.
18). These crew leaders do not account for all crews
originating in Florida, since some crew leaders and
employers make their arrangements directly with
each other; also, some crews originate in States
other than Florida.



Nonworkers in the migrant stream

Some nonworkers accompany the workers in the
Atlantic coast migratory stream. Some of the non-
workers are adult females, but most are children
below working age, predominantly under 10.

In each of the 3 years of the New York studies,
about 80 percent of all the migrants were workers,
about 20 percent were nonworkers. Of the non-
workers, nearly 9 out of 10 were children under 14
years of age.

At periods of peak employment in 1959, estimates
indicate that all of the major migrant-using States
in the Atlantic coast stream except New Jersey had
slightly higher ratios of nonworkers among domestic
migrants than did New York. The 1965 estimates
show that New York and these other States, with
the exception of Florida, had a reduced proportion
of nonworkers among the migrants at peak season.
Florida, in fact, had an increase in the estimated
proportion of nonworkers,2 as well as an increase in
the number of migrant workers.

Labor Camps

Away from the home location, migrants are gen-
erally housed in labor camps. It is important to
recognize that labor camps, as well as crews, serve
to foms the social in% raction of the migrants (1,
pp. 4-8) . The camps may provide a location for
essential facilities and social services.

In New York, which requires registration and a
permit for camps occupied by five or more persons
including two or more workers, nearly 750 farm and
food-processing labor camps were registered in 1966.
These camps are generally individually owned by
the farmcrs. In larger camps they may employ a
camp manager or delegate supervisory responsi-
bilities to the crew leader. Some crew leaders oper-
ate their own camps. In a few instances, camps are
maintained by a farmers' cooperative association,
by a food-processing plant, or under other arrange-
ments.

In Florida, a variety of housing arrangements
prevail, including camps administered by local
public housing authorities, growers' camps, and
single houses rented or owned by the workers (5,
p. 8; 2, pp. 20-23).

Recruitment and Placement Patterns

Employers, crew leaders, workers, and the State
employment services work in a variety of combi-
nations to recruit and place the seasonal hired
farmworkers who comprise each year's Atlantic
coast migratory movement.

Based on data given_in (14). Estimates of nonworkers
de'veloped in 1959 fo: a normal season were made by the
ITS. Public Health Service; estimates for 1965 were made
by; the U.S. Department of Labor (14). These estimates
apPly to all domestic migrants, both interstate and intra-
state, and include migrants from Puerto Rico. The informa-
tickn given above from the New York studies excludes Puerto
Ribano. Also. the New York studies include some workers
eniployed in tool processing.

k substantial proportion of workers are recruited
and placed under the Annual Worker Plan estab-
lished and operated by the Federal-State employ-
ment service system. As an important part of this
procedure, farm employment representatives go to
Florida each spring and conduct pooled interviews
with crew leaders in an attempt to fill orders from
farmers for workers and to help crew leaders piece
out regular employment over the season for their
crews. In advance of the Florida recruitment
itinerary, employers of seasonal farm labor who
wish to place orders for workers provide informa-
tion as to number of workers needed, employment
periods, and conditions of employment. The farmers
may designate the crew leader they want, The
Florida State Employment Service notifies pre-
designated crew leaders and others who might be
available as to the times and places where the em-
ployment representatives are tc conduct interviews.

In 1966, for example, representatives from 17
States took part in the interviews. They went to
Florida in April with orders from 1,599 employers.
Interviews were conducted with 630 crew leaders
representing about 31,000 workers. In this process,
New York State representatives committed 177
crew leaders with over 8,000 workers to jobs in New
York State (7, p. 18). New York representatives_
went to Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, and North
Carolina in early July 1965, to interview crew
leaders with commitments in New York later in the
season and to locate additional crews to fill work
orders. Representatives from other States went to
New York to do additional recruiting for the har-
vest of fall crops. At times, the State employment
services may extend recruiting activity to States
not defined as within the Atlantic coast stream.

A second pattern voluntary return of crews,
families, and indiviu.ials to the same employer by
prearrangement. A third pattern is direct recruit-
ment by a farmer. Finally, there are the "free-
wheelers" or "drifters," mostly unattached indi-
viduals, who find a job as they can.

To meet their commitments, crew leaders recruit
workers in a variety of ways. Some crews have a
stable membership or a core membership from year
to year., Most expect turnover. Some leaders, espe-
cially leaders of large crews, recruit part or all of
thcir crew through State employment offices. For
others, especially leaders of smaller crews, personal
contact plays an important part, with new workers
recruited from friends and neighbors, through rela-
tives, from fellow workers in the winter location,
and through former crew members. Some crew
leaders report they get all their workers from people
who voluntarily come to them (3, p. 52). Some pick
up workers by "going up and down the street" or
from those who are "waiting on the corner." Work-
ers dropping out en route or at northern locations
may be replaced by "freewheelers" or "drif'ers," or
a crew leader may have to return to a labor surplus
area to recruit additional workers.
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Just as a farmer cooperative may operate a farm
labor camp, in a few instances a cooperative serves
as the intermediary in recruiting workers for the
members. Likewise, food-processing companies do
recruiting of workers who may be used in field
operations.

Transportation

Migrants do most of their long distance travel by
truck, bus, or automobile. In a study of 45 crew
leaders in New York in 1959, about two-thirds
transported their workers from location to location.
A larger percentage of the crew leaders, 82 percent,
were found in the New York study to transport
workers bets -len camps and fields.

Practices vary as to whether worker, employer,
or crew leader pays for transportation costs to get
to the work location and to return to the home base
or another work location.

Federal and State Laws Relating to the
Organization of the Atlantic Coast Stream

The organization of the Atlantic coat migratory
labor stream has increasingly been under the in-
fluence of Federal and State regulatory measures, in
addition to being affected by Federal and State
programs designed to serve migrants, crew leaders,
or employers. It is not the purpose of this report
to analyze the impact of such Federal and State
laws or even to identify -II such legislation.

Federal legislation pertaining to crew leader
registration, importation of foreign nationals for
agricultural employment, minimum wages for agri-
cultural workers, standards for interstate carriers
of migrant workers by motor vehicle, employment
of children in agriculture, and other measures ap-
plies uniformly, although its impact may vary
among the States.

At the State level, however, legislation pertaining
to migrants varies greatly. Likewise, States vary as
to when regulatory and other measures were first
put into effect. These State laws have a hearing on
the organization of the interstate movement. For
example, recruitment in Florida and the timing of
the outmovement from that State have been subject
to :;:, "emigrant agent" law pertaining to hiring
laborers, or soliciting emigrants, to be employed
beyond the limits of the State.'

'Florida statute 205.39, entitled "Emigrant or Labor
Agents." contains the following provisions:.
(1) A license is required from the county tax collector of

each county from which emigrants are to be solicited;
(2) An emigrant agent is "any person, firm or corporation

engaged in hiring laborers or soliciting emigrants in this
State, to be employed beyond the limits of this State."
Exemptions include Federal and State employment
agencies placing laborers in jobs outside the State;

(3) License fee$1,000 for use of the State, $500 for use
of the county; fees to be paid to the county tax col-
lector (the license is valid only in the county where
purchased) ;

(4) Penaltya misdemeanor. with fine of $500 to $5,000 or
imprisonment 4 months to 2 years for each offense.
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In New York, crew leaders have to be registered
before their services can be used by a farmer;
farmers who use workers provided by a crew leader
have to be registered; farmers who do not use a
crew leader's service but themselves bring five or
more out-of-State workers into the State have to be
registered in advance; and camps housing five or
more migrants are required to have a permit to in-
dicate compliance with established regulations of
the State Sanitary Code (9). These examples of
State laws are illustrative. As such regulatory
measures are introduced and enforced, they enter
into the decision-making of employers, crew leaders,
camp operators, and migrant workers about their
future.

Economic and Social Characteristics and
Conditions of People in the Atlantic
Coast Stream

The information in preceding sections has indi-
cated that there are many elements of change in the
migratory farinworker situation in the Atlantic
coast and other eastern seaboard States. Informa-
tion about the current economic and social char-
acteristics and conditions of the migrant workers
and their families, in these. States, however, is in-
complete. Much of the descriptive information
which follows is based on statewide studies made
in New York State in 1957, 1958, and 1959. This
information is updated, as far_ as possible, from
available research studies and public agency data
and reports.

The New York Studies

In 1957 the Department of Rural Sociology at
Cornell University initiated a 3-year statewide
study of migratory farmworkers in New York State
in cooperation with what was then the Farm Eco-
nomics Research Division, Agricultural Research
Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture 43, 12, 13
and 16) . Building upon a inofre restricted study
made in the State in 1953 (6) the 1957 study was
intended to

(1) Determine the trends in employment and
occupational backgrounds of migratory farm-
workers in New York State, including types and
duration of work and migration practices;

(2) Determine earnings of the workers from
farmwork and nonfarmwork during a 12-month
period;

(3) Describe individual and family character-
istics, use of health and educational resources,
school attendance of children, and workers' opinions
about New York State as a place to work and live;

(4) Ascertain the extent of social security cover-
age of migratory workers, and their understanding
of the benefits of the program;

(5) On an exploratory basis, determine the proc-
esses through which persons enter and leave the
migratory farm labor force; and



(6) On an exploratory basis, determine current
and prospective farm labor problems as (a) viewed
by employers and workers, and (b) indicated by
technological and management changes by farmers.

In the following 2 years, the emphasis was on
determining the year-to-year stability or change in
the composition, employment, and earnings of
migratory farmworkers. Crew leaders, housing in
labor camps, supervision and management of
workers, and the impact of technology were among
the topics also covered.

Surveys of workers and their families were made
in August and September, at or near the seasonal
peak for the migrant population in those years. To
obtain a representative picture, the workers inter-
viewed were drawn randomly within camps from
random samples of migrant .farm labor camps'
This procedure resulted in information for workers
and nonworkers distributed among camps and
counties within New York as follows:

Fear Counties Camps Workers Nonworkers
1957 18 52 942 244
1958 24 76 805 205
1959 22 73 511 112

The sample camps represented the wide range of
situations among migrant labor camps within the
State. Size varied from the minim m for which a
permit, is required up to some of the largest camps
in the State. Ownership and managefnent included
individual growers, corporations, cooperatives, and
labor contractors. Some were occupied by family
groups, others only by males. Most were camps
housing only but in some there were Puerto
Ricans, Jamaicans, Bahamians, or native whites.
In a few_ camps, migrants were a minority among
year-round residents who had formerly been part
of the migratory labor stream.

The 1957 and 1958 interviews- were limited to
Negro migrants, but in 1959 all migratory workers
living in-registered farm labor camps were-sampled.
Puerto Ricans made up 15 percent of the sample
migrants in 1959, and another 4 percent was com-
posed of native whites, Bahamians, Jamaicans, and
American Indians. Only the information on Negro
migrants is reported here from the 1959 study, for
comparability. A few of the migrant workers inter-
viewed had been employed solely in food processing
during the 12 months preceding the interview.

Composition

Age, sex, and worker status

About 80 percent of the migrants were workers.
Around 70 percent of all workers were male. Nearly
two-thirds of the migrant workers studied were

For a general description of the procedures followed in
drawing samples used in the st tidies, :ice Larson and Sharp
(3, 7,p. (i1-62).

aged 20 to 44. Children under 14 made up less than
one-fifth of the Negro migrant population.

Unquestionably, the Atlantic coast migratory
movement at its usual northern terminus is highly
selective when its Negro participants are compared
with the nonwhite population of the nation. The
movement selects out a larger proportion of
workers, and more of the workers are males. More
of the migrants and migrant workers are in the
youth group (aged 14 to 19) and in the highly pro-
ductive age group 20 to 44 years. Fewer of the
migrants are children under 14 or adults aged 45
and over (table 1).

TABLE 1.Age and sex composition of all Negro
migrants and of those 14 years of age and over
classified as workers, New York, 1959, compared
with age and sex composition of the United States
nonwhite population and labor force

(Data in percent]

Age group
and sex .

New
York
Negro

migrants

U.S.
nonwhite
popula-

tion,
1960

census

U.S.
New nonwhite
York civilian
Negro labor

migrant force
workers 14 years
14 years old and
old and over,

over 1959 2

.Under 14 18 35
14 to 19... 15 10 17_ 8
20 to 44 52 32 64 59
45+ 15 23 19 33

Total... 100 100 100 100

Male 64 49 70 61
Female 36 51 30 39

Total 100 100 100 100

' Data from U.S. Census of Population: 1960. Vol. I, Pt. 1.
nputed from data in Manpower Report of the Presi-

dent, 1965, table A-3.

Family groups and unattached-workers

Family units, normal and broken, with and with-
out children, take part in the migrant movement.
Nevertheless, at least half of the workers were clas-
sified as unattached individuals; that is, they were
not related to other persons in the living unit in
which they resided or they were not a part of a
household group that had traveled as a unit during
the 12 months preceding interview. Unattached
workers were predominantly male. Among female
workers, over half had a spouse in camp. Matri-
centric units were found, as in other studies of
Negro migratory households (5, pp. 10 -11; 2. pp.
17-18) (table 2).

The data on family groups are subject to some
limitations. As a practical necessity, a household
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TABLE 2.Family status by worker status and sex: New York, 1959
[Data in percent]

Family status All
Workers

persons Total Male
Non-

Female workers

Unattached
Person with spouse in camp .

Head of family without spouse in camp. .

Child or married to child of head
Parent or other relative of head

Total

Number reporting

was defined as all the persons living in a dwelling
unit, regardless of kinship relationships. A dwelling
unit was most often a single room in a barracks or
in a building converted from other uses. The "house-
hold" was frequently not synonymous with -the
conventional "family" unit for a variety of reasons.
For instance, unrelated workers :might be assigned
the same spa& in a barracks. Because of the physi-
cal layout of living quarters, occasionally different
members of a priinary family unit might be located
in different households within the same camp.
Further, while some members of the family were in
the migrant stream, others, especially children,
might have been left in the "home" location.

Premigratory occupation of workers
'1 he New York studies provide a classification of

migrant workers on the basis of their major activity
during the 12 months preceding their entry into

.migrant work. Unfortunately; the information
covers only that 12-month period and so clod not
provide inforination on the migrants' total work
experience.

It is generally supposed that a majority of the
Atlantic coast migrants are in the stream because
they represent ft,_ surplus labor force from farms and
rural communities throughout the Southeast. It is
believed that many. have been displaced from their
former status as farm wage workers or sharecrop-
pers as a result of such factors as mechanization
and farm consolidation. If such a portrayal is cor-
rect, the transition to migrant farmworkets does
not, typically. occur in a single move. It seems more
likely that the modal pattern is one of entering the
migrant stream after an intervening period.

Male workers 20 years of age and over showed a
similar occupational pattern for the premigratory
year for each of the 3 study years. About half of
these adult males had some type of nonfarmwork
as the main activity during the year before first
entering the migrant stream. A rout one-third had
been in some type of farnr.. usually as a wage-
worker. The main activity for the premigratory
year for these adult males is illustrated by the
following data from the 1959 study:
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41 50 62 19 1

31 36 27 57 8
4 6 4 1I . . ..

20 4 4 5 87
4 4 3 8 4

100 100 100 100 100

506 409 286 123
_

97

Main_activity in year preceding
fin, migratory work Percent

Farm work 36
Owner operator 3
Tenant 1

Sharectopper 2
Wagework 30
Unpaid family work (')

Nonfarmwork 49
Looking for work 1

Attending school 7
Other 7

Total 100

' Lem than 0.5 percent.

Among both male and female migrant workers
under 20, attending school was the main activity
-for -the majority during the premigratory year; the
percentages were lower for males than for females.
Between one-fourth and one-third of the adult
female workers had some -type of farmwork, usually
wagework, as the main activity during the pre-
migratory year. The year-to-year pattern for other
activities was less stable, however, for the adult
females than for the other -categories of workers.
For 2 of the 3 years, the adult women who had been
doing farmwork were outnumb-ered by "those who
had been doing some type of nonfarmwork.

Metzkr, in his study of migrants in the Belle
Glade area of Florida, found the year in which
most workers started doing migratory farmwork
was significantly more recent than the year they
moved to Florida. Apparently the pattern was to
move to Florida and ordinarily to work there 3 or 4
years before entering the migratory stream (5, pp.
1 and 19-23). The New York studies showed that
the percentage of migrant workers who had spent
the previous winter in Florida was far larger than
the percentage born ir. Florida. In fact, more work-
ers had been born in Georgia than in Ilorida. But
for nonworkers, mostly children, Florida was the
leading State of birth. Thus the New York data give
support to the pattern found by Metzler.



Recent changes in composition

The number of migrant farmworkers in New
York and in the Atlantic coast stream has decreased
since the studies made in 1957-59. On the demand
side, mechanization of farm operations has reduced
the aggregate need for seasonal hand labor in the
State. The decrease in the number of interstate
workers in New York is also attributed to such fac-
tors as improved employment opportunities in their
home areas, the increase in laws and regulations
affecting farm labor contractors, the competition
from other areas for workers, and the effects in New
York of programs available to workers through the
Economic Opportunit7 Act (7, 1965, p. 5).

The judgment of tIo Farm Employment Office of
the New York State Employment Service (7, 1965,
p. 8) at the close of the 1965 season was

Emu labor clews. whether local or interstate,
are becoming predominantly male. a large por-
tion being young single 'nen under 21. others in
the 45 to 65 age bracket. The family-type, stable
crew of the past is seldom mailable.

Employment

Main activity

Less than half of the workers in the New York
studies of migrants had working in crops as the
main activity of the 12 months preceding interview.
Age and sex of the workers strongly influenced the
main activity. Differences between men and women
were centered in the housekeeping category. Differ-
ences related-to age centered around school attend-
ance, as illustrated by the data for 1959 in table 3.

TABLE 3.Main activity of migrant workers during 12 months preceding interview, by sex and age, New
York, 1959

1Data in percent]

Main activity

Male Female

Total
Under

20
20 and

over
Under

20
20 and

over

Working in crops 47 27 = 5:3 18 49
Other farmwork 6 11
Nonfarmwork and domestic work 26 4
Keeping house 9 25
Attending schobl
III, not working

9 - 39
4

1

8
65
4 8

Other 9 6 1

Total 100 100 100 10X1 1(X1

Number reporting 402 5! 229 23' 99

Days worked for wages

Little is to be gained by talking about the average
number of days of annual employment for migrant
farmworkers in view of the way in which employ-
ment patterns vary between male and female mi-
grants and among age groups. In each age group,
males have substantially more days of wagework
each year than do females. Men aged 20 and over
have more work for wages than do younger males.
Among females, the average number of days worked
generally increases for each successive age group,
with the women aged 45 and over averaging the
most work per year.

When crop work alone is considered, the adult
women and the adult men do not differ greatly in
the average number of days they worked for wages
(table 11 in the appendix. A necessary precaution
to note is that these figures refer to days on which
any wagework was done, regardless of the number
of hours worked.

The New York studies showed that the most Lilly
employedthe adult malesaveraged 209 days of
work for wages during the 12 months preceding
interview in 1959, averaged 211 days preceding the

1958 -interviews, and averaged 219 days preceding
the 1957 interviews. In the 1959 study, farmwork
of all types for wages averaged 154 days; of which
115 days represented work in crops. The balance of
55 days worked for wages was in nonfarmwOrk.

That- crop work accounts for relatively more of
the year's wagework for adult women migrant
workers than for adult men is shown by table 4,
from the 1959 study.

The most fully employed age-sex category among
the migrant workers studied over the 3-year period
was the group of males aged 25 to 34, who.averaged
234 days of wagework in the year prior to their
interview in 1957. The highest average number of
days of crop work was for males aged 45 and over;
these men reported 132 days of such wagework in
the 1958 and 1959 studies.

Unemployment

Three major types of reasons arc given by mi-
grants for not working. One reason is lack of jobs
although the workers are available for work. They
may be unemployed when in the migrant stream for
reasons such as bad weather, crop loss, slack season
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TABLE 4.Average number of days worked for
wages by male and female migrant workers 20
years old and over, during 12 months preceding
interview in New York in 1959, by type of work

Average number of days'

Type of work Male
workers

Female
workers

Total 209 162

Total farmwm k 154 121

In crops 115 103
General farmwork 20 2
Food processing 19 16

Nonfarm work 55 41

' Days on which any work for wages was done.

between harvests, or arriving early at a work loca-
tion; or they limy find available jobs are filled.
Second, they maz be not working because of vol-
untary absence orestablished custom; included here
are regular days off, holidays, and resting-and vaca-
tion days. Third are the personal reasons, such as
illness or inability to work, and activities outside
the hired wage- status, such'as housekeeping, school
attendance, and nonwagework. -

The amount of time not working for wages, and
the reasons, are associated with the age and sex of
the worker.

Days not worked for wages

For each- age group, females average more days
not worked for wages than do males ( table 12 in the
appendix). The time spent by *omen in keeping
housc is the most important reason for the differ-
ence. Youthful workers, under 20, report more days
not worked than do adults. School attendance by
youth is the major factor in the difference. Women

-aged 45 and over have substantially more loss of
time because of illness than do other workers. The
use of a year's time by the average adult migrant
worker is illustrated for 1 year by the figures in
table 5.

Days unemployed

The slack period between harvests, bad weather,
and crop loss are hazards to the full employment of
workers while in migrant status. Persons who enter
the migrant stream are also Iniieved to be among
the most disadvantaged members of the labor force
with respect to nonfarm employment and to be espe-
cially liable to bcar the brunt of fluctuations in
general employment levels.

Adult males interviewed in 1957 reported an
average of 50 days of unemployment during the
preceding 12 monthstime when they did not work
for wages because of slack seasons and similar
external conditions. The average rose to 75 days in
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TABLE 5.Average number of days not worked for
wages by adult male and female migrant workers
20 years old and over during 12 months preceding
interview in New York in 1959, exclusive of travel
time, by reasons for not working

Average days not worked

Reason for not working Male Female
workers workers

Total, all reasons 151 198

Arrived early or slack season . . . 52 42
Crop loss or bad weather.... . 17 15
Regular days off or holidays... 56 48
Resting or on vacation 11 16
III or unable to work 6 10
Keeping house ...... .... .. 64
In school 2 2
Other reasons' ..... .. ... ... 7 1

' Includes employment such as in nonage formwork and
farming for self.

1958 and was 69 days in 1959. For adult female
workers the corresponding days of unemployment
were 51, 70, and 67. The impact on migrant workers
of a recession and of a winter freeze in Florida is
.reflected in these figures. ,

The possibilities for improving the use of labor
may be emphasized by exaiiiining the most fully
employed group in any of ti.1 studies, miales aged
25 to 34, in the 1957 Study, who reported work or
travel in connection with work for all but 126 days
(luring the preceding 12 months. Of this time, 43
days were not worked because- of crop loss,- bad
weather, arriving in a location before work was
available, crop jobs filled, or slack season between
harvests. Thus, from the standpoint of this group,
it may be inferred that-they considered themselves
available for work and unemployed about 8 work-
weeks during the year.

_The slack season in late fall and early winter
before the seasonal pickup in employment in Florida
is an important consideration in the unemPloyment
of migrant workers in the Atlantic coast stream.

Wages and Earnings -

Wage rates for workers in the Atlantid coast
migratory farm labor stream cannot be described
simply. The workers perform- many kinds of farm
operations; they also do nonfarmwork. Wage rates
vary greatly by activity. The rates may also vary
by location and during the season within a location.
Because of this complexity, discussion is limited
here to illustrating a few aspects of farm wage rates.

Hourly wage rates for farmwork

Although piecework is an important basis of pay-
ment for work (lone by migrants in crops, especially
in harvest operations, some work is done on an
hourly or other time basis. Mechanization of har-



vest operations is accompanied by a shift away from
piece rates.

Past studies by the U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture have delineated area variations in the wages
of agricultural labor in the United States (4). The
persistence of "farm wage belts" in the Atlantic
coast area is indicated by the USDA figures for all
types of hired farmworkers employed on an hourly
basis (without board or room). Among the major
migrant-using States on the Atlantic coast, New
Jersey and New York had the highest average rates
in 1959 (table 6). The Florida average was con-
siderably higher than that of the other Southeastern
States. The rates have since increased nearly every
year in each of the States. By 1966, the average
hourly rates ranged from $0.74 in South Carolina
to $1.41 in New Jeiscy. The spread between the
average rates paid hourly farm labor in the two
major migrant-using States, New York and Florida,
was reduced from 34 cents in 1959 to 25 cents in
1966. The spread in hourly rates between the
highest-paying ,and. lowest-paying StateS was, how-
ever, 65 cents in 1959,and 67 Cents 7 years later.

TABLE 6.-Annual average farm wage rates per hour
without board or room, 1959 and 1966; and change
in average hourly rates 1959-66, Atlantic Coast
Stain

i-
1959 1966 -

Change
1959-66

New Jersey $1.15 $1.41 $0.26
New Yak-- 1.12 1.32 .20
Pennsylvania 1.04 1.23 .19
Delaware 1.04 1.21 .17
Maryland L.01 1.20 .19
Virginia .79 1.00 .21
Florida . .78 1.07 .29
%Vest Virginia -.75 .94 .19
North Carolina... .. .70 .95 .25
Georgia .63 .88' .25
South Carolina .50 74 .24

United States .95 1.23 .28

Source: Farm Labor, various issues.

Hourly wage rates for migratory workers

It was indicated previously that many migrants
do work paid on an hourly or other time basis in
audition to doing work paid on a piece basis. Do
the hourly rates paid migrants compare favorably
with the rates paid all categories of hourly farm-
workers?

The average rates reported for work done on an
hourly basis by the migratory workers included in
the New York 1959 study were higher than the
average rate paid in several Atlantic Coast States
to hourly farmworkers of all categories. The migrant
males reported an average of 88 cents an hour re-
ceived for all crop '.work done on an hourly basis
during the 12 months preceding interview; for gen-
eral farmwork the average reported was 92 cents

per hour. They were paid an average of $1.02 per
hour for work done in food processing. The economic
appeal of nonfarmwork is indicated by the fact that
they reported receiving an average of $1.22 per hour
for such work.

The average hourly rate reported by these same
male migrants for work done in crops in Florida
was 85 cents; this may be compared with the 78-
cent average paid in Florida in 1959 for all types
of farmwork paid by the hour. In New York the
averages were 93 cents for crop work done by mi-
grant men and $1.12 for all types of farmwork paid
by the hour. Thus a New York-Florida differential
of only 8 cents was reported for crop work done by
migrants on an hourly basis- as compared with a
34-cent difference in the rate for all types of farm-
work paid by the hour.

Piecework rates

Metzler concluded in his 1953 study that piece-
work "wage rates for a particular crop activity were
fairly uniform from New York to Florida, indicating
the existence of a single .labor market" (5, p. 2).

He -found variations were apparently as great in
any one locality as in the Atlantic coast- area gen-
erally. At that time, it appeared that competition
for migrant labor had caused farmers to move
toward the same level of wage offerings, the possible
exception being States not depending much on
workers from the Atlantic coast Stream.

The New York studies and the U.S. Department
of Labor wage rate surveys through 1966 likewise
show considerable variation in piecework rates for
a given crop activity within a State' or locality. The
wage rate survey data suggests an upward trend in
piecework and hourly rates for the crop work activi-
ties engaged in by migrants. The continued use of
a great variety of units of measure for a single
activity, such as picking apples or snap beans,
makes it difficult, however, to give from the avail-
able data a satisfactory summary measure of piece
rates fer many of the fruits and vegetables har-
vested. Comparisons over time are also handicapped
where the advent of mechanization leads to much
of the remaining work being paid for on a time
rather than a piecework basis. Mechanization may
also change the skill required, and the more highly
skilled workers receive higher compensation.

Annual and daily earnings for wagework

The amount of average annual earnings of the
migrant workers ;.-, the New York studies was found
to be closely linked with the age and sex of the
workers and, in general, followed the pattern ob-
served in regard to the average number of days
worked for wages. Differences between age-sex
groups were more pronounced, however, since the
groups who averaged less work also averaged
smaller earnings per day worked.

Males earned about twice as much as females
from wagework annually; in each age group, the
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men also had greater average daily earnings. These
findings arc illustrated by the results of the 1959
study given in table 13 in the appendix.

Adult males, the most fully employed category,
had wage earnings which averaged $1,525 for the
12 months preceding interview in 1957. The com-
parable, averages were $1,626 and $1,559 for 1958
and 1959, respectively. The average daily earnings
for days in wagework were $6.98, $7.70, and $7.43,
respectively, for the adult men.

The highest annual wage earnings for any age-
sPx category among the workers studied over the
3-year period was for the group of males aged 25
to 34, who averaged $1,723 from wages for the year
prior to their interview in 1957. Among females, the
highest annual wage earnings were reported by
women aged 45 and over included in the 1959 study;
they reported an average of $927.

These averages include all types of wagework,
farm and nonfarm; they arc not limited to crop
work. Only cash wages were reported.

The wages earned in New York amounted to 25
percent of the total wages earned annually by adult
males and amounted to one-third of the total wages
earned each year by adult females. Although not a
-complete accounting of the amount earned while in
migrant status away from the home location, these
figures for earnings in New York suggest that mi-
grant work contributed a substantial share of the
total wage income received yearly by those in the
Atlantic coast movement.

Annual income

Cash income reported from sources other than
wages was limited for these migrant workers. The
average amount did not exceed $50 for adult men
or $40 for adult women in any of the years under
study. Thus the annual cash incomes were only
slightly larger than the earnings from wages, as
illustrated by the data for 1959 in table 13 in the
appendix.

A family with two "average" adult workers aged
25 to 34, one male and one female, would have had
about 82,640 cash income from all sources during
the year preceding interview in 1959. The income
actually received by a family would vary from this
hypothetical case depending on the number of
workers, the number of- days worked, the type of
work done, the locations at which work was done,
and the wage rates.

One may estimate that a comparable pair would
have about $3,500 cash income in 1966, given several
assumptions for the hypothetical case: (1) that the
wagework was all in Florida and New York, with
the same proportion of earnings in the two locations
in both 1959 and 1966; (2) that wage rates for work
done by the migrants in the two locations increased
as rapidly as the average farm wage rate per hour
without room and board; and (3) that the same
amount and type of work was done in. both years.
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A change in any of these assumptions would change
the estimated cash income for. 1966.

Farm Labor Camps and Housing

Housing for workers and their accompanying
family members in the Atlantic coast migratory
stream is generally provided in some residential
arrangement termed a labor camp. Most of the
States using migrant farmworkers have mandatory
codes, by law or regulation, which apply t) these
camps. These codes, as of 1962, were summarized
in a publication of the U.S. Department of Labor
(15). States vary, however, as to the maximum
number of occupants which makes a dwelling unit
subject to their code. The code provisions for farth
labor camps likewise vary among the Atlantic Coast
States. In some instances, migrant labor camps are
subject to county housing or zoning regulations.

The variations in State and local regulations and
variations in enforcing the codes contribute to the
variations in quality of housing available to mi-
grants. Too, employers differ in the importance they
attach to housing as a factor in recruiting and
holding workers. The fact that typically the housing
is needed for only a few months, or even a few
weeks, of the year enters into the economics of pro-
viding acceptable housing. The attitudes and prac-
tices of the camp occupants and the camp operators
have also been observed to enter into the quality
of housing.

All of these factors make housing for migrants a
topic about which there are diverse and sometimes
emphatic opinions. Workers do not agree among
themselves as to which States offer the best or
poorest housing. It appears that their views -reflect
particular experiences, good or bad, in specific work
locations. Further, in none of the New York studies
was housing the leading topic of complaint by
workers. Rather, the most frequent complaints-cen-
tered on income factors such as the amount. of work
available or the wages paid.

The rest of this discussion about farm labor camps
applies only to New York, one of the major-users
of migrants and a State which has increasingly
raised its standards for sti^h camps. An annual
permit is required for a farm labor camp occ
Ir., five or more persons if at least two of them are
workers.

The number of camps registered with the New
York State Department of Health in 19C6 was about
750. The number had been reduced by one-third
since 1959. The aggregate capacity of the camps in
1966 was at least 23,000 persons, a decrease in
capacity of over 40 percent since 1959. Some camps
house only unattached males, reflecting the com-
position of the migrant work force employed. Others
house only family groups, and some house both.

The median rated capacity per registered camp
in 1966 was 20 persons; the mean was 32 persons.
Large camps are the exception, as shown by the



following distribution of camps in 1966 according
to their rated capacity:

Percent of
Rated capacity total camp

5 to 24 persons 59
25 to 74 persons 31
75 perzo.ons or more 10

Total :00

A few camps associated with packing and food-
processing operations operate the year around.
Nearly one-half the camps in 1966 were expected
to be open less than 4 months, however, and only
a small minority were to operate for more than
half the year. The distribution of camps in 1966 by
expected duration of operation was as follows:

Percent of
Duration of operation total camps

LeN., than 4 months 49
4 or 5 months 33
6 to 11 months 12

Year around 6

Total 100

As compared with 1959, there has been an increase
in the proportion of camps which operate less than
4 months or, at the other extreme, which stay open
the year around.

In 1966, when about 300 migrant labor con-
tractors were registered with the New York State
Department of Labor, about two--thirds indicated
they would also operate a farm labor camp. Over
300 growers_ and processors were registered that
same year, as bringing five or more seasonal farm`
or food-processing workers into the State, without
utilizing the services of a labor contractor. Prac-
tically all of these growers or processors planned
to operate a farm labor camp, -according to their
registration certificates. Some contractors and some
growers operate more than one camp.

A commissary is one of the facilities most fre-
quently found in these camps. Permits were issued
in 1966 for nearly'300. The majority of crew-leader-
Operated camps were issued commissary permits,
but few grower-operated camps had such a facility.

This report does not attempt a complete inven-
tory of facilities available in farm labor cainps, nor
does it evaluate the quality of the camps. While.
larger camps have an advantage as a location for
such services as migrant child care programs and
simmer schools for children of migrants, workers
housed in smaller camps were less likely to express
dissatisfaction about housing than those in larger
camps, according to the New York studies.

Education

To illustrate the formal education of persons in
the Atlantic coast migratory labor stream, data
from two studies made in New York in 1957 arc
used (12).

Education of children aged 7 to 15

Since the age group 7 to 15 is one for which school
attendance is usually compulsory, it was .selected
for analysis in regard to the ability of the migrant
children to maintain the usual standards of prog-
ress in their school work. School attendance was
found to be almost universal for children of this age
range. Of the June 1957 survey group, 73 percent
had last attended school during that month; the
balance of 27 percent had last attended school dur-
ing May. 0' the midseason group, 78 percent were
attending school at the time of the survey or had
last attended in .June, and 19 percent had last at-
tended during May; only 3 percent had last been
in school before May.

The schooling of most children who accompanied
family members in the migratory -movement was
interrupted during the year by family. migration.
Forty percent of the children in the 1957 studies
attended school in only one State _during the 12
months preceding interview. Nearly all the re-
mainder attended school in only two States. But
2 percent had attended in as many as three States
during the preceding 12 months. Schools attended
were predominantly in Florida and New York.

None out of-every 10 children (89 percent) trav-
eled with the gRmily all the time the3; followed the
crops between September 1, 1956, and the time of
the 1957 survey. About 5 percent of the children
either remained in the home locality after their
parents left or returned early in the fall to avoid
loss of schooltime. It seems probable that in other
eases the movement 'of either the entire family -or
the mother is scheduled so as not to interfere with
the schooling of the children.,

The accepted standard in American society is the
completion of one school grade per year from the
age of 6 until the pupil leaves school. The present
report utilizes an index of retardation which is de-
fined as the difference between this expected prog-.
ress and the average progress actually _achieved.
For example, a child 9 yea old is expected to have
completed three school grades. The difference be-
tween the expected three grades .and the- average
grade completed by 9-year-olds will give the index
of retardation for students of this age group.

It should be noted that,. most States permit chil-
dren to enroll in school before the age of 6 if their
birthdays fall before a specified date., The present
index does not allow for such early enrollments, and
so, to the extent that they occur among migrant
children, the actual retardation_ of tlic group tends
to be understated.

Table 7 presents the average progress and the
index of retardation for children included in the
1957 surveys. These statistics show that the migrant
children less than 11 years old approached the ex-
pected performance standards. The retardation was
quite rapid, however, from the 11th year onward,
with 15-year-olds averaging more than 2 years
below the standard.

453



TABLE 7.-Average grade G, school completed and
retardation by age of migrant children, New York,
1957

Age of children Number
reporting

Average
grade

completed

Average
retar-

dation '

7 28 0.8 0.3
8 19 1.9 .2
9 -t--- 29 3.0 .1

10 23 3.8 .3
11 23 4.4 .7
12 21 4.8 1.3
13 22 6.4 .7
14 33 6.5 1.6
15 30 6.7 2.4

' To compensate for different survey dates, children for
whom information was obtained in the June survey were
"aged" 73 days, or from the midpoint of the June survey
period to the midpoint of the midseason uu vey period.
Since this is one-fifth of a year. approximately one-fifth of
the children in the June sample would have reached another
birthday by the 'middle of the midseason survey, period.
Thus they would be expected to have completed one-fifth
more grades of school. This results in estimates based. on
ages as of Settle-hater 3 for all children.

The foregoing figures are based on averages and
therefore include students ahead of as well as behind
their respective age:grades. Approximately 21 pert
cent of the 7- to 9-year-old children were ahead of
their expected grades,-while only 28 percent of this
group were retarded. Of the 13- to 15-year-old chil-
dren, 73 percent were retarded and nearly half were
retarded 2.or more years. This retardation rate was
at least double that of the nonwhite population of
the same age in the United States as a whole.

For the children-who attended New York schools,
the predominant pattern- was one in which a rela-
tively small number attended just before the dosing
of school and a much larger number attended dur-
ing the early part of the school year in the fall.
However, the major part of school attendance for
most of the children studied was outside of New
York State,

A substantial proportion of the schooll-age chil-
dren in the migrant population who did not attend
New York schools did not-attend because they ar-
rived in the State after completing the school year
in Florida and after schools were closed in the New
York communities to which they came. In addition,
they may have returned to their home bases before
the beginning of the New York school year in the
fall.

New York State started summer schools for chil-
dren of migrant workers on a pilot basis in 1956.
The program grew steadily until 1965, when funds
made available under the Economic Opp, -tunity
Act permitted more rapid expansion. In 1966 the
summer program was conducted in 28 centers, with
an enrollment totaling over 2,300 children of mi-
grants and other seasonally employed agricultural
workers (8, 1966, pp. 7-12).
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Education of youth aged 16 to 24

An especially valuable index of the extent to
which a population is being educated is the propor-
tion of 16- and 17-year-olds enrolled in school. Since
the migrants were interviewed during the summer
months when no children were enrolled in school,
as a substitute, the listing of school attendance as
the major activity of an individual during the 12
months preceding the interview was used as the
equivalent of school enrollment. Major activity was
defined so that the school category included all
those who devoted more time to school than to an
occupation or any other activity. This is not iden-
tical to, but should approximate, school enrollment.

Among the 16- and 17-year-olds in the 1957 sur-
veys, attending school was the "major activity" of
the preceding year for 44 percent.3 In comparison,
78 percent of the 16- to 17-year age group of the
nation as a whole were enrolled in school in October_
1956.

The highest school grade completed by migrant
youth is shown in table 8. Although few youths who
are now migrant workers have completed high
school, about 44 percent of those aged 20 to 24 have
had some high school_ training, and for the younger
group, aged 16 to 19, two of every three have had
some work in high school.

TABLE 8.-Highest grade of school completed by
migrant youths aged 16 to 24, New York, 1957

Age group

Highest grade completed 16-19 20-24

Percent
0 to 4 4.2 11.5
5 to 7 23.6 30.0
8 12.5 = 14.3
9 to 11 50.5 31.8
12 6.9 9.1
13 or more 2.3 3.3

Total 100.0 100.0

Number reporting 216 210

Median grade completed 9.5 8.6
Males 9.3- 8.3
Females 9.7 9.6

The median grade completed for those aged 20 to
24 was 2 years less than that for the nonwhite popu-
lation of the United States as a whole in the same

A special problem occurs .1 in the interpretation of data
from the June 1957 survey. tine camp in the sample for this
survey employed a group of pupils from a southern high
school who worked under the chaperonage of their teachers.
This introduced a major bias both in regard to the number
of la- and 17-year-old migrantljn the sample and, since
school enrollment was a qualification for employment, in
regard to the number of this age group who were enrolled
in school: For this reason, residents of this camp were
omitted from the sample in computing the percentage of
16- and 17-year-old students enrolled in school.



age group. However, between the 1953 and 1957
surveys, the median grade completion for the 16-
to 24-year-old group as a whole rose 1.2 years.

The New York surveys show that females quite
consistently have a higher median grade completion
than males.

School achievement of migrants 25 years of age
or older
The median school grade completed for all mi-

grants aged 25 and over was 6.4 for the 1957 surveys.
Census data for 1950 showed medians of 5.8 grades
for the nonwhite population of Florida and 5.9
grades for the nonwhite adult population of the
South Atlantic region of the United States. All three
of .these medians were well below_ the 8.6 grades
reported by the 1950 census for the nonwhite popu-
lation of New York. Because the dates of the census
and the survey data are not the same, pmd differ-
ences in age and sex composition are not standard-
ized, a precise comparison cannot be made.

. Younger migrants are much better educated than
ones. The median grade of school completed

drops steadily with each older age group, and goes
to the low of 3.8 years for those aged 55 years and
older. In 1957, the 20 to 24 age group, nearly all of
whom were through_ attending school, had a median-
4.8 grades higher than the oldest group (tables 8
and 9).

:TABLE 9.-Highest grade of school completed by
migrants aged 25 and older, by age groups. New
York, 1957

Highest Age group
grade

completed 25:34 :15-44 45-54 55 and
over

Pere, ntage of
migrants
completing
grades-
0 to 4 _21.5 :37.4 53.0 60.7
5 to 7 3:3.6 27.1 2(3.9 27.0
8 12.4 12.6 12.4 7.9
9 to 11.... 24.6 16.6 12.4 3.3
12 ...... .. 7.0 4.7 3.6 1.1

13 or more. .9 1.6 1.0 ....
Totr.' .. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

N umber
reporting 330 254 194 89

6.6

_

4.8 :3.8
Median grade

cotnpleted 7.6

The migrant population is at a considerable dis-
advantage in regard to the education of its children.
At the same time, the general pattern of school
attendance and achievement is much like that of
American society as a whole, except at a lower-lc' el.
There is evidence that persons who enter the mi-

grant stream are sharing in the increase in formal
education that is taking place in the United States.

Health and Use of Health and Medical Care
Facilities

Without special measures. through personal effort
or public programs, the migratory farm labor popu-
lation would be expected-to make less use of health
and medical care facilities and to less frequently
follow preventive health practices than a cross-
section of the nonmigrant population of comparable
age and sex.

Change of locations during the year and diffi-
culties in getting easily limn farm labor camps to
health and medical care facilities situated in town
and city centers serve as barriers to high rates of
use of important health resources. Further, the mi-
grant characteristics of low income and low educa-
tion are generally associated with low utilization
rates and low use of preventive health practices in
nonmigrant populations.

Use of resources

The 1957 .midscason study in New- York offers
some limited insight as to the INC of health resources
by migrants. Only 55 percent of the migrant popu-
lation studied.reported the.use of a physician, hos-
pital, or dentist during the 12 months preceding the
interview (table 10). About had used a physi-
cian at least once. About I t in in 6 had used a
dentist. About 1 person in .1 a spent some time
in a hospital.

A greater percentage of talcs than of males
used the services of a physic-n and of a hospital,
in part because of childbirth and maternity care.
From a More detailed analysis it was concluded that
the- younger, better educated migrants were more
likely than other migrants to visit a physician or
to spend time in a hospital.

Maternal health practices

A total of 77 of the migrant women aged 16.and
over reported 148 live births in the 5 years pre-
ceding the 1957 study. Of these births, 53 percent
were in a hospital; 55 percent were attended by a
physician, 44 percent by a midwife, and 1 percent
by a public health nurse.

Prenatal checkups were reported for 96 percent
of the births; 80 percent were followed up by a
postnatal checkup. The younger mothers tended to
have better maternal health practices. Education.
though not a factor in other aspects of maternity
care, was related to having the first prenatal check-
up earlier in pregnancy.

Comparisons

Comparative evidence from studies of the use of
health resources by the rural population in six New
York counties made by the Department of Rural
Sociology at Cornell suggests that the migrants are

455



TABLE 10.Use of selected health resources by migrants during 12 months preceding interview in New York
in 1957, by sex and worker status

Resource used Total Nfnle Female Worker Nonworker

Percentage of migrants using
Physician 48.8 43.7 59.1 50.2 43.2
Dentist sass 16.6 16.2 17.2 19.0 7.0
Hospital. 8.5 7.4 11.0 8.8 7.4

Total using one or more health resources . .. 54.8___ 50.1 61.3 57.2 45.3
Number reporting

__

1,184

_.

800 384 941 243

Icss likely to follow such preventive health prac-
tices as vaccination and immunization of children,
that the mothers make less use of recommended
maternal health practices, and that the migrants
make considerably less use of physicians and den-
tists. Although a smaller percentage of migrants
had used the services of a hospital, the users stayed
in the hospital at least as long as the resident rural
New York users. The great importance of school
and public health services-in providing preventive
health measures for children of migrants is implied_
by the age at which they receive immunization and
vaccination.

Outlook and Recommendations

The role of migratory agricultural workers is not
in the traditional heritage of American rural society.
Migratory farmwork is a comparatively recent de-
velopment in the United States. Although the work
done has social importance to the society, the occu-
pational role has low social prestige. Considering
the goals and values of American society, social
problems are inherent in the kind of mobility which
is a necessary characteristic of migratory farmwork,
These problems are intensified when the-low prestige
migratory worker role-is occupied by members of a
disadvantaged minority group.

The needs of society for the Migrant farmworker's
contribution in the production of desired fruits and
vegetables run counter to full solution of the prob-
lems inherent in migratory farmwork. The com-
promise, in terms of public and social policy, is to
minimize the need for migratory farm labor and to
insure that the migratory role is a transitional one
in the occupational and residential history of the
individual rather than a lifetime career and that the
inherent problems are minimized as far as possible
for individuals and families while they arc in the
migratory role.

Established patterns of interstate movement of
workers in the East, were reported around 1900, but
present patterns began to develop about the time
of World War I. Dependence on such labor became
pronounced on the Atlantic coast during and after
World War II. The development of extensive pro-
duction areas of specialized crops with high harvest
labor requirements, including fruits and vegetables
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for which timely harvest is essential to avoid crop
loss, led to the movement of workers from area to
area over long distances.

Society's future need for migratory farmworkers
on the Atlantic coast will be influenced by (1) the
trends in the production of high labor requirement
crops, (2) the development and adoption of labor-
replacing technology in the production of these
crops, (3) the extent to which nonmigrant _workers
ale recruited amid used, and (4) labor management
practices which increase the efficient utilization of
seasonal and other farm labor.

The workers' willingness to continue as migrant
farmworkers or to become migrants will be related
to (1) the alternative work opportunities as re-
flected in the general level of nonfarm employment
and unemployment, (2) comparative-wage rates and
earnings, (3) comparative employment practices of
farm and nonfarm employers, and (4) public and
private programs which ease the problems asso-
ciated with migratory work.

Because so many "migrants" also do nonfarm-
work and farmwork other than working in crops
within any given year and because the majority
aspire to enter nonfarm occupations, it is clear that
these workers and -their families benefit from any
measures which sustain a high level of employment,
which increase income, which reduce discriminatory
employment practices, and which raise their job
skill levels., Likewise, they benefit from any meas-
ures which increase their competence for citizen
participation and which contribute to security and
general social well-being.

In view of the small percentage of hired farm-
workers who are migrants, there is at least a ques-
tion as to the share of the nation's resources and
attention which should be devoted to special pro-
grams for migrants as compared with other hired
fannworkers.

The need for some special programs for migrants
grows out of their migrant status and interstate
movement. The fact that the extensive use of inter-
state migrants on Ow eastern seaboard is limited to
a few States and to a comparatively small number
of counties makes it possible easily to identify
labor-using areas and corresponding governmental
units where efforts should be centered. The organi-
zation of the migratory labor movement in the
Eastern States, involving a restricted number of



crew leaders, employers, and farm labor camps,
suggests these as focal points for program activity.

The principal purpose of this report has been to
analyze recent trends and the current situation with
respect to interstate seasonal agricultural workers
in the Atlantic Coast States from Florida to New
York. As a result of this analysis, however, the fol-
lowing suggestions are offered regarding public
policy and public and private programs for improv-
ing the welfare of migrant fannworkers in the
Atlantic coast stream:

(11 More uniformity in the laws pertaining to
migratory agricultural workers and their families
should be encouraged among the Eastern States.

(21 The possibility of a regional interstate com-
pact of major migrant-labor-supplying and migrant-
labor-using States should be explored; such a
compact would have the purpose of developing
appropriate common legislation and developing and
expanding joint programs for overcoming the handi-
caps in the use of essential public social services
encountered by migrants and their families by vir-
tue of their multiple locations in the course of a
year.

(3) Special emphasis should be given to programs
which will raise the educational and skill levels of
the migrants, Ongoing programs need to be con-
tinued and expanded; this includes migrant child
care programs, summer school programs for children
of elementary and secondary school-age, and adult
education. The need for -Federal- or State financial
assistance to local school districts having a seasonal
influx of school-age Children during the regular
school term should be considered.

(4) Mobile facilities should be expanded (or
established, where lacking) for such social services
as health care, libraries, and possibly education.
Continuation and expansion of health programs is
important.

(5) Consideration should be given to insuring the
availability of legal aid services for migrants.

(6) Educational and training programs for em-
ployers and crew leaders need to be developed and
expanded, with emphasis on labor management and
worker training, in order to increase the effective-
ness of labor utilization and to make better use of
the workers' available time.

(7) Attention needs to be given to further devel-
opment and testing of alternative arrangements for
housing migrants. Mobile housing offers one alterna-
tive. Dispersed housingto overcome the lack of
piiivitcy which has been noted as one problem asso-
ciated with migrant housing (2, pp. 38-39)with
transportation to services might be tested against
large, more centralized housing centers provided
with essential services.

j(8) Consideration needs to be given to workable
mans of extending to all employed in migratory
farmwork the protective measures relating to in-
eopne, accident insurance, and other commonly ac-
cepted minimum social welfare provisions now

generally limited to such select categories of farm-
workers as contract Puerto Ricans. foreign na-
tionals, and workers subject to the Sugar Act. In
the development of such measures, attention should
be given to administrative policies which will it,, -ore
that low-skilled and part-time workers will not be
denied an opportunity to work, at the cost tr. -,,ciety
of increased direct welfare payments.

(91 As long as society has a vested interest in
maintaining a group of migratory agricultural
workers, individual employers might be rewarded
for good migrant labor practices through a federally
financed support system comparable to incentives
which have been paid for conservation and agri-
cultural adjustment practices. Communities which
have large numbers of migrants on a seasonal basis,
putting a strain on local public services, might like-
wise be compensated in a way similar to "impacted"
communities exposed to unusual demands due to
population fluctuations introduced by activities of
the Federal Government.

(10) The lack of recent comprehensive informa-
tion on the characteristics and economic and social
conditions of the people in the Atlantic coast migra-
tory labor stream indicates the need for periodic
research to provide up-to-date information as a
basis for understanding the situation and develop-
ing appropriate policies and programs.
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Appendix

TABLE 11.Average number of days worke.: for wages in farm and nonfarm worn 1>y migrant workers
during 12 months preceding interview in New York in 1959, by age and sex

Age and sex of workers

Average days worked

Number
of workers I

Farmwork
Nonfarm-

work
Total

In crops
General

farmwork 2
Food

processing

Males: 280 198 110 17 17 54
10-15.... 7 84 84 . .
16-19 44 159 87 5 11 56
20-24.. . . ...... 41 213 100 21 28 64
25-34. ........... 64 210 106 22 19 63
35-44 68 214 118 15 22 59
45+ 56 200 132 22 9 :37

Females: 120 145 96 1 14 34
10-15
16-19....

5
18

21

87
21
74 8 5

20- 24.... 24 157 77 11 66
25 -34... 31 161 111 21 28
35- 41 25 147 10:1 18 26
45+ 17 190 127 10 51

Nonwigewok and farming for self are not worker, wages.

"General farmwork" rs associated with activities of year-round lilted workers, such as tractor driving and care of live-
_

stock.
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TABLE 13.Average daily and average annual earn-
ings from wagework in all locations; average
annual income from all sources for 12 months
preceding interview in New York in 1959; by age
and sex of worker

Sex and age of workers
Average

daily
earnings

Average
annual
wage

earnings

Average
annual
income

Males: $7.21 $1.434 81,482
10 to 15 . . 4.60 387 :388
16 to 19 . 5.90 952 992
20 to 24 ...... 7.83 1,666 1,705
25 to :34 7.98 1,686 1,752
35 to 44. 7.41 1,595 1,649
45+ . 6.47 1,293 1,330

Females. $5.09 $735 8752
10 to 15 .... 2.6:3 56 56
16 to 19 4.48 :390 40:3
20 to 24 .... 5.01 790 802
25 to 34... . 5.45 876 889
:35 to 44. ... 5.19 -61 802
45+ ..... 4.87 927 929
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Chapter 26

The Distribution of Benefits From Selected
U.S. Farm Programs

JAMES T. BONNEN, professor of agricultural economics, Michigan State University

Perhaps one should begin by asking, "Of what
value in poverty policy considerations is knowl-
edge of the distribution of benefits from farm pro-
grams?" The answer involves several matters.

In mid-19th-century America, rural life meant
farm life. There was then little economic activity
in rural America beside that generated by farming.
Of the total U.S. population in 1865, three-fourths
was rural and practically all of that was on farms
(9).1 One hundred years later, less the n 30 percent
of our population is rural, and less than 6 percent
is on farms (8, 10, 11). Today, as a result of the
economic development of agriculture and the ere-
ation _of other employment in rural America, farm-
ers and their families account for less than one-
fourth of the rural population. Thus, despite a
higher incidence of poverty in farming, two-thirds
of all Taral poverty is= not to be found in farming
at all, but in nonfarm rural life (41. Even well-
designed programs for the poor farmer cannot solve
the problems of all rural --erty.

More important to the ..,mediate purpose of this
paper is another matter. At least since the G -sat
Dc, 2.5sion if not before, farm policy has carried
among its purposes an explicit or implied goal of
helping the rural poor. The congressional farm
policy debates have long solicited support for and
justified legislation in terms of doing great things
for "poor folk." As 19th-century American sub-
sistence farming was transformed in this century
into a highly specialized commercial enterprise,
command over resources, output, and income in
agriculture have become more highly concentrated.
Today, less than 10 percent of all farmers produce
over half of all agricultural output. and about half
-of the farmers produce 95 percent of all U.S. agri-
cultural output (5) . Farm programs, he they credit.
conservation, or commodity programs are-generally
designed today so that : farmer's access to them is
associated with the size of the assets he controls,
the amount of land he operates, and his volume of
output. Under such conditions, it hardly surpris-
ing that farm programs have come to be questioned
as vehicles for helping the farm poor.

' Italic numbers in pal enthesc4 indicate reference,. listrd at

The question raised is that of the efficiency of
farm programs as instruments of that part of wel-
fare policy that is concerned with the maintenance
of some minimum standard of income and welfare
among those at the lowest end of the farm income
distribution. There is no doubt that th, very small
southern farmer would be in far worse shape were
it not for the peanut, tobacco, or cotton price sup-
port he receives on the little product he does. pro-
duce. When you have so very little, every bit it im-
portant. But that is not at issue. The question here
is whether it makes any social policy sense to use
farm price and income support programs as the
primary instrument of assuring some minimum
level of living to the very lowest income groups in
farm lifeas some argue we should.

. The answer one can give depends on what type
of distributive effects these farm programs' have.
As pruently designed, who receives the benefits?
If, for example, the bottom third of farmers receive
an equal or disproportionate Aare (one-third o'
more) of benefits, then perhaps we could say that
the program was a reasonably efficient one for aid-
ing the poor farmer. If, on the other hand, the bot-
tom third of farmers receive far less than a propor-
tionate share (say, less than 10 percent) of benefits,
it would be reasonable to conclude that this-pro-
gram probably is inappropriate as the primary
vehicle for aiding poor farmers. Any decision rule
could be selected, perhaps a less demanding or a
more demanding one. In any case, we must know
what the distribution of benefits looks like in order
to make such a decision. This paper attempts to
provide a quantitative measure of the distribution
of benefits from eight commodity price and income
support programs. The reader ini*T then apply his
own decision rule to answer the question of whether
farm price and income support programs can be
efficient primary instruments of low income policy.

The Procedure
There are many forms in which an income, asset,

or benefit distribution can be presented. No one is
best for all purposes.' For our use the conventional

This is well exploied in an interesting article by Bo -
the end of this paper. num (3).
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Lorenz curve appears best adapted. In a Lorenz
curve the cumulated percent of aggregate income
or benefits is plotted against a cumulated perceht
of the population receiving that income. This can
be seen most clearly in figure 1. If all beneficiaries
received exactly the same amount of benefits, the
Lorenz curve would be represented by the diagonal
line in figure 1. In reality, income and benefit dis-
tributions almost invariably plot out below the
diagonal. The farther they depart from the diagonal,
the greater is the area between the Lorenz curve
and the diagonal and the more concentrated the dis-
tribution of benefits may be said to be.

Beside organizing our data in Lorenz curve form
we will also compute a single average measure of
the degree of concentration of the Lorenz distribu-
tion of benefits. This is a statistic devised by Gini
(3). The Gini concentration ratio can be defined in
figure 1 as the proportion of the area under the
diagonal that lies between the diagonal and the
Lorenz curve.3 Thus, the Gini ratio can be expressed
as follows, using the notation in figure 1:

Gini ratio = area between curve and diagonal
area under diagonal

Since each axis of the Lorenz curve cumulated to
100 percent, the area in the square bounded by the
axes of figure 1 can be defined as 1 and.that under-
the diagonal as 1 /2. Consequently, the definition can
be rewritten:

Gini ratio = 1/2 -- area under curve
1/2

= 1 2 (area under curve)

Assuming that the distance between any two
points on the curve can be approximated by a
straight line, the area und6r any segment of the
curve can be defined as:

YE + 111 + 1 )
2

Summed over 'all intervals, the area under the
curve is:

( Xi Wi YI f 1

2

Then substituting in the expression for the Gini
ratio above, one obtains the algebraic expression
that was used in computing the Gini concentration
ratio for this paper:

Gini ratio 1-2 + Xi)(Yi +2171 1)

1-Iki-i (Xi 1 Yi)(Yi

This presentation is bard on Miller (c) and Morgan (7).
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10

V.
+ 1

X

Percent of Units
Xi + 1 100

Finuitz 1.Example showing Lorenz curve and computation
of Gini concentration ratio.

The Lorenz curve and Gini ratio constitute com-
ponents of one type of table within which the cle4a
of this analysis is presented (e.g., see tables 1 and
4).

The second type' of tabular presentation of bene-
fit distributions which runs throng') all of the
analyses is that of a simple cumulated percent of
total benefits going to farmers with allotments
under various acreage sizes and over various sizes.
In a swirling sea of _relative (Lorenz) distributions,
it helps in developing perspective to be able to link
back into a concrete cardinal dimension of some
importance. In the case of this data, the most logi-
cal dimension which can he measured directly and
with accuracy is that of allotment size. Other than
this, no absolute measures are presented here for
reasons that will be discussed in describing the pro-
cedure used in aggregating the State distributional
data into distributions for regions and for the
United States.

Data Sources

Constructing Lorenz curves of farm program bene-
fit distributions requires highly articulated distri-
butional data or a great mass of detailed data from
which such distributions can be constructed. This
kind of data is rarely available for public programs.
It is a measure of the capacity and sophistication in
program administration that the Agnchltural Stabil-
ization and Conservation Service (ASCS), alone of
action program agencies of which I am aware, has



in re( ent years begun to construct such distributional
data.4 For several of the major commodity programs
ASCS has constructed distributions of farm numbers
and planted acreage (or allotment acreage in some
eases) by allotment size classes, by State. In other
words, for each State in which the crop is grown,
and for those farmers who participate in the pro-
gram, one can obtain distributions of acreage planted
and farm numbers by size of allotment. In the case
of some commodities where diversion, price support,
and certificate payments are a major part of the
program, these direct payments are also available
by State and allotment size class of recipient. Since
it is expensive to prepare, such data are available
only for selected years and in some eases only for
one crop year, Variations in the nature of the data
from commodity to commodity will be noted as the
individual commodities are discussed.

One may have considerable confidence in these
data since they represent no sample, but a complete
enumeration from a program eligibility process in
which accuracy i s of the utmost import in admin-
istration.

Nature and Types of Benefits Measured

Cv e must answer thei question of what is the
nature of the beneffhligtribution, i.e., the State
Lorenz curve and Clini ratio, formeddirectly from
the basic data. How are these benefit distributions
to be interpreted?

Farm program benefits come in several different
forms. That most frequently encountered in this
analysis is an estimate of price-support benefits.
The State distributions of price-support benefits
are formed from a percent distribution of total
acreage allotments, or in most eases total planted
acreage, by allotment size groupsunder the as-
sumption that price-support prog...1M benefits are
distributed in proportion to acreage allotments held
or in proportion to the planted acreage of program
participators. Thus, the distribution of allotment
rights, or of acreage actually planted within those
rights, is used as a proxy for the distribution of
-benefits. While there is no cardinal measurement of
benefits involved in this approach. the procedure
does imply that we are dealing with an estimate of
gross benefits, without opportunity costs netted out.
In other worts, since we have not created an over-
all equilibrium framework or model, we do not

The author attempte.1 recently to do a +Wily for the
Brookings Institution on the topic of "The Distribution of
Benefits from Selected Federal Subsidy Programs." After
exploring statistical sources on a wide range of progtams.
including those of the P?:leral Aviation Agency, the Bureau
of Reclamation, and the Maritime Administration in some
depth, it Was cons :ailed that without substantial additional
data collection it would be impossible to construct meaning-
ful benefit distributions of : -ty sophistication on any of the
programs other than certatr USDA price and income :support
programs and one conspr Atkin program all administered
by ASCS.

know what the next best use of these resources
might be. By-implication we are assuming complete
fixity of resources in the farm production process
and that net benefits from the program are dis-
tributed in the same manner as gross benefits.

The second type of benefit distribution is that
involving direct payments of money to beneficiaries.
These data measure directly the money which is
transferred since the data are reported in dollar
value form by State and allotment size class. Thus,
there is no estimation or approximation procedure
necessary. Since the data are in dollar value form
they are self-weighting and, as a consequence, the
possible biases and uncertainty in aggregation to
region and the United States encountered in the
price-support benefit estimation procedure is not
present in any of the various types of direct pay-
ment distributions.

For the purpose of computing a Lorenz curve a
cumulated distribution of payments is formed from
a percent distribution of total payments by allot-
ment size groups. The data for all the different
types of direct payments are available in the form
of total payments made to eligible program par-
ticipators in each State arrayed by their allotment
size class.

While the data come in similar f-rm, there are
several sorts of direct payments. Aificate pay-
ments are unique to the wheat program where
farmers who limit their acreage in cooperating in
the program are issued certificates for each bushel
of "normal yield" on a_ specified portion of their
total allotment. In 1964 the cost of certificates was
borne entirely by the wheat miller- who had to pur-
chase certificates for each bushel milled.5 The Com-
modity Credit Corporation keeps a record of the
certificates and their value.

Price-support payments are very similar but are
paid by the government to farmers who participate
in certain commodity programs, e.g., in feed grains
and cotton. In general, price-support payments are
made on the basis of allotment acreage and "normal
yield" as determined by an ASC county comm.Uee,
but may sometimes be complicated by other coo-
putational features. Certificate and price-support
payments are a substitute for price-support loan
guarantees allowing lower loan rates and market
prices to prevail for any given level of farm income
established as the support program objective.

The other form of direct payment is the diversion
payment. As its name suggests, it is a 'payment
made for voluntarily diverting acreage from pro-
duction, and it is a feature of the wheat and feed
grain programs.

While we do not need to estimate lny of the
direct payments since the value of the benefit is re-
ported directly in dollar form, in a strict oppor-

'In 1964 a fanner received domestic certificates worth 76
cents per bushel on 45 tarcent of his allotment and export
certificates of 25 cents per bushel on 45 percent of his allot-
ment. A normal yit:Id ig established for each farm by the
county ASC committee.



Minify cost sense these dollar payments are a gross
benefit. This is most obvious in the ease of the
diversion payment where a farmer must forego the
use of a certain amount of his acreage and there-
fore, presumably, income in order to qualify. This
is less obvious, but quite as true of price-support
and certificate payments also, for even in these
cases the farmer obtains the benefit by complying
with the program eligil,ility criteria which are pri-
marily acreage limitations. The economic value
question for these payments, however, is whether,
after the price elasticities of supply and demand
have worked their will, the true opportunity cost
value of the payment to the farmer is less than or
more than the direct value transferred. It is not at
all impossible in some of these farm commodities
that the opportunity cost value of payments ex-
ceeds the payment proper.

It is easily seen that where aggregation of sev-
eral different types of benefit streams is necessary
to arrive at a total program benefit estimate. one
has added together some very different problems.
This hid of an aggregation, while presented here
for wheat and feed grains, should be treated as a
rough approximation and handled with considerable
care.

The Aggregation Procedure

Because we must aggregate State distributions to
get regional and national distributions, there is need
to establish a system of -relative value weights for
the Statt

Ideally, Aate benefits should be valued within
the framework of a general economic adjustment
or equilibrium model which would attach values to
the benefits in terms of the economic (o; alternative
market) consequences of eliminating or instituting a
support program of some specified sort. i other
words, one needs a framework in which appropriate
demand and supply functions (for the United
estates. regions, or States) give an equilibrium
meaning to the value of benefits which are arrayed
in the benefit distributions. This is not possible
within the limits of this paper.6

In this paper we shall attach value to an acre of
a program participator's allotment or planted' acre-
age by weighting that acre by the product of that
State's season average price and yield. This will
tend to reflect the differences in productivity per
acre and the market evaluation of differences in
quality of output between States. This is, however,
a very rough or approximate means of valuing State
benefits. Certainly, no confidence can be placed in

"Tler author developed a partial e(Iiilibritim frainwoik
for valuing price-support progiam benefits in a recent paper.
"flie 1)istribution of Benefits from Ilw Cotton Price Sup-
ports." in Samuel B. Chase. Jr. l'rolderrix in Piddle Expendi-
ture Arialyxix. 'Elie Brookings Institution. Washington, 1).C..
1967.
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the absolute value so computed. However, we do not
need an absolute measure of benefit value for our
analysis.'

We need only an index of relative value for use
as weights whenever State distributions are to be
combined into regions and to U.S. totals.8 The in-
dex of value, thus, has an effect only on regional
and U.S. Lorenz curves and Gini concentration
ratios. The relative value weight used for aggre-
gation has no operational effect on the individual
State Lorenz curves and Gini ratios. ntifi weighting
procedure by implication assumes complete fixity
of resources ia individual commodity production
processes.

Sensitivity was done to measure the effect of
variations in this index of relative value weights
upon the Gini concentration ratios. It was found
that variations in the State weights had far less
effect on the resulting regional and U.S. concentra-
tion ratios than did the difierenees between States
in the mean allotment and the variation in relative
dispersion around the mean!' In regions of more
than three States, the variation in the relative
weights had to be very considerable before the effect
on the Gini ratio was pronounced. It should be
noted, too, that differences within regions tended
to be less than between regions. Overall, we do not
believe that the margin of error is large in either the
regional or U.S. computations. Nevertheless, some
caution is advisable in using these aggregate com-
putations of regional and U.S. Lorenz curves and
Gini ratios.

Limitations of the Estimating Procedure

Beside the care that must be exercised in using
the regional and U.S. aggregates, other matters
must he recognized in interpreting these data.

There may be unsystematic distortion in the rela-
tive r( lationsiiips of Loreqz curves and Gini con-
centration ratios. In any given commodity, to the
extent that efficiency in produ, tion (supply func-
tions) and the income that could be earned by the

' As indicated prilvionsly. the only absolute IIINIMI1e which
we h:,ve allowed to bP in our analysis is distri-
bution of benefits by allotment size groupsand this is a
dimension of the primary data and not a product of our
analysis

"Also, value weights are necesaiy in those cases where
various direct payments are combined With price-support
benefits for a combined or total program benefit distribution
for a State.

' II is this difference in the data upon which the State
Lorenz eurves :ire based that produces the apparently star-
tling results of regional Gini concentration ratios which fall
above or beio all of the comporit State Gini ratios (e.g..
.4. the Southwest iegion of 16. 17, mid 18 and also
footnote 19). See :160 the discussion of this phew) nenon in
I lie rice program setion of this paper. For a sperifie corn-
pai 'son in which the effect of different value weights am
made explicit. see footnote 18 in the cot f section of this
paper.



same resources in alternative employment varies
greatly between allotment size classes. distortion
is introduced into our measures of a State's benefit
distribution. Similarly, to the extent that there is
wide variation in these factors, we will find distor-
tion introduced into our measures of U.S. and
regional benefit distributionsbut in this case
partly as a result of our aggregation procedure which
also assumes resource fixity.

A general exploration of the effect of these poten-
tial distortions suggests that, with a few exceptions,
production conditions within States are sufficiently
similar that there is probably not too much dis-
tortion between size classes in the distributions by
State. One can be less sure in the case of regional
distributions. Sensitivity analysis which was done
suggests that the U.S. distributions are less likely
to reflect these relative distortions than regional dis-
tributions. While the Lorenz curves and Gini ratios
estimated for price-support benefits should be
treated as approximations, the author has consider-
able confidence in the State distributions and only
Slightly less confidence in the U.S. distributions.
The regional distributions should be used with
greatest care. For use-a's a rough guideline of re-
liability let me report that, in only a very few cases,
even wifh major changes in components, did Uini
concentration ratios change as much as ±.05 point.

The concern here is with those elements of the
procedure which can produce uncertain and-unsys-
tematic distortion in the relative relationships be-
tween Gini statistics and between Lorenz curves.

The logic of our procedure and the limitations of
the data also suggest. certain systematic-bias in the
results reperted here. For accurate interpretation
the reader will need to understand these. We have
pointed repeatedly to the assmnption of resource
fixity. Since productivity, unit cost of production,
and the profitability of alternatives to a commodity
(i.e., supply functions) vary greatly from area to
area, the supply response to a decline in :Price is
unlikely to be distributed proportionately anion
regions or States. For example, unit costs are gen-
erally lowest in those areas which presently produce-
the most output per acre. To some extent, in many
commodities, these also tend to 1,e, the areas where
there are proportionately more of the larger allot-
inents. The higher unit cost areas in which smaller
allotments predominate should be forced out of pro-
duction first, and the lower unit cost areas last, as
prices fall. Thus, the estinuite of the benefits for
the higher productivity areas will tend to be over-
stated while those for the lower productivity areas
may be understated somewhat.'" This would cause
the measure of benefit concentration, i.e., t!,^ Gini
ratio, to be overstated.

"1. ant indebted so 1)alt. N1 lioove; p9inting out to
me the possibility that in low produetivity areas where the
total (but not varialde) cost Of production exceeds the re-
turn in the next best alternative market. bat is less than
the original supported ioarket priee. the benefits are over-
stated rather than understated.

However, all other characteristics of the benefit
estimating procedure tend to under .ate the degree
of concentration in benefit distributions. In my
judgment, they more than offset the one major
source of overstatement just noted. Several char-
acteristics of the estimating procedure tend to result
in a net underestimate of the Gini ratios.

Due to lack of more detailed data, we are forced
to use State average yields for all allotment sizes
within a State. Yet we know that yields on the
larger allotments tend to be higher than those from
smaller allotments. This tends to understate the
degree of benefit concentration.

In estimating the Lorenz curves it was necessary
in many cases to create one-fourth to one-half of
the curve from a linear extrapolation of only one
observation in the basic data. This biases the Lorenz
curve towi.rd equality of distribution and under-
states the concentration of benefits.

The gstimating procedure assumes, of necessity,
that each allotment planted constitutes a single,
independent, and separately owned farmwhich is
not always the case. Our data alien% for the most
typical allotment use transfers such as are accom-
plished through release and reapportionment, and

most eases, land rentals. These account for prac-
tically all of the combining of smaller allotments.
However, in addition, some larger farmers control
and operate more than one allotment through other
members of their family and through complex
equity arrangements.

On balance it seems clear that the ,data limita-
tions and the character of our procedure tend sys-
tematically to understate the degree of benefit con -
centrati'n. This is without any question true of all
individual State Lorenz curves and Gini concentra-
tion ratios, ior the only factor which tends to over-
state concentration is associated with the process of
aggregation to regional and U.S. Lorenz curves ,and
Gini ratios. Even in the !lter case the net bias is
apparently an understatement of concentration with
the primary effect of the factor leading to overstate-
ment, to he found in a distortion of the relative re-
lationship between regional concentration ratios.
Clearly, the State and U.S. Gini concentration
ratios may be used with confidence. The regional
measures should be handled with consideralple care.
In any case we ran be sure that in this analysis tl:
degree of concentration of benAts is not exagger-
ated.

Finally, the point also needs to be made that a
Gini concentration ratio is descriptive and carries
no nermative implications. The act of measuring
the concentration of benefits in a Gini ratio does not
imply that a superior value is placed on complete
equality of distribution (a Gini of zero) or on
maximum concentration la Gini of one), or on any
specific degree of concentration in between. The
Gini ratio is descriptive. The value one places on
any specific degree of concentration depends upon
the objectives one has in mind and the relative
value one attaches to the ends involved. We shall
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return in our conclusions to the question of value
interpretation. Now, however, let us establish a de-
scriptive measure of the distribution and relative
concentration of benefits for several farm programs.

The Rice Program

The lice program is a straightforward price-sup-
port operation in which the entire crop is potentially
eligible and exports at the much lower world
market prices are possible only as a consequence of
export subsidies. The program benefits for rice pro-
ducers can be associated directly with the effect of
price supports and acreage allotments upon the
domestic market into which the first sale occurs.

In the case of rice we have data for the 1963 rice
crop for the number of farms and total acreage
allotment by allotment size groups bY State. For all
practical purposes no rice is grown outside of the
program. The use of allotment acreage is not as
satisfactory as planted acreage would be, but dis-
tributions by planted acreage are not available.
However, failure to plant and crop failure do not
bulk large in the 1963 crop: 1,771,000 acres were
harvested out of a total U.S. allotment of 1,816,000
acres." Assuming that price-support benefits within
States are distributed in proportion to acreage
allotment, and aggregating State distributions on
the basis of a relative value of production index
constructed from State season average prices and

" See sourc (a) of table 1 and (13, p. 21).

production, Lorenz curves were computed for the
distribution of price-support benefits.'2

These Lorenz curves are presented in table 1
along with the related Gini ratios of concentration
of benefit distribution.

From table 1 it can be seen that the distribution
is highly skewed with half of all rice farmers get-
ting no more than 10 percent of the benefits and 10
percent of the largest allotment holders receiving
40 to 50 percent of total benefits. This varies a bit
by States with the distribution of benefits being
least concentrated in :Mississippi (Gini of .454) and
most concentrated in Louisiana (Gini of .642).

The same general degree of concentration can
represent quite different distributions of total bene-
fits by allotment size. This can be seen in table 2
where a comparison of Texas and Louisiana benefit
distributions by allotment sir^ shows the total bene-
fits in Texas distributed more toward the upper end
of the size of allotment scale when compared to
Louisiana. Yet, the Gini ratio (concentration of
benefits) is lower in Texas than Louisiana. The ex-
planation of this lies in the .fact that the average
allotment per farmer is substantially larger in
Texas than in Louisiana, but individual allotments
tend to be distributed more closely around the State
average. It is the interaction of variation between
means and variation in relative dispersion around

Due to lack of price.data the minor rice producing States
of South Carolina. Tennessee Florida. Oklahoma, North
Carolina. and Illinois were omitted entirely from the analy-
sis. These States aecount for 45 farms and 4,456 acres- of
allotment.

TABLE 1.-Distribution of 1963 rice price-support program benefits: Proportion of U.S., regional, and State
benefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries'

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (in (10)

Percent of total benefits received by the-
State Ginilower Lower Lower Lower Top Top Top Top Top concen-

10% of 20% of 33% of 50% of 50% of 33% of 20% of 10% of 1% of trationfarmers farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers ratio 2

Missouri 0.6 1.6 4.4 11 .89 75 58 38 5.0 .557
Mississippi 0.4 2.3 7.9 20 80 66 48 31 4.6 .454Arkansas 0.3 1.3 4.7 13 87 73 57 40 9.6 .555Louisiana ...... 0.1 0.8 3.2 9 91 81 66 48 14.5 .642Texas 1.0 3.0 7.6 16 84 71 57 42 8.0 .525

South 0.1 1.0 3.5 10 90 79 64 46 14.2 .623
California 0.9 2.4 5.4 12 88 77 62 44 7.5 .585
United States 0.1 1.0 3.6 9 91 80 65 48 15.2 .632

Sources: (a) Rice:, Frequency Distribution of Number of
Farms and Acreage Allotted to Such Farms
in 1963. by States and Specified Acreage
Groups. USDA, ASCS. Piplicy and Program
Appraisal Division. Mimeo.. December 17,
1963.

(1) Agricultural Statistics. 1965. USDA. 1965.
p. 21. Prices and production data by State
weir used to obtain the weights for combin-
ing the distributional data from source (a).
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' This table presents port ions of two Lorenz curves relating
the cumulated pereentage distribution of benefits to the
cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits. Col-
umns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated up
from the lower (benefit per farmer) er ' of the curve, and
columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumulated
down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end of
the curve.

2 For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio see
section on ;procedure in this paper.
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the means that explain the unusual. but not ar
mon. result in which regional or U.S. concentration
ratios exceed or fall below all or most of those of
its component States. For example, in rice only
Louisiana has a concentration ratio (.6421 higher
than that for the United States (.632). All other
State:, have substantially lower OM ratiosrang-
ing front .454 to .585.

The value of the 1963 crop in the States analyzed
was a little over $352 million. with Texas. Arkansas.
and Louisiana ranging from $96 million down to $84
million. followed by California at $71 million.
Mississippi produced a 810 million crop and Mis-
souri a little under SI million (12. p. 21 .

The Wheat Program

We have the opportunity in the ease of the wheat
program of examining the effect on concentration
of benefits of the use of direct payments along with
conventional price supports. In the wheat program
in 1964. besides a regular priee-stipport operation
of nonrecourse loans and acreage allotments, pay-
ments were made directly to eligible farmers in the
form of certificate payments and diversion pay -
rants. Anyone who complied-with allotment restric-
tions to become eligible for price supports also be-
came eligible to receive certificate payments on all
wheat sold for food purposes.'" Diversion payments
were paid on acreage voluntarily diverted from
wheat to conserving uses (beyond normal acreage
already in conserving uses on the font)) up to a
limit of 20 percent of allotment. In 1964 the pay-
ment per acre diverted was set at 20 percent of the
comity loan rate per bushel. multiplied by the nor-
mal yield per acre of wheat on the farm. The na-
tional loan rate in 1964 was $1.30 a bushel.

Data are available from the 1964 program on all
three types of benefits: price supports, certificat'
payments, and diversion payments. Both certificate
payments and diversion payments are directly
available in the form of numbers_ of recipients and
total dollars of benefits received in distributions by
allotment size group and by State. Price support
benefits lre computed in much the Qame fashion as
for rice, except that allotment on farms of program
participators wa: used instead of actual State har-
vested acreage in computing weights. 111;:i is neces-
sary since almost one quarter of the total allotment
was on farms that did not articipate_ in the pro-
gram." Assuming that :pries-support benefits with-
in States are tlistributed in proportion to acreage
allotments. and aggregating State distributions on

"Payments of 70 cent jeer lette.liel were ttuule on normal
rehl (4 umpunito91 liv toe farmer's enmity AS(' commit-
tee) Ott 45 peteent of a fatitter'N allotment (lei- clime of
efinttp.tie nettsumption) awl 25 eenis pet lotleel normal
6.14 nit tS percent ,If el ;mine., allotment (fittuteet. Altet
of expott volume). Tett percent of the crop ias
to go to feed and ,.evil. :t Hsi' for wide+ reytilientes are not
issued.

"See source (a) for table 4. p. I.
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the basis of a relativt index of the value of Produc-
tion on allotments teonst meted from State -eason
average prices, yields. and allotments) Lorenz
curves were computed for the distribution of price-
support benefits. Lorenz curves are computed
directly from the distributional data for certificate
payments and diversion payments since it is in
dollar form and tlitui self-weighting.

These Lorenz curves are presented in tables 4, 5.
and 6 along with the related Gini ratios of concen-
tration for each Lorenz curve, Over 250 Lorenz
curves and Gini rat;os were computed for the feed
grain program. Since it is difficult to get a general
sense of so many distributions. the concentration
ratios have been brought together in one summary
in table 3. The variation in concentration between
types of benefits and regions is quite diverse.

The general pattern is for price-support benefit
distributions to be most highly concentrated, cer-
tificate payments next. and diversion payments
least concentrated. However, in three regions.. the
North Central. South. and Northeast, certificate
payments were most concentrated of the three types
of benefits. Except for the major production (hard
Wheat) areas of the Great Plains. the diversion pay-
ment distributions- 4)-e considerably less -concen-
trated than price-support benefits,. Normally one
would not expect, that when combined into a total
benefit distribution (see table 8) that the degree of
benefit concentration would generally he gieater
than any of the component benefit streams- but
this is the case in wheat, Thus, the effect of moving
from a straightforward price-support system to a-
mix of _price supports .and direct paymentsas
presently designed-=does not appear to lend toward
greater eqm,lity in benefit distribution as some have
argued it should and would.

Regional Patterns
Only the first three regions in table 4 are major

wheat-producing areas. Of these, the North Central
region is least concentrated (Gini of .3691, the Great
Plains-next (Gini of A 1.) and the Northwest most
concentrated (G;ni of 444 r. The scale of wheat

, farming is typically "far smalls: in the North Cen-
tral region in contrast _ to the Great Plains nod
Northwest. Ten percent of the largest f: rmrs re-
ceive nearly half of the price-support benefits in the
Northwest. over one-third of all benefits in the
Great Plains. and 29 percent in the North Central
region. Nationally, 44 percent of all price-support
benefits go to Cie upper 10 percent of the huger
farmers, while the lower half of all wheat fanners
receive 12 percent of the benefit: The lower 50 per-
cent of farmers in the Northwest receive end; 9
percent of price-Amino benefits, in the Ceat
Plains they receive 20 percent of the benefits, ind
in the North Ce.ital region 25 percent.

The pattern of certificate payments distribuian
is quite similar to that of price supports althaigh
the degree of concentration is slightly less 'see
table 51.



TABLE 3.-1964 Wheat: Sunimars of Gini concentration ratios by type of benefit for Unitcd States. region,
and State'

State
Price-support

beinfits
Certificate Diversion

Payments
Total direct
payment s

Total
benefits

Colorado .5:31 .508 .509 .525 .529
Kansas .466 .467 .472 .471 .468
Montana . .478 .467 .4 :38 .480 .478
Nebraska .444 .442 .407 .47 .445
New Mexico .56 :3 .507 .511 .5 :38 .556
North Dakota . :381 .369 . :361 .37 :3 .3i9
Oklahoma .128 .421 .430 .429 .428
South Dakota .. . .484 .499 .482 .506 .490
Texas ... .. .. .... ...... . .571 .550 .555 .562 .569
Wyoming .477 .479 .458 .4)3 .481

Great Plains .482 .477 .470 .481 .483

Idaho. . .. . ... .641 .546 .527 .611
( /regon . .651) .610 .571

.555

.64.1 .649
Washington ................ .. .546 .51)2 .495 .520 .540

Northwest . .644 .594 .575 .610 .636

Illinois .330 .326 .300 .332 .331
Indiana .324 .316 .2.12 .3 :35 .326
Iowa .41 :3 .395 .375 .412 .41 :3
Michigan .307 .314 .094 . :358 .318
Minnesota .502 .524 .57 .5:30 .50!)
Missouri .:181 .376 .20 .406 .386
Ohio .339 .321) .182 .356 . :34 :3

Wisconsin.. .2:3.1
________

.138 .111 .254 .237

Noll!' Central .369=---,- ---,..=
.373 .219 .397 . :376

=_______

.494Alalktma .5_9-0 .244 .630 .598
Arkansas .635 .658 .507 .679 .645
Month .451. .433 .136 .494 .460
Georgia .. ...... . ..... ... .394 .496 .137 .465 .407
Kentucky .437 .40 :3 .186 .477 .446
Louisiana. 563 .572 .500 .584 .568
Maryland. .335 .317 .171 .356 .340
Mississippi .550 .515 .447 .563 .553
North Carolina .211 .29 .07:3 .214 .212
South Carolina .308 .399 .105 .365 .319
Tennessee .414 .402 .165 .456 .423
Virginia .313 .342 .117 .344 .320
West Virginia. .364 . :360 .171 .377 . :367

.South .409 .144
__-- _-

.135 .455 .418- -
I klaware .312 .327 301 .330 .316
Maine .673 .392 .282 .708 .681
NI:mg:wham( ( s .210 .190 .82 .164) .200
New Jeiset. .459 .423 .154 A97 .468
Neu York .398 .. :383 .120 .448 .40!)
Penurylvanii ... . .282 .299 .085 .318 .21K)

No: 1 hen 4( . . . . . .376 .384 .126 .418 .386

Arizona .551 .452 .489 .528 .547
C41112wnia. .676 .514 .517 .596 .659
Nevada.. .. .. . .. .. Alti0 .618 .508 .688 .666
Iil all .... . ............... .707 .594 .466...____ .609 .687

Southwest .716 .6'24 .578 .652 .70 :3

Bailed Stales .566 .514 .480 .577 .56!)

Sflillee4:, Al. ;Miles 4. 5. 6. 7. and 8.

' For an explanation of 1114. Gini conerniralion ratio see section on in ovedure iii Ibis paper.

The same pattern of distribution can be identi-
fied again in the case of diversion payments: (see
table 6), but the degree of eGneentration is even
lower.

The certificat payment and diversion payment
distributions are combined into a total direct pay-
ment distribution and presented in table 7.
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TABLE 4.-1)istribution of 1964 wheat price-support bent fits: Proportion of f'.8., regional. and State benefits
received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries'

St ate

Colorado. .

Kansas. .

Montana.. .

Nebraska
New Nte.ieu....
North Dakota ...
Oklahoma.. . .

South Ihtkota
Texas ..
Wyoming .

lrat Plains
Idaho.
I Iregon
Washington

Sort hwest .

Indiana.
Iowa... .

Michigan...
Nlitinesota .

-Missouri... . .

Ohio........
Wisconsin..

North Central
Alabama.. . .....
.1rkansas ..... .
Florida
(leorgia
Keiducky.
Louisiana

North Carolina
South Carolina.

Virgiiii:t .'
Tennessee.......
West Virginia . .

South .....
Delaware. , . ...
NIaitie
Nlassachlisett
New erse
New York
Pennsylvania

Sort beast ..
Arizona..
California
Nevada..
Ut au

Soul hoist .

United States . .. ..

(1) (2) (:1) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Percent of total

Lower Lower
33% of 50% of
farmers farmers

8 15
10 21
8 18

10 19
6 12

15 24
12 24
9 21)
6 14

I I 19

benefits received by the-

Top
10%
homers

:16

OM
Top colleen -

of 1% of 'ration
farmers ratio

Lower
10% of
farmers

0.7
1.3
0.8
2.1
0:1
1.8
1.3
1.3
0.9
1.3

Lower
20% of
farmers

2.7

:1.7
4.7
1.6
6.6
3.6
3.6
2.2
:I.!)

Top
50% of
fat nters

85
79
82
81
88
76
76
80
86
81

Top
:13% of
farmers

72
68
69
63
75
62
64
69
77
69

Top
29% of
farmers

57
52
51
48
60
44
50
54
61
53

9-------39 .0 .531
7.9 .466

32 7.0 .478
37 8.9 .444
41 8.7 .563
10 5.8 .381
13 7.2 .428
18 8.7 .484
43 10.5 .571
36 7.4 .477

1.2
1.4
0.7
0.5

:1.4

1.3
1.7

9 20
..- =-a 9
3 8
6 13

80- 91-
92
87

69
80
84
74

53 :17 8.1 .482

70
69- 57

52 12.7 .641
48 11.1 .650
38 8.0 .546

0.8
5.0
5.3
3.6
6.0
:1.7
4.9
5.2
7.5

1.0
9.9

10.7
7.3

12.0
7.5
9.7

10.5
15.0

3 9
17 26
18 27
12 21
20 :10
12 19
16 24
17 26

25 37

91

74
73
79
70
81
76
74
63

83 68 48 11.4 .644

58
58
66
60
7:1
63
59
50

44
43
46
43
60
4!)
44
40

24 674- .330
26 5.6 .324
29 6.3 .413
29 4.5 .307
41 11.9 .502
29 7.8 .381
28 5.7 .339
:11 6.4 .2.31

5.0 9.9
6:.1-
4.9
8.5

11.5
7.9
2.6
7.1
2.7

15.6
1:1.5
9.8

13.0
11.1

17 25--kr- ;

8 11
14 21
19 29
13 20
6 13

13 26
5 13

26 39
22 34
16 25
22 32
18 - 28

7584i
88
79
71
80
87
74
87
61
66
75
68
72

62

83
71
62
68
76
60
71
48
55
f;7
57
63

48 20 7.5 .369
-.5903.1

2.5
71.3

5.8
3.9
1.3
3.5
1.3
7.8
6.7
4.0
6.5
5.5.

fl
7t)
57
54
53
59
39
58
:18
46
54
48
51

51 13.2
50 -10.7 .635
35 9.1 .451
47 12.9 .304
31 8.0 .437
41 11.1 .5413

21 5.5 .335
42 0.5 .550
30 7.3 .211
19 9.7 .308
18 8.2 .414
34 6.3 .313
12 4.6 .364

......

5.4
3.6
2.4
6.5
:1.5
4.9
6.7

10.9
7.2
4.9

1:1.0
7.0
9.9

13.3

18 27 73 64 56
36
81
:31

53
51
44,

42 11.4' .409_ ._---
15 27
g 12

22 32
12 18
16 25
22 33

7:f
88
I'S
82
75
67

57
84
51
69
67
56

20 5.1 .312
71 7.1 .673
15 1.5 .210
32 5.0 .459
34 6.4 .398
28 5.3 .282

.

. , ..
..

5.4 10.7 18 27 73
84
91
9(1

93

64 5(1 35 6.6 .376

1.3
0.5
0.9
1.4

.
2.6
1.2
1.7
2.8

_

6 16
3 9
4 1(1

5 7

72
81
79
87

61
-.)/-
70
75

44 14.2 .551
54 15.7 .676
57 11.5 -.660
61 16.3 .707

0.9----- -- -
1.7

- - 1.8
3.4

3 6
6 12

94

88
86
74

77
62

60 18.7 s .716
44 11.8 7566
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1964 Wheat Program: Ficquency I)istribu-
lion. USDA. ASCS. October 1965, tables 6
and 8. pp. 7, 9.
Agrieulttnal Statistit-=. 1966. USDA. 1966, p.
3. Price Ii Oil) thi4 soiree were tisen in com-
puting the weights used in rombin:ng the
distributional 41:it:I 110111 source (a)
Cron Production: 1965 Ann', . try.
USI).t. 8135, 1)eeember 20. 196: "I eld
data flow tiii source was ire with
!wires from (h) and State allo .otals
for program partieipators from k.t, . com-
puting State allotment output value igures

for use as weights in combining the distribu-
tional data from sourer, (a).

' This table pre-ents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated pettpot age distribution of benefit:4 to
the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 till ough 4 summarize this relation-hip etimulat.11
up limn the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the rurve,
and column.. 5 through 9 slimmarize the relationship cumu-
lated down flout the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

Foi an explanation of the Oini concentration ratio see
section on procedure in this paper.
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TAM': 5.--Distribution of 1964 wheat certificate payments: Proportion of C.S.. regional, and State benefits
received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries'

St ate

(1) (2) (:3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Percent of total benefits received by the-
Gini

conceit-
t rat ion
ratio 2

Lower
10% of
farmers

Lower
20% of
farmers

Lower
33% of
farmers

Lower
50% of
farmers

Top
50% of
farmers

Top
:3:3%, of
farmers

Top
20% of
farmers

Top
10% of
farmers

Top
1 % of

farmers

,Colorado. ... .. 1.2 3.9 9 16 84 71 56 37 8.7 .508
;Kansas 1.2 3.6 10 11 79 68 52 37 8.1 .467
Montana 1.2 4.:3 8 18 82 68 51 33 7.2 .467
Nebraska ..... .. 2.4 4.8 11 19 81 63 49 38 9.1 .442
New Mexico 0.7 :3.0 7 16 84 71 - - 53 37 7.7 .507
North Dakota 2.0 7.0 15 25 75 61 33 29 5.6 .369
Oklahoma 1.3 3.6 12 24 76 63 49 32 6.8 .421
South Dakota 1.'' 3.5 9 19 81 7.1 55 40 9.2 .499
Texas 0.9 2.:3 6 15 85 75 59 41 9.5 .550
Wyoming 1.5 4.4 11 18 82 69 54 36 7.1 .479

Great Plains. ... 1.2 :3.6 10 20 - 80- 69 53 :37 8.2 .477

Idaho 2.2 4.5 7 14 86 73 62 43 9.3 .546
Oregon 0.7 1.6 4 10 90 80 64 43 9.1 .610
Washington 0.7 2.7 7 16 84 71 53 34 6.5 .502

Northwest, 1.2 2.3 5 12 88 80 64 43 9.7 .594

Illinois 5.0 10.0 17 27 73 58 44 24 6.3 .326
Indiana , 5.4 10.7 18 27 73 57 43 25 5.7 .316
Iowa :3.8 7.6 13 22 78 65 45 27 5.8 .395Michigan...-. . - 5.6 11.2 19 28 72 57 42 27 4.6 .314
Mirnesota ....... :3.5 6.9 12 17 83 75 61 43 12.4 .524
Missouri 4.7 9.4 16 23 77 62 49 28 7.6 .376
Ohio 5-.2 10.4 17 26 74 58 44 26 5.9 .329
Wisconsin 7.4 14.7 25 37 63 51 41 29 6.0 .238

North Central. 4.8 9.6 16 24 76 61 49 29 7.9 .373

Alabama 2.7 5.4 9 16 84 71 53 39 9.1 .494
Arkansas 2.0 4.0 7 10 90 84 _ 70 57 20.3 .658
Florida 3.8 7.5 13 21 79 69 49 32 8.8 .433
Georgia. 4.0 8.1 13 20 80 73 61 42 11.7 .496
Kentucky 3.7 7.5 12 22 78 64 47 27 7.2 .403
Louisiana... 1.1 2.4 5 13 87 76 60 41 12.0 .572
Maryland.. :3.4 6.8 15 28 72 59 37 20 5.1 .317
Mississippi 1.3 2.6 6 18 82 68 57 40 10.1 .515
North Carolina 7.5 14.9 25 37 63 50 40 29 5.6 .229
South Carolina 5.4 10.8 18 27 73 64 55 41 10.6 .399
Tennessee 4.5 9.1 15 2:3 77 65 50 31 8.8 .402
Virginia 6.0 11.9 20 30 70 60 50 :34 5.9 .342
West Virginia 5.3- 10.6 18 27 7:3 65 47 31 4.2 .360

South.. .... .. 4.6 9.2 15 23 77 69 56 39 11.7 .444

Delaware. :3.2 6.4 14 26 74 58 36 20 5.3 .327
Maine 2.2 4.3 7 11 89 59 :36 18 1.8 .392
Massachuset t4 7.5 14.9 25 :37 63 50 :35 18 1.8 .190
New Jersey :3.1 6.2 10 21 79 67 46 29 4.9 .423
New York . , . 4.3 8.7 14 22 78 62 49 27 6.8 .383
Pennsylvania. 6.3 12.5 21 31 69 58 4:3 28 5.0 .299

Northeast 4.8 9.7 16 24 76 6:' 48 :31 6.8 .384

Arizona.. ... 1.4 4.3 10 22 78 it 52
-- =

:36

-- --
6.6

-
.452

California.. ..... 1.5 4.1 9 16 84 72 57 :39 7.5 .514
Nevada 0.8 1.7 6 15 85 77 67 58 9.7 .618
Utah 2.4 4.1) 8 12 88 78 65 51 12.6 .594

Southwest . 1.5 2.9 5 10 90 79 68 50 13.0 .624

1.7 3.3 7 15 85 72
____

61 -2
______

10.6
_____

.544United States

Source: 1961 Wheat Program: Frequency Distribution.
USDA, ASCS, October 1965, tables 12 and 15, pp. 13, 16.
In the case of certificate payments the distributions are
self-weighting since the distributional data is in dollar form.

' This table presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.

Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up from the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio see
section on procedure in this paper,
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TABLE 6.-Distribution of 1964 wheat diversion payments: Proportion of U.S., regional, and State benefits
received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Percent of total benefits received by the7-
Gini

cencen-
tration
ratio 2

St ate
Lower
10% of
farmers

Lower
20% of
farmers

Lower
33% of
farmers

Lower
_50% of
farmers

Top
50% of
farmers

Top
:33% of
farmers

Top
20%, of
farmers

Top
10% of
farmers farmers

.Top
1% of

Colorado 1.9 4.4 10 17 83 71 57 39 9:5 .509
Kansas c 1.5 3.9 10 21 79 69 ,.53' 37 9.0, .472
Montana 1.9 5.4 -10 20 80 66 49 .31 6.8 .438
Nebraska..., 3.2 6.4 13 21 79 61 46 36 8.4, .407
New Mixico 1.4 3.3 8 15 85 72 55 :37 7.5 .511
North Dakota 2.3 7.3 ,-*_16: 74 60 4:3 29 5.5 .361

24.Oklahoma 1.7 4.1 '-- 12 76 64 51 34 7.8 .430
South - Dakota 1.8 4.4 10 .. 20 80 69 54 39 8.9 .482
Texas = 1.3 2.9 7 15 85 76 60 42. 10.4 .555
Wyoming 2.1 5.1 12 20 80 68 52 :35 6.8 .458.

Great Plains 1.7.. 4.2 10 21 79 69 53 37 8.5 .470

Idaho 2.7 5.3 9 16 84 72 61 43 9.7 .527
Oregon 1.8 3.6 7 13 87 78 63 42 9.1 .571
Washington 1.3 3.2 8 16 84 71 53 35 6.6 .495

Northwest 1.7 3.4 6 13 87 78 63 43 9.7 .575

Illinois 5.5 11.0 18 29 71 56 42 23 _ 6.0 .300
Indiana 6.7 -13.4 22 33 67 52 39 23e-- 5.0 .242
Iowa 4.3 8.7 14 24 76 63 44 27 -' 5.9 .375
Michigan 8.9 17.8 30 45 55 41 28 18 2.7 .094-
Minnesota 4.4 8.7 15 22 78 69 56 39 11.2 .457
Missouri 7.4 14:8 25 37 63 50 38 2.3 5.9 .209
Ohio 7.7 15.3 26 38 62 47 34 21 4.5 .182
Wisconsin 8.8 17.6 29 44 50 41 30 20 .L5 .111

North Central 7.1 14.2 24 36 64 51 39 24 6.3 .229

AlaIntna 7.2 14.3 24 36 64 52 41 '27 6.4 .244
Arkansas 4.2 8.4 -= 14 21 79 72 61 50 17.7 .507
Florida 8.2 16.4 27 . 41 59 45 30 17 3.6 .138

-Georgia 8.5 17.0 28 43 57 43 32 23 4.5 .137
Kentucky' 7.6 15.2 25 38 62 48 36 20 5.1 .186
Louisiana 3.2 6.3 10 17 83 72 57 39 10.6 .500
Maryland 7.7 15.5 26 :38 62 49 32 18 4.7 .171
Missisgippi 3.3 6.6 11 21 79 64 52 :38 10.3 .447
North Carolina 9.2 18.5 31 46 54 38 26 17 3.0 .073
South Carolina 8.9 17.8 30 44 56 41 29 20 3.7 .105
Tennessee 8.0 16.0 27 40 60 47 33 22 4.7 .165
Virginia 8.7 17.4 29 4:3 57 42 30 19 :3.2 .117
West Virginia 7.9 15.7 26 39 61 48 34 20 2.5 .171

South 8.5 17.0 28 4:3 57 43 32 21 4.9 .135

Delaware 4.1 8.2 16 28 /2 57 36 20 5.0 .301
Maine 6.8 1:3.6 23 34 66 55 45 35 3.5 .282
Massachusetts 2.0 3.9 7 10 IX) 74 44 22 2.2 .482
New Jersey 8.1 16.2 27 41 59 45 32 19 3.5 .154
New York 8.5 17.0 28 43 57 43 29 18 :3.2 .120
Pennsylvania 9.0 18.1 30 45 55 40 28 16 2.9 .085

Northeast 8.5 17.0 28 42 58 43 :30 19 :3.4 .126

Arizona 3.6 7.1 12 21 79 68 59 44 19.1 .489
California 2.3 4.7 9 17 83 74 60 41 10.2 .527

Nevada 2.1 4.2 8 17 83 73 64 52 13.6 .568
Utah 4.2 8.4 14 21 79 68 56 4:3 11.1 .466

Southwest 2.5 4.9 8 14 80 76 66 49 16.0 .578

United States 3.4 6.9 11 18 82 68 57 40 10.8 .480

Source: 1964 Wheat Program: Frequency Distribution.
USDA, ASCS. October 1965, tables 8 and 10, pp. 7, 11. In
the case of diversion payments the distributions are self-
weighting since the distributional data is in dollar form.

' This table presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to=
the cumulated percent of iarmers receiving those benefits.
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Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up from the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

For-an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio see
section on procedure in this paper.



TABLE 6.-Distribution of 1964 wheat diversion payments: Proportion of U.S., regional, and State benefits
received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries I

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Percent of total benefits received by the-
Gini

concen-
tration
ratio 2

State
Lower
10% of
farmers

Lower
20% of
farmers

Lower
33% of
farmers

Lower
50% of
farmers

Top
50% of
farmers

Top
33% of
farmers

Top
20% of
farmers

Top Top
10% of 1% of
farmers farmers

Colorado 1.9 4.4 10 17 83 71 57 39 9.5 .509
Kansas 6 1.5 3.9 10 21 79 69 - 53-- 37 9.0_ .472
Montana 1.9 5.4 10 20 80 66 49 31 6.8 .438
Nebraska. 3.2 6.4 13 21 79 61 46 36 8.4. .407
New Mexico 1.4 3.3 8 15 85 72 55 37 7.5 .511
North Dakota 2.3 7.3 .16:: ---26- 74 60 4:3 29 5.5 .361
Oklahoma 1.7 4.1 12 24 76 64 51 :34 7.8 .430
South-Dakota 1.8 4.4 10 _ 20 80 69 54 39 8.9 .482
Texas 1.3 2.9 7 15 85 76 60 42 . 10.4 .555
Wyoming 2.1 5.1 12 20 80 68 52 35 6.8 .458.

Great; Plains 1.7 4.2 10 21 79 69 53 37. 8.5 .470

Idaho 2.7 5.3 9 16 84 72 61 43 9.7 .527
Oregon 1.8 3.6 7 13 87 78 63 42 9.1 .571
Washington ..... 1.3 3.2 8 16 84 71 5:3 35 6.6 .495

Northwest 1.7 3.4 6 13 87 78 63 43 9.7 .575

Illinois 5.5 11.0 18 29 71 56 42 23 _ 9.0 .300
Indiana 6.7 '13.4 22 33 67 52 39 23C 5.0 .242
Iowa 4.3 8.7 14 24 76 63 44 27 -' 5.9 .375
Michigan 8.9 17.8 30 45 55 41 28 18 2.7 .094-
Minnesota 4.4 8.7 15 22 78 69 56 39 11.2 .457
Missouri 7.4 14:8 25 37 63 50 38 2:3 5.9 .209
Ohio 7.7 15.3 26 38 62 47 34 21 4.5 .182
Wisconsin 8.8 17.6 29 44 56 41 30 20 3.5 .111

North Central.. 7.1 14.2 24 36 64 51 39 24 6.3 .229

Alahma 7.2 14.3 24 36 64 52 41 27 6.4 .244
Arkansas 4.2 8.4 . 14 21 79 72 61 50 17.7 .507
Florida 8.2 16.4 27 41 59 45 30 17 3.6 .136
Georgia 8.5 17.0 28 43 57 43 32 23 4.5 .137
Kentucky 7.6 15.2 25 38 62 48 36 20 5.1 .186
Louisiana :3.2 6.3 10 17 83 72 57 39 10.6 .500
Maryland 7.7 15.5 26 38 62 49 32 18 4.7 .171
Mississippi 3.3 6.6 11 21 79 64 52 :38 10.3 .447
North Carolina 9.2 18.5 31 46 54 :38 26 17 3.0 .073
South Carolina 8.9 17.8 30 44 56 41 29 20 3.7 .105
Tennessee 8.0 16.0 27 40 60 47 33 22 4.7 .165
Virginia 8.7 17.4 29 4:3 57 42 :30 19 :3.2 .117
West Virginia 7.9 15.7 26 39 61 48 34 20 2.5 .171

South 8.5 17.0 28 4:3 57 4:3 32 21 4.0 .135

Delaware 4.1 8.2 16 28 -`72 57 :36 20 5.0 .301
Maine 6.8 13.6 2:.3 34 66 55 45 35 3.5 .282
Massachusetts. 2.0 3.9 7 10 90 74 44 22 2.2 .482
New Jersey 8.1 16.2 27 41 59 45 32 19 3.5 .154
New York 8.5 17.0 28 4:3 57 4:3 29 18 3.2 .120
Pennsylvania 9.0 18.1 :30 45 55 40 28 16 2.9 .085

Northeast 8.5 17.0 28 42 58 43 :30 19 :3.4 .126

Arizona 3.6 7.1 12 21 79 68 59 44 19.1 .489
California 2.3 4.7 0 17 8:3 74 60 41 10.2 .527
Nevada 2.1 4.2 8 17 83 73 64 52 13.6 .568
Utah 4.2 8.4 14 21 79 68 56 4:3 11.1 .466

Southwest 2.5 4.9 8 14 86 76 66 49 16.0 -578

United States :3.4 6.9 11 18 82 68 57 40 10.8 .480

Source: 1964 Wheat Program: Frequency Distribution.
USDA, ASCS. October 1965, tables 8 and 10, pp. 7, 11. In
the case of diversion payments the distributions are self-
weighting since the distributional data is in dollar form.

' This table presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to-
the cumulated percent of ;armors receiving those benefits.
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Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
tip from the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

' For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio see
section on procedure in this paper.



TABLE' 7.-Distribution of total 1964 wheat (certificate and diversion) payments: Proportion of U.S.,
regional, and State benefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries'

State

(1) (2) (:3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (6) (.0)

Percent of total benefits received by the-

Lower
10% of
farmers

Lower Lower
20% of :3:3% of
farmerg farmers

Lower
50% of
farmers

ITOjt- Top Top
50% of 33% of 20% of
farmers :filmers farmers

Top
10% of
farmers

Top
%-of

farmers

Gini
concer-
t rat ion
ratio 2

Colorado 0.9 3.1 8 15 85 72 57 39 .525
Kansas 1.2 3.5 10 21 79 .68 52 37 8.2 .471
Montana 1.0 :3.9 8 18 82 69 52 :3 7.2 .480
Nebraska 2.4 .1.7 10 19 81 6:3 49 8 9.1 .447
New Mexico 0.5 1.8 6 1:3 87 7:3 56 9 8;3 .538
North Dakota 1.9 6.8 15 25 75 61 43 29 5.7 .37:3
Oklahoma 1.2 3.4 11 24 76 64 50 33 7.0 .429
South Dakota 1.2 3.3 9 19 81 71 56 40 94 .506
Texas 0.8 2.0 6 14 86 `77 GO 42 9.8 .562
Wyoming 1.3 3.8 10 18 82 70 54 :37 7.:3 .493

Great Plains 1.2 3.4 9 - 20 80 69 53 38 8.4 .484

Idaho 2.2 . 4.:3 .14 86 74 63 44 9.6 .555
Oregon
Washington

0.6
U.S

1.3
1.8

3
6

8
14

92
86

84
72

68
55

46
:35

10.1
-6.8

.644
520

Northwest -1.1 2.2 4 11 89 81 65 44 9.9 .610

Illinois 4.9 9.0 16 26 74 58 44 24 6.4 .332
Indiana 5.2 10.4 17 26 74 59 44 27 5.8 .335
Iowa 3.6 7.2 12 21 79 66 46 28 6.0 .412
Michigan 5.3 10.7 18 27 73 64 46 32 - 5.1 .358
Minnesota 3.4 6.9 11 17 83 75 62 43 12.8 .530
Missouri 4.5 9.0 15 2:3 77 65 51 31_ 8.3 .406
Ohio 5.0 10.0 17 25 75 61 45 29- 6.1 .356
Wisconsin 7.3 14.5 24 36 64 52 42 33 7.7 .254

North Central 4.6 9.2 15 23 77 64 50 31 8.5 .397

Alabama 2.7 5.3 9 13 87 82 74 53 13.7 .630
Arkansas 2.0 4.0 7 10 90 86 73 60 22.0 .679
Florida :3.8 7.7 13 19 81 73 60 39 13.7 .494
Georgia 5.0 10.1 17 25 75 66 60 53 16.4 .465
Kentucky 3.4 6.8 11 17 83 71 56 33 9.1 .477
Louisiana 1.1 2.2 5 12 88 77 61 43 12.2 .584
Maryland 3.1 6.3 11 25 75 61 40 22 5.5 .356
Mississippi 1.1 2.:3 4 13 87 72 59 43 11.3 .563
North Carolina 7.7 15.5 26 :39 61 48 :38 30 7.2 .214
South Carolina 6.2 12.3 21 31 69 59 51 45 12.5 .365
Tennessee 4.4 8.8 15 22_ 78 71 57 41 9.9 .456
Virginia 6.1 12.3 20 31 69 59 51 :37 6.8 .344
West Virginia 5.4 10.7 18 27 73 64 52 :33 4.7 .377

South ...... 4.9 9.9 16 25 75 67 61 46 13.3 .455

Delaware 3.2 0.4 14 26 74 59 37 20 5.3 .3:30
Maine 2.0 4.1 7 10 90 86 84 74 7.4 .708
Massachusetts 7.3 14.7 24 37 63 47 28 14 1.4 .160
NeW Jersey 3.0 5.9 10 15 85 72 34_ 6.3 .497
New York 4.3 S'.11'"'''' 14 22 78 71 55 37 7.4 .448
Perinaylvania 6.:3 12.5 21 31 69 58 49 31 5.8 .318

Northeast, 4.9 9.7 1" 24 76 68 53 38 7.4 .418

AriZona 1.2 2.4 6 16 84 70 58 39 7.6 .528
California 0.9 2.0 5 13 87 71) 65 45 9.9 .596
NeVada 0.7 1.4 3 8 92 81 72 61 13.4 .688
Utah 2.4 4.8 8 12 88 80 67 53 13.7 .609

Southwest 1.4 2.8 5 9 91 81 71 54 15.0 .652

Un4tal States -1.5
____

2.9
_______ __

5
_______

11

._ .____
89

_
74

. __

63 44 11.6 .577

U A, ASCS, October 1965, tables 6 and 17, pp. 7. 18. InUS
urce: 1964 Wheat Program: Frequency Distribution.

the case of payments (certificate am! diversion) the distri-
buti ns are self-weighting since distributional data is in
doll t form.

'''his table presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
latiqg the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to

the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up from the lower f.ly..nefit per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (highest benefit per recipient.) end
of the curve.

For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio sloe
section on procedure in di:, paper.

473



In table 8 both certificate and diversion payments
are combined into a total 1964 wheat program dis-
tribution. Again, the same general regional pattern

Tutu 8.-Distribution of total 1964 wheat benefits,
U.S., regional, and State benefits received by

of distribution and concentration can be perceived,
but the concentration ratios are generally higher
than any of the components.

price supports, and total payments: Proportion of
various per,:entiles of farmer beneficiaries1

State

(1) (2) (:3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Percent of total benefits received by the-
Gini

concen-
tration
ratio'

Lower
10% of
farmers

Lower Lower Lower
20% of :33% of 50% of
farmers farmers (farmers

Top
50% of
farmers

Top
33% of
farmers

Top Top Top
20% of 10% of 1% of
farmers farmers farmers

Colorado 0.8 :3.0 8 15 85 72 57 39 9.0 .526
Kansas 1.2 3.5 10 21 79 68 52 37 8.2 .470

_Montana 0.9 3.8 8 18 82
,

69 52 13 7.2 .479
Nebraska. 2.4 4.7 10 19 81 63 49 38 9.1 .447
New Mexico 0.5 1.8 6 13 87 74 57 :39 8.4 .544
North WWI !.9 6.8 15 25 75 61 44 29 5.7 .375
Oklahoma 1.2 :3.4 11 24 76 64 50 :33 7.0 .429
South Dakota 1.2 :3.4 9 19 81 71 55 40 9.2 .501
Texas 0.8 2.1 6 14 86 77 60 42 9.9 .564
Wyoming . 1.3 :3.8 10 18 82 70 54 37 7.3 ..489

Great Plains 1.2 :3.4 9 20 80- 69 5:3 3S 8.4 :483
Idaho = 2.0 4.0 13 87 76 65 46 10.4 .577
Oregon 0.6 1.3 :3 8 92 84 69 47 10.3 .646
Washington 0.5 1.8 6 14 86 7:3 55 36 7.1 .526

Northwest 1.0 2.0 4 10 !XI 8.2 66 45 10.3 .619
Illinois 4.9 9.9 16 26 74 58 44 24 6.4 1.331
Indiana 5.2 10.4 17 26 74 58 44 26 5.7 .:332
Iowa :3.6 7.3 12 21 79 66 46 28 6.1 .412
Michigan 5.5 11.0 18 28 72 63 45 31 5.0 .345
Minnesota :3.5 7.0 12 18 82 75 62 43 12A; .524
Missouri 4.1; 9.2 15 23 77 65 51 :10 8.2 .400
Ohio 5.1 10.1 17 25 75 (K) 45 28 6.0 .352
Wisconsin 7.:3 14.6 24 37 63 51 41 33 7.4 .248

North Central 4.7 9.4 16 '23 77 64 50 31 8.4 .3 0
Abibatna --2.8-----57-6- 9 14 86 81 -73--53 1:3.6 .

Arkansas 2.1 4.2 7 11 89 85 7:3 59 21.5 .669
Florida 4.0 7.9 13 20 80 73 59 :38 12.4 .482
Georgia 5.2 10.5 17 26 74 65 58 51 15.3 .444
Kentucky :3.6 7.1 12 18 82 70 55 :33 8.8 .466
Louisiana 1.1 2.:3 5 12 88 77 111 42 11.9 .579
Marylaiul :3.2 6.4 12 25 75 111 :39 22 5.5 .351
Mississippi 1.2 2.4 4 13 87 71 59 4:3 10.8 .560
North Carolina. .. 7.8 15.5 26 39 111 48 :38 30 7.2 .213
South Carolina 6.3 12.1; 21 32 68 58 49 4:3 11.7 .348
Tennessee 4.6 9.1 15 23 77 70 56 40 9.4 .444
Virginia 6.2 12.5 21 31 69 58 50 :36 6.7 .336
West Virginia 5.4 10.8 18 27 7:3 64 52 3:3 4.7 .373

Sout II.. .... 5.0 10.1 17 25 75 66 60 46 13.0 .447
Delaware --:1.:c ---lits 14 26 74 58 :36 20 ---6:3 .315
Maine 2.1 4.:3 11 89 86 8:3 7:3 7.:3 .699
Masuachusettr 7.1 14.2 24 :35 6.5 8 29 14 1.4 .174
New Jersey :3.1 6.2 10 15 85 71 55 :34 6.2 .488
New York 4.5 8.9 15 22 78 70 54 :36 7.1 .4:35
Pennsylvania 6.4 12.7 21 :32 68 58 43 30 5.7 .309

Northeast 5.0 10.0 17 25 75 67 5:3 :37 7.2 A07
Arizona 1.2 2.4 (3 16 84 71 59 41 9.8 .3313
California 0.8 1.8 5 12 88 81 67 47 11.4 .617
Nevada 0.7 1.5 3 9 91 81 72 60 12.9 .680
Utah 2.1 4.2 7 11 89 82 69 55 14.5 .637

Southwest ..... 1.3 2.5 4 8 92 83 73 56 16.1 .672
United States 1.5 3.0 5 11 89 74 63 44 11.7

Sources See sources for tables 4, 5 and 6. This table com-
bins the price-support benefits, the certificate payments,
and diversion' payments reported in tables 4. 5 and 6.

' This Wide presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
'the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
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Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up from the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) ;end
of the curve.

'For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio, see
section on procedure in this paper.



Just as in the case of rice, the same general degree
of concentration can represent quite different dis-
tributions of benefits by allotment size. Farmers
with allotments of 200 acres or less receive 97 per-
cent of all benefits in the North Central region, 61
percent in the Great Plains, and only 34 percent in
the Northwest. Farmers with allotments of 1,000
acres or more receive only 0.1 percent of all benefits
in the North Central region, they receive 3 percent
in the Great Plains, and 11 percent in the far North-
west (see table 9). Variation between States is
consi&rable.

The average U.S. Gini ratio for wheat price sup-
ports is .566, for wheat certificate payments is .544,
and for wheat diversion payments is .480. These
statistics, of course, refer to distributions amoiag
program cooperators. But, in an industry in which
a quarter of the producers choose not to participate
in a price and income support program, it is rele-
vant to ask how the nonparticipating allotment
Holders -differ from those in the-program. While the
distributions are not presented in tabular -form,
Lorenz curves and Gini ratios were computed- on
allotment acreages of nonparticipating allotment
holders-with interesting results.'5

Using the same type of value weighting system as
we did for price supports, we find that over the
whole of the United States, wheat allotments held

by-farmers outside the program exhibit a concen-
tra-tion- ratio of .355well below the .566 for price=
support program cooperators. The concentration
ratios of the regions for nonparticipating farmers
generally follow the pattern previously observed for
those in the program: the Northwest had a Gini of
.693, the Great Plains one of .573, and the North
Central region is .202. In other words, allotment
concentration among nonparticipating farmers is
greater in the Northwest and Great Plains than
among farms in the program in those regions. In
all other-regions and for the United States, concen-
tration is lower among nonparticipating farmers
than those in the program.

Clearly it is the smaller allotment holder who is
the typical noncooperator. Less than 1 percent of
no cooperators hold allotments of more than 100
ac vs; less than 5 percent hold allotments of more
the n 30 acres. Among program cooperators, 99
pe cent of farmers hold allotments of 100 acres or
be ter. Thus, not only is concentration on the whole
lo er, but the average size of wheat allotment is
fa smaller among those wheat farmers who chose
in 964 not to participate in the wheat program."

a.

wit
dat

par
phi
pia
a 14

ma.
don

The data carne from the 'roue source as the rest of the
at program distributions. See source (a) of table 4. The

came from tables 4 and 5 of the source.
One must be careful in interpreting this. Because a non.

ipating farmer has a small allotment does not mean he
ted wheat acreage equal to his allotment. He may have
ted far moreor none at all. Also, the farmer who holds
all wheat allotment may not be a small farmer, wheat
just be a minor enterprise on his farm. All we have
here is compare distributions of allotment size.

Thie suggests that if concentration were measured
over all allotment holders, program participators
and nimparticipators, the measure of benefit con-
centration in wheat would be greater than that re-
ported here for program participators.

The interesting- general conclusion suggested by
thla analysis of the 1964 wheat program is that the
combination of dire& payments (as designed) with
price supports results in an even greater concen-
tration of the distribution of benefits from the wheat
program than results from price supports alone.

The Feed Grain Program

The feed grain program is very similar to that of
wheat, for the wheat program was designed in part
with the feed grain program as its Model. The pri-
mary difference is that in feed grains there is a
price-support payment in place of the wheat cer-
tificate payment. -Thus, in feed grains there are
three types of program benefit streams: price sup-
ports, price-support payments, and diversion pay-
ments.

We have feed grain program distributional data
for the 1964 crop year, just as in wheat. The same
type of data is available for computing price-
support benefit distributions as well as diversion
payments. Distributions of price-support payments
by acreage allotments are not available. However,
it is possible to construct such &distribution using
data (from another source) on the distribution of
total feed grain price-support payments by State
( 14) combined with the distribution of planted
acreage by allotment size on participating farms.
The necessary assumption is that price-support pay-
ments are distributed between allotment size groups
within a State in the same proportion as planted
acreage on participating farms. This is a perfectly
valid assumption in this case since price-support
payments are made on each bushel produced on
participating farms and should exhibit distributions
and a degree of concentration identical to that of
benefits from price supports.

There is a difference from wheat also in the proce-
dure for estimating the distribution of price-support
benefits. In the case of feed grains, actual planted
acreage distributiOns are available by allotment size
group_by State. This avoids problems of failure to
plant and crop failure, which one is involved with
when only a distribution of allotment acreage is
available (as in wheat).

The weights for feed grains also had to be com-
puted in a different and less satisfactory fashion.
Season average prices by State are available oily
for the components of feed grains: corn, oats, barley,
and grain sorghum. Allotment data are available by
State, only for total feed grainsnot by corn, oats,
barley, or grain sorghums. Consequently, one is
forced to use a value of total feed grain production
as State value weights for aggregation purposes.
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TABLE 9.-Distribution of total 1964 wheat benefits, price supports, and total payments: Proportion of U.S..
regional, and State benefits accruing to farmers with acreage allotments under or over various specified
sizes

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (7) (8)

Percent of total benefits accruing to farmers with allotments-

State 15 acres
and

- under

:30 acres
and

under

100 acres 200 acres
and and

under under

:300 acres
and

unties

Over
:300
acres

Over Over
509 1,000

acres acres

Colorado 1 2 17 37 53 47 26 8.3
Kansas 1 5 :35 64 79 21 S 1.7
Montana 0 1 10 27 45 55 28 7.0
Nebraska 5 18 63 83 . 92 8 3 0.7
New Mexico 1 1 10 27 41 59 :39 16.6
North Dakota 0 3 :32 69 85 15 5 0.7
Oklahotha 2 5 44 71 8.5 15 6 1.0
South Dakota 2 5 34 62 '77 23 9 2.4
Texas 1 4 Z1 44 59 41 +2 8.0
Wyoming 0 3 24 51 68 :32 15 :3.7

Great Plains 1 5 :33 61 76 24 11 2.9

Idaho ti 12 32 51 65 :3.5 19 6.i
Oregon 2 4 15 30 4:3 57 36 13.1
Washinston 5 2 . 9 25- 41 59' 3.5 12.4

Northwest. 2 5 17 34 49 51 31 10.7

Illinois 23 53 . 93 98 99 1 0 ().0
Indiana 29 61 95 4)9 100 0 0 0.0
Iowa 15 37 . 83 96 99- 1 0 0.0
Michigan 40 71 97 100 100 0 0 0.0
Minnesota 23 34 68 86 93 7 3 0.8
Missouri 28 52 90 97 99 I' 0 0.0
Ohio . 30 -6:1- 95 99 99 1 0 0.0
Wisconsin 66 83 97 10(1 100 0 0 0.0

North Central 28 55 90 97 98 2 1 0.1

Alabama 23 35 67 90 93 7 0 0.0
Arkansas 15 20 . 45 65 76 24 12 12.1
Florida...... 27 46 89 '93 100 0 0 0.0
Georgia 50 64 89 95 99 1 . 1 0.0
Kentucky 22 49 90 98 99 1 0 0.0
Louisiana :3 8 28 55 74 26 10 10.3
Maryland 11 42 95 99 99 1 0 0.0
Mississippi.. 4 9 46 68 74 26 9 0.0
North Carolina 72 87 98 100 100 0 0 0.0
South Carolina 61 74 95 - 99 100 0 0 0.0
Tennessee 35 62 to- 98 99 1 0 0.0
Virginia 54 75 97 99 100 0 0 0.0
West Virginia. 42 72 98 100 100 0 0 0.0

South 45 63 90 96 98 2 0.5

lklaware 9 36 95 100 100 0 0 0.0
Maine 21 21 100 100 100 0 0 0.0
Massachusetts. 40 100 100 100 100 0 0 0.0
New Jersey ... . 18 39 81 99 100 0 0 0.0
New York 33 60 95 99 100 0 0 0.0
Pennsylvania 52 81 98 100 100 0 0 0.0

Northeast 38 66 95 94) 100 0 0 0.0

Arizona :3 9 39 61 79 21 16 8.4
California 1 3 16 27 38 6L 46 27.0
Nevada. 2 5 28 46 51 49 45 26.1
Utah 9 15 33 49 fit 39 94 8.6

Southwest 4 8 24 39 50 50 36 18.7

United States 5 12 39 62 75 25 12 3.6

(9)

Over
2,000
acres

2.2
0.3
1.3
0.0
4.2
0.1
0.2
0.7
2.4
1.4

0.6

1.5
3.0
2.0

. 2.4

0.0
0.0
0.0

-0.0
0.4
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.1

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
'0.0
0.0
0.0

.0.0

0.0
; 0.0
, 0.0
' 0.0
: 0.0

1
I
0 0

! 0.0

/ 0.0
i 1 4

7.5

0.8

Source: See source (a) for tables 4. 5 and 6. This table combines the price-support benefits, the certificate pay nts,
and diversion payments reported in tables 4, 5 and 6.
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The weight for a State is an aggregate of the prod-
of State average price and production data on

corn, oats, barley, and grain sorghums. It is possible
that this introduces some distortion into the relative
relationship of the value weights if the proportion
of nonparticipating farmers and acreage outside the
piogram varies greatly between allotment size
classes. As noted earlier, experiments using various
weighting systems indicate that the Lorenz curves
arc not very sensitive to !changes in the weights.
Nevertheless, it would have been better to be able
to use a wheat type of weighting system.

As with wheat. we have the opportunity in this
analysis to observe the impact on the concentration
of benefit distribution that results when direct pay-
ments are combined with price supports.
. The Gini concentration ratios for all of the Lorenz

curves computed for feed grains can be seen in sum-
mary form in table 10. The pattern is utterly con-
sistent, for every State, every region, ma for the
United States. The degree of concentration of diver -
ion payment distributions is well below that for
price support benefits. The concentration ratio for
the combined or total program benefit distributions
falls consistently between that for diversion pay -
inents and that of price-support benefits." In con-
trast to the results in wheat, the diversion payments
in feed grains tend to reduce the concentration of
overall. program benefits though perhaps not by as
much as one might expect for the volume of diver-
sion payments that are involved in the feed grain
program.

Price-support benefit Lorenz curve computations
are presented in table -IL Similar presentations for
diversion payments are found in. table 12 and for
total program benefits- in table 13. The lower half
of:farmers receive only 8 percent of all price-support
benefits, but 24 percent of all diversion payments.
The top 10 percent of fanners receive 37 percent of
all price-support benefits and 30 percent of all diverr
sion payments. There is considerable variation by
State and region, but the variance is far greater in
the case of price-support benefits than diversion
payments-which is faceted in the lower concen-
tration ratios for diversion payments.

Again, looking at the distribution of benefits by
allotment size groups (in table 14) one sees a varied
picture. Nationally, half of 'all program benefits go
to producers with allotments of 100 acres or less.
This is also true of the North Central and South
Central regions. But in the Western States only 14
percent of the benefits go to farmers witlrallotments
of 100 acres or less, and in the North Atlantic region
these farmers receive 83 percent of all benefits.

Nationally, 6 itereent of all feed grain program
benefits go to farmers with allotments of 500 acres

" Price-support payment Lorenz curves and Gini ratios
were computed in the manner ilesi.rilxl earlier. These are
identical to those for _pricr-support benefits. and are not
presented separately. The total benefit computations of
table 10 include price-support payment:.

TABLE 10,1964 feed grain program benefits: Sum-
mary of Gini concentration ratios for the United
States, region, and State for 19641

St ate .
Price-

support
benefits

Diver-
sion
pay-

ments
bomefits

Connecticut . .826 .296 .595
Nlaine ... . .701 .295 _ .690
Massachuet t s . . .778 .3411 .3411

New Jersey ....... . , . .746 .348 .635
New York .761 .355 011
Pennsylvania .757 -368 - .717
Vermont .782 .261 .71r2

North Atlantic .740 .375 ABil

Illinois .476 '332 .466
Indiana .67:3 .368 .638
Iowa 63 .304 .356
Kansas .514 .369 .481
Michigan .745 .368 .691
Minnesota .458 .307 .439
Mimotiri .662 .399 .601
Nebraska .362 .341 .359
North Dakota .444 .362 .434
Ohio"" .717 .307 .674
South Dakota .394 .330 .386
Wisconsin .615 .342 .577

North Central .477 .327 .459

Delaware .696 .381 .603
Florida .667 .450 .622
Georgia .713 .479 .4177

Maryland .765 .413 .7411
North Carolina .752 .449 .706
South Carolina .726 .459 .681
Virginia .746 :430 .700
West Virginia .860 .396 .779

South Atlantic. .741 .467 .701

Alabama .763 .396 -699-
Arkansas .827 .427 .734
'Kentucky .801 .399 .713
Louisiana .74:1 .484 .68'2
Missisatippi .717 .440 .66-1
Oklahoma .693 341 .611
Tennessee .772 .390 .692
Texas .047 317 .621

Month Central .723 .479 .677

Arizona .688

______

.595 ASO
California .749 .6111 .740
Colorado .559 .385 .518
Idaho .72:3 .375 .703
Montana .558 .405 .545
Nevada .748 .366 .731
New Mexico .506 .465 .532
Oregon .762 .446 .736
Utah ..... , .67o .:341 .627
Washington .639 352 .617
Wyoming.... .574 .319 .550

Wmtern .704 .505 .681

United States .588 .405 .565

:intirers: Tables 11. 12, and 13.

' For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio 1,(r
section on procedure in this paper.
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TABLE 11.-Distribution of 1964 feed grain price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S., regional, and State
benefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries '

St

(1) (2) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)- (10)

Percent of total benefits received by the-
Gini

concen-
tration
ratio'

ate
Lower
10% of
farmers

Lower
20% of
farmers

Lower
33% of
farmers

Lower
50% of
farmers

Top
56% of
farmers

Top
:33% of
farmers

Top
20% of
farmers

Top
10% of
farmers

Top
1% of

farmers
Conneeticut 0.6 1.2 2.0 3.0 97 96 90 73 30 .826Maine = 1.4 2.9 4.8 7.1 93 90 80 58 0 =.701
Massachusetts 0.2 0,3 0.6 1.1 99 95 80 65 9 .778
New Jersey 0.1 0.1 0.4 1.9 98 02 79 53 14 .746
New York 0.4 0.8 14 2.9 07 91 82 60 15 .761
Pennsylvania 0.7 1.4 2,:t.- :3.9 96 00 81 63 21 .757
Vermont 03 0.7 3":: :33 97 91 77 71 24 .782

North Atlantic 0.6 1.2 2.1 4.1 96 89 79 58 17 .740
Illinois ----- 9.2 1.1 5.7 15.9 84 65 50 20 .476
Indiana 0.1 0.2 -0.9 3.9 06 85 66 47 12 .67:3
Iowa 0.6 4.2 11.0 26.5 73 58 41 24 5 36:3
Kansas 03 1.4 6.1 16.1 84 70 53 36 9 .514
Michigan 0.1 0.3 0.9 2.9 97 = r2 5' 55 13 .745
Minnesota 0.2 1.2 =6.4 18.5 82 64 48 29 6 .458
Missouri 0.1 0.2 1.0 4.7 05 85 65 46 12 .662
Nebtaska --I.° 4.7 13.6 :?5.9 74 Sit 41 27 5 .362
North Dakota 0.4 2.8 9.0 19.7 80 64 47 :31 6 .444
Ohio 0.2 03' 0.9 33 97 90 7:3 50 13 .717
South Dakota 0.7 3.9 11.6 2.3.4 77 61 4:3 29 6 .394
Wisconsin 0.3 0.6 23 7.6 92 -80 63 39 9 .614

North Central 0.1 0.9 _ 4.4 14.9 85 65 49 29 6 .477

Delaware .- 0.1 0.4 1.2 3.6 96 86 71 51 -10 .696
Florida 0.1 03_ 1.2 5.4 95 84 67 46 12 .667
Georgia 0.2 04 1.1 3.0 97 89 72 53 13 .713
Maryland 0.2 0.3 0.9 2.4 98 94 82 59 14 .765
North Carolina 1.0 2.0 3.3 4.9 95 90 81 65 2(1 .752
South Carolina 0.8 1.6 2.7 53 95 88 78 60 17 .726
Virginia 13 2.5 4.2 6.3 94 89 81 67 21 .746
West Virginia 0.8 1.7- 2.8 4.2 96 94 93 87 32 .860

South Atlantic.- . 0.7 1.4 2.4 4.4 96 90 80 60 16 -.741

Alabama 03 0.7 1.2 3.7 96 02 81 -62 18 .763
Arkansas 0.5 1.0 1.7 3.2 97 93 88 75 :33 .827
Kentucky 0.4 0.8 1.4 2.7 97 163 87 68 21 .801
Louisiana 1.1 2.2 3.7 6.0 94 88 81 65 23 .743
Mirtsiuipp: 0.9 1.8 2.9 6.6 93 87 78 60 17 .717
Oklahoma 0.0 0.2 0.8 53 05 86 69 52 17 .693
Tennessee 0.6 1.1 1.8 3.7 96 91 84 64 18 .772
Texas 0.0 0.2 13 6.8 93 82 64 46 9 .647

South Central 0.3 0.7 1.4 3.9 96 00 75 5.5 14 .72;3

Arizona 0.0 0.1 13 4.8 95 86 73 54 ti .688
California 0.0 0.0 03 2.2 98 1)2 82 54 5 .749
Colorado 0.1 0.8 3.7 12.9 87 74 58 39 6 .559
Idaho 0.1 0.2 a 0.9 4.2 96 87 75 56 16 .723
Montana

- Nevada
0.1
0.0

1.1
0 0

4.6
0.0

11.6
:3.4

88
97

73
88

58
74

40
61

6
17

.558
.748

New Metier) 0.0 0.5 :3.5 10.8 89 75 57 :36 4 .560
Oregon 0.0 0.1 0.5 1.0 98 91 80 60 14 .762
Utah 03 0.7 2.2 6.5 te3 86 70 47 12 .670
Washington 0.0 0.2 0.8 5.8 94 82 63 43 .639
Wyoming 0.1) 0.5 2.5 9.8 96 74 58 :37 8 .574

Wmtern 0.1 11.4 1.8 6.7 03 85 73 58 11 .704

United States 0.2 0.5 1.9 7.8 92 76 57 :37 9 .588

Sources: (a) 1964 Feed Grain Program: Frequency Dis-
tribution. USDA, ASCS. July 11165. tables 2
and 12.

(b) For computing the weights used in combin-
ing the State distributional data of source
(a). price and production figures' for corn.
oats. barley. and grain sorghums were ob-
tained from Agricultural Statistics, 1966.
rSDA. 1966. tables 40. 52, 61. and 72.
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This table presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated -

up from the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve.
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

g For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio see-
section on procedure in this paper.



TABLE 12.-Distribution of 1964 feed grain diversion payments: Proportion of U.S... regional. and State
btsts received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries '

(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (ID)

_Percent of total benefits received by the-
Giui

effiteett-
tratton
ratio 2

State!
Lower Lower
10% of '..91% of
farmers humeri)

Lower Lower
33% of 50% of
farmers farmers

Top
50% of
farmers

Top
33% of
farmers

Top
20% of
farmers

To Top
10% of 1% of
farmers farmers

Connect:cm .... 5.3 10.6 18 26 74 56 38 22 5.3 .296
Maine 6.1 12.1 20 30 70 59 42 26 :3.8 .295
Massaehusetts, 4.7 9.3 Ili 24 76 58 41 25 7.7 340
New Hampshire, 7.9 15.8 21; 4:3 57 :38 24 4 0.4 .067
New Jersey 2.9 5.8 13 26 74 56 41 26 5.8 .348
New York
Pennsvlvania....

4;3 8.6
13.74;1

14-
14

24
2:3

-76
77

60
61

42
4:3 726 6.0

7.5
:355
.368

Ithoile. Island... . 5.9 12.9 26 41 59 4:3 26 13 1.3 .126
Vermont 5.5 11.1 18 -31) 70 54 36 18 2.:3 .261

North Atlantic. 4.1 8.2 14 2:3 77 61 44 27 6.9 .375

2.8 8.1 17 28 72 56 44 27 6.6 332
Indiana 2.6 5.4 1:3 7 7:3 58 4:3 :31) 7.7 .368
Iowa 3.9 9.2 17 :31 6!) 56 40 24 5.5 .304
Kansas :3.1 721 15 21; 74 60 45 30 6.4 .3119

Michigan ........ 3.1 11.1 12 24 76- 58 42 7 6.3 .368
Minnesota 2.9 8.7 .17 :30 711 55 41 24 5.3 .307
Missnnri 2.1 53 12 25 75 (i2 46 :32 8.5 .391)
Nebraska. :3.2 73 16 -)7 7:3 58 41 28 5.8 .341
North Dakot :3.1 7.3- 14 25 75 59 4:3 29 5.8 .36'2
Ohio 3.1 6.3 12 25 75 58 42 28 7.3 367
South Dakota. 3.6 8.i 16 28 72 57 40 28 5.5 .330
Wisconsin 3.1 14 27 7:3 56 42 27 6.:3 .342

North Central 2.4 7.5 17 28 72 56 4:3 26 5.7 .327

Delaware 2.5 6.2 3 26 74 59 46 33 6.3 .381
Florida 1.8 4.8 1 22 78 66 52 36 9.0 .450
tkorgio 2.1 4.1 9 19 81 67 52 38 9.3 .479
Maryland 2.8 5.6 1 22 78 62 47 13 7.7 .413
North Carolina :3.8 7.5 :3 19 81 68 51 54 9.2 .449
South Carolina . :3.2 6.4 1 18 82 68' 51 34 9.4 .459
Virginia 8.6 4 22 78 68 52 34 8.7 .4:11)

West Virginia.. 5.5 10.9 8 27 7:3 64 56 39 9.0 .396

South Atlantic 3.2 6.4 18 82 68 51 35 9.9 .467

Alalnima 3.:3 6.6 1 22 78 44
______ _

30 8.2 .396
Arkansas 3.8 7.5 :3 20 80 65 49 33 11.0 .427
Kentucky 3.8 7.6 :3 21 79 63 45 29 7.0 .399
Louisiana. 3.2 6.4 1 17 8:3 70 54 38- 11.2 .484
Mississippi 3.4 6.8 1 20 81) 66- 49 :35 10.2 .440
Oklahoma 2.4 7.0 6 29 71 57 42 49 7.3 :341
Ten n mere :3.9 7.8 :3 22 78 63 45 28 7.1 390
Texas 1.3 3.9 9 17 8:3 72 57 41 8.2 .517

South Cent nil 2.6 5.1 9 19 81 67 53 40 11.2 .479

0.11 2.8
_____ _

6 11 89 78 66 49 5.0Arizona... .... .595
California 0.8 2.4 5 10 IN) 82 69 44 4.4 .616
Colorado 2.6 6.9 13 24 76 61 41; 31 4.5 .385
Idaho 2.7 6.4 14 27 7:3 59 46 :32 6.8 .375
Montana 2.6 6.5 13 22 78 62 48 32 4.5 .41)5
Nevada 2.5 7.0 16 26 74 61 45 29 4.7 .366
New Mexico 1.3 4.2 9 18 82 68 51 33 3.8 .465
Oregon... ..... . , 1.9 4.1 10 21 79 6.5 51 :33 8.0 .446
Utah. 3.4 6.9 14 26 74 57 41 26 5.9 .341,
WaShington 1.8 5.7 14 27 73 58 41 27 4.7 .352
Wyoming.. .. 3.1 8.0 17 29 71 56 41 25 5.8 .319

Wester:: 1.5 4.11 10 19 81 70 57 4:3 7.2 .505

United States 2.2 4.4 11 24 76 61 47 30 7.5 .405

Sonny:4: (a) 1964 Feed Clain Progrant: Frequency Dis
tribution. USDA, ASCS, July 1965. tables 2 and 6. Diver-
sion payments are self-weighting since the basic distribu-
tional data are expressed in dollar value of payments made.

' This tahlc presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the annulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated perrent of farmers receiving those benefits.

Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cum:dated
op from the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio see
section on procedure in this paper.
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Tutu: 13.-Distribution of total 1964 feed grain benefits, price supports, price support payments, diversion
payments: Proportion of U.S.. regional, and State benefits received by various percentiles of farmer
beneficiaries '

(1 ) (2) (31 (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

State
Percent of total benefits recei% by the-

Lower
10% of
farmers

Lower
20% of
farmers

Lower
:33% of
farmers

Lower
50% of
farmers

Top
50% of
farmers

Top Top
33% of 20% of
farmers farmers

Top
10% of
farmers

(iini
Top concen-
I % of tration

farmers ratio 2

Connecticut 2.6 5.3 8.8 13.2 87 79 68 51 19 .595
Maine 1.5 3.1 5.2 7.7 92 89 79 57 0 .690
Massachuset t s 4.7 9.3 15.5 24.1 76 58 41 25 8 .340New Hampshire 7.9 15.8 26.4 43.5 57 :38 24 4 -9 .067New Jersey 0.9 1.7 :3.8 8.7 91 82 68 45 12 .635
New Yoik 1.1 2.1 :33 6.5 93 86 75 54 13 .691
Pennsylvania 1.1 2.1 :3.5 5.8 94 87 77 59 20 .717
Rhode Island 5.9 12.9 25.5 41.3 59 43 26 13 I .126
Verniont 1.1- 2.:3 :3.8 7.4 93 85 71 6:3 20 .702

North At !antic . . . . 1.1 2.2 :3.6 6.6 9:3 86 74 54 16 .691

Illinois .0.3-- 1.6 6.4 16.7 83 .65 50 411 7 .466
Indiana 0.4 0.8 2.3 6.5 94 82 63 45 II .638
IoWa 1.0 4.8 11.7 27.0 73 58 41 24 5 .356
-Kansas 0.9 2.9 8.2 18.4 82 68 51 :35 8 .481-
Michigan 0.6 1.1 2.5 6.0 94 88 72 51 12 .691
Minnesota 0.5 2.2 7.8_ 20.0 80 63 47 28 6 .439
Missouri 0.5 1.4 :3.6 9.3 91 79 60 43 11 .601
Nebraska I.5 5.1 14.0 26.1 74 59 41 27 5 .359North Dakota 0.7 3.4 9.7 20.4 80 64 46 31 6 .434
Ohio 0.5 1.0 2.3 6.0 94 86 70 48 13 .674
South 1)axota 1.0 4.4 12.1 3.9 76 60 42 29 6 .386
Wisconsin 0.7 1.:3 3.9 10.3 90 77 60 :38 8 .577

North Central 0.4 1.8 59 16.5 83 64 48 28 6 .459

IN.:law:try 0.4 1.0 2.5 5.9 94 84 69 49 10 .663
Florida 0.4 1.3 3.2 8.8 91 80 64 44 12 .622
Georgia 0.5 1.0 2.2 5.3 95 85 69 50 12 .677
Maryland 0.3 0.7 1.6 :3.8 96 10 80 57 14 .740
North Carolina 1.4 2.8 4.7 7.1 93 86 76 60 18 .706
South Carolina 1.2 2.5 4.1 7.5 93 85 74 56 16 .681
Virginia 1.7 :3.4 5.7 8.5 92 86 77 62 19 .700
West. Virginia 1.6 :3.3 5.5 8.2 92 89 57 79 28 .779

South At lant ic 1.1 2.2 3.6 6.3 94 87 75 56 15 .701

Alabama 09 1.7 2.9 (3.!) 93 87 74 56 16 .6911
Arkansas 1.3 2.5 4.2 7.2 lt3 87 79 66 23 .734
Kent neley - 1.2 2.3 3.8 6.7 93 87 78 60 18 .7I3
Louisiana 1.6 :3.2 5.3 8.6 IR 84 75 59 20 .682
Mississippi 1.4 2.7 4.5 '9.3 91 83 73 55 15 .664
Oklahoma 1.8 4.3 10.8 89 80 62 47 15 .611
Tennessee 1.3 2.5 4.2 7.5 9:3 85 76 57 .16 .6112
Tex as 0.3 I.0 2.9 8.8 91 80 63 45 9 .621

South Central 0.8 I.5 2.11 6.11 85 7I 52 I4 .677

Arizona 0.1 0.4 17 5.3 95
____ =37 7'

85 72 54
---
6 .680

California 0.1 0.2 9.7 2.7 97 92 81 54 5 .740
Colorado. 0.7 2.2 6.0 15.6 84 7I 55 :37 5 .518
Idaho , 0.2 0.5 1.6 5.5 95 85 73 54 03 .703
Montana 0.3 1.6 5.3 12.5 87 72 57 39 6 .545
Nevada 0.1 0.3 0.7 4.5 96 86 73 59 17 .731
New Me.ico 0.4 1.6 5.I 12.9 87 73 55 35 4 .532
Oregon 0.2 0.4 I .3 3.5 96 89 -78 58 14 .736
Utah 0.7 1.5 3.8 9.1 9I 82 66 44 II .627
Washington ...... 6.2 OA 1.8 7.4 93 81 61 42 S .617
Wyoming. .. . ... 0.3 1.2 3.9 11.6 88 7:3 57 :30 8 .550

Western 0.2 0.8 2.7 8.0 92 83 7I 56 10 .681

United States 0.5 1.0 3.2 9.11 90 75 56 :36 9 .565

Footnotes on next page.
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Sources: (a) 1964 Feed Crain Program:, Frequency Dis-
tribution. USDA. ASCS, July 1965. tables 2,
6, and 12.

(b) For computing the weights used in combin-
ing the state distributional data of.....som cc
(a) for price-support. benefits. priee'and
nction figures for corn, oats. barley, and

grain sorghums were obtained from Agri-
cultural Statistics. 1966. USDA. 1966. tables
40. 52. 61, and 72. Diversion payments are
self- weighting since the basic distributional
data are expt essed in dollar value of pay-
ments made.

(c) The disttibutional data source (a) does not
contain fiequency distributions or any other
information on price-support payments. Be-
cause of the nature of price-support pay-
ments. however, it was possible to_estimate
a Lorenz curve from the distribution (by
allotment size) of acreage planted by

farmers participating in the feed grain pm-
gram (see source (a) . table 12) using as
weights total 1964 price - support payments
by State- (from Farm Income. State Esti-
mates. 1949-1965 (supplement to Farm In-
come Situation 203). USDA. ERS, August
1966. p. 137). This estimate was combined
with the Lorenz curves for diversion pay-
ments and price-support benefits to produce
this table.

' This table pre-ents portions of two Lotenz curve:47e=
htting the cumulated pet-entage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of hirmers receiving those benefits.

.Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up flout the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve.
and columns 5 through 9 stmunarize the relationship ennui-
lated'doun from the top (!tighest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

For an explanation of the Ciini concentration ratio see
section on procedure in this paper.

TABLE 14.-Distribution of total 1964 feed grain program benefits, price supports, price support payments,
diversion payments: Proportion of U.S., regional, and State benefits accruing to farmer beneficiaries
with allotments under or over various specified sizes

State

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Percent of total benefits accruing to farmers with allotments-

15 20 25
acres acres acres acres
and and and Saud

under under tinder tinder

30
acres
and

under

tf)
acres
and

under

100
acres
and

under

Over
100

acres

Over
200
acres

Over
:300
acres

500
acres

Connecticut 13.4 22.4 30.4 41 52 73 81 19 0.0 0.0

Maine 10.1 25.5 48.4 73 100 100 100 0 0 0.0 0.0

Massaelmset tg 22.7 40.5 52.4 68 74 84 92 8 0 0.0 0.0

New Hampshire :31.7 55.3 76.4 76 96 100 100 0 0 0.0 OA)

New Jersey 2.1 4.4 7.4 11 15 :34 67 33 10 5.5 :3.1

New York 4.8 10.7 18.1 25 :32 56 8:3 17 4 1.3 0.3

Pennsylvania 5.1 11.2 18.3 25 :32 56 80 20 9 6.7 -4.7

Rhode Island 0.0 9.8 57.1 57 57 100 100 0 0 0.0 0.0

Vermont 5.0 1:3.4 28.9 :32 49 71 100 0 0 0.0 0.0

North Atlantic 4.9 10.8 17.9 25 :31 55 81 19 8 5.0 :3.3

Illinois 0.2 0.5 1.2 -2 4 14 51 49 16 6.1) .2
Indiana 0.7 1.7 3.4 6 8 24 56 44 17 9.2

Iowa 0.1 0.2 0.6 1 2 10 49 51 14 5.5 1.0

Kansas 0.1 0.5 1.1 2 3 12 :38 62 :30 17.4 7.3

Michigan 1.6 4.0 7.4 11 16 :38 7:3 27 8 4.1 1.4

Minnesota 0.2 0.6 1.3 2 4 1:3 48 5'2 17 7.3 2.

Missouri 0.8 1.9 3.6 6 8 21 5:3 47 20 11.0 4.7

Nebraska 0.0 0.1 0.3 1 1 I; :35 65 25 10.7 3.3

North Dakota 0.0 0.1 0.3 1 1 5 26 74 :37 18.5 5.6

Ohio 1.5 3.5 6.8 11 16 :36 68 :32 12 6.4 2.3

South Dakota 0.0 0.1 0.3 1 1 6 31 69 29 1:3..t 4.6

Wisconsitt 1.3 4.0 8.0 13 19 44 78 '22 2.5 0.9

North Central 0.4 1.0 2.1 3 5 16 50 50 t8 8.2 2.8

Delaware. 0.5 1.5 :3.2 5 24 52 48 19 8.6 1.7

Florida ....... (1.5 1.4 2.7 4 6 16 42 58 29 19.1 8.7

(ieorgi ...... . 1.3 2.8 4.4 S 21 49 51 24 13.0 6.0

Maryland 0.9 2.3 4.1) 6 8 21 50 50 24 9.6 3.1

North Carolina . 7.7 14.:3 20.8 27 :3'2 50 7:3 27 12 6.7 2.9

South . 5.5 11.1 17.0 22 27 71 29 1:3 7.3 2.7

17irginitt 10.3 17.9 24.5 :30 :35 5:3 76 24 10 5.2 1.5

ll'est . . 13.4 18.7 22.7 28 :31 50 78 22 6 2.3 0.0

South At lant . 5. 9.3 13.5 17 21 :37 62 :38 17 9.1 :3.7
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TABLE 14.-Distribution of total 1964 feed grain program benefits, price supports, price support payments.:
diversion. payments: Proportion of U.S., regional, and State benefits accruing to farmer beneficiaries
with allotments under or over various specified sizes-Continued

State

(I) (2) (:3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (II)

Pereen of total benefits accruing to farmers with allotments-

10
acres
and

under

15
acres
and

under

20
acres
and

under

25
acres
and

under

30
acres
apd

under

50 100
acres Over
and 100 .

under acres

acres
and

-under

Over
200
acres

Over Over
300 500

acres acres

Alabama 2.8 6.6 10.7 15 19 37 66 :34 15 8.7 3.1
-Arkansas 5.8 11.4 17.0 22 26 42 -63 :37 24 15.6 8.0Kentucky 5.3 10.4 151 21 26 46 7:3 '..ri 11 5.7 2.5
Louisiana 7A; 14.5 20.8 26 :30 46 66 :34 18 8.1 3.:3Mississippi 5.:3 "11.6 18.2 24 29 47 71 29 14 6.6 :3.0Oklahoma 0.6 1.5 3.0 5 19 48 52 27 17.4 9.1
Tennessee 5.7 11 Ai 17.7 23 29 52 78 22 8 4.6 1.5Tevot 0.3 0.6 1.1 2 2 7 22 78 52 -35.:3 18.0

South Central 2.4 4.9 7.7 10 1:3 25 46 54 :33 21.4 10.6

Arizona 0.0 '0.1 0.1 0 0 94 _ 83 723 -53.2California 0.0 0.1 0.1 0 0 97 92 85.7 74.8
Colorado 0.2 0.4 0.8 1 2 6 22 78 52 :35.6 17.0
Idaho 0.3 0.8 1.5 2 :3 9 27 7:3 51 38.3 24.7
Montana 0.1 0.1 0.3 1 :3 1:3 87 62 41.4 23.1
Nevada 0.2 0.2 0.6 1 2 11 32 68 48 :11.2 0.0
New Mexico 0.2 0.:3 0.6 1 1 :3 11 89 68 50.5 28.1Oregon 0.4 0.8 1.4 2 :3 21 79 57 :38.8 21.0
Utah . . . . . .......... 1.8 4.8 8.9 13 17 :38 68 :32 11 6.9 0.0
Washington 0.2 0.4 0.. 1 5 22 78 47 28.0 9.5
Wyoming 0.2 0:4 1., o :3 12 :38 62 28 15.3 4.6

Western 0.2 0.4 0.8 1 2 5 14 86 68 _55.4 40.1

United States IA 2:2 3.7 5 8 19 49 51 22 12.4 5.9

Sources: (a) 1964 Feed Grain Program: Frequency Dis-
tribution. USDA, ASCS. July 1965. tables 2.
6, and 12.

(1) For computing the weights used in combin-
ing the :tate distributional data of source
(a) for price-support benefits. price antLpro-
duct ion figures for cot n. oats. barley. and
grain sorghums were obtained from Agri-
cultural Statistics, 1966. USDA. 1966, tables
40. 52, 61, and 72. DivcNion payment:5 are
self-weighting since the basic distributional
data ere expressed in dollar value of pay-
ments made.

(e) The distributional data source (a) does not
contain frequency distributions or anv °diet

and over, but in the Western States 40 percent of all
benefits go to this group and in the South Central
11 percent. No other region has more than about 4
percent of total program benefits going to 500-acre
allotments or larger.

It is interesting to contrast the pattern of concen-
tration in feed grains with that of wheat. Price-
suppoK benefits are more concentrated in feed
grains 1.588) than in wheat (.566). But, diversion
payments are less concentrated in feed grains (.405)
than wheat (.480), and the net effect on total bene-
fits is for a somewhat lesser degree of concentration
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info:illation on mice-support payments. Be-
cause of the nature of pike-support pay-
ments, however, it was possible to estimate
a Lorenz curve from the ditttibution (by
allotment size) of acreage planted by
farmers participating in the feed grain pro-
gram (see :ottree (a). table 12) using as
weights total 1964 price-support payments
by State (from Fatm Income. State Esti-
mates. 1949-1065 (supplement to Farm In-
com Situation 203), USDA, ERS, August
1966, p. 137). This estimate was combined
with the Lorenz curves for diversion pay-
ments and price - support benefits to produce
this table.

in total feed grain benefits 0651 than in total
wheat program benefits (.578.

The Cotton Program

The cotton program up until the 1966 crop has
been pretty much a conventional price-support sys-
tem. It is true that in 1964 and 1965 a "Rube Gold-
berg" structure involving "equalization payments"
to cotton handlers prevailed. But the major trans-
formation occurred in the omnibus farm bill of 1965



when the cotton program was redesigned to include
a major direct payment feature-again the primary

--model was the feed grain' program.
The distributional data are available in cotton-

for the crop years of 1961, 1963, and 1964. These
data- are distributions of participating allotment
holders and acreage planted, by allotment size
groups and by State. In 1961 and 1963 only a price
support-acreage allotment system was in operation.
In 1964, as I indicated, a peculiar sort of direct
payment, the so-called equalization payment was
introduced. However, the legislation was enacted so
late in the year that in 1964 only about $39 million
Was put out in payments (14). In any case, we have
no data on how these payments are distributed by
allotment size class, so we are unable *o compute
State Lorenz curves for them.

Thus, for cotton we have the opportunity to ob-
serve changes in the distribution of price-support
benefits over the period 1961 -64.

Since there is for all practical purposes no cotton
grown outside the support program, the weights used-
for aggregation purposed are value of production
estimates computed from State average yield, price;
and acreage harvested.'

A summary of the Gini ratios of concentration
can be seen in table 15. In every case but the very
minor production States of Illinois and Kentucky
and in the States of New Mexico and Oklahoma, the
Gini ratios increased between 1961 and 1964. The
U.S. Gini ratios of concentration went from .613 in

TABLE 15.-Upland cotton price-support benefits:
Summary of Gini concentration ratios for United
States, region, and State in 1961, 1963, and 19641

State 1961 1963 1964

Alabama
Florida
Georgia
North Carolina
South Carolina
Virginia

Southeast

Arkansas
Illinois
-Kentucky
Louisiana
Mississippi
Missouri
Tennessee

l)elta

Oklahoma
Texas

Southwest

Arizona
California
New Mexico

West

United States

.421
.433
.453
.420
.471
.278

.548
N.A.
.533
.581
.591

N.A.

.546

.483

.531

.577

.594

.401

.464 .571 .571

.563

.747

.477

.537

.572
.495
.409

.650

.627
.698
.572
.52'2

.652

.650

.613

.628

.701

.565

.515

.563 .656 .657

.457
.496

.454

.512
.446
.530

.507 .525 .542

.605

.665

.577

.635

.687

.571

.628

.686
.565

.663 .682 .682

.613 .646 .653

Source,: Tables 16, 17, and 18, -

1961 to .653 in 1964. Since the pattern is consistent
this is probably a significant differehce.

The regional pattern remains the same over the
period 1961-64. The West was consistently the
region of- greatest concentration in benefit distribu-
tion (.682 in 1964) followed closely by the Delta
(.657 in 1964) with the. Southeast (.571 in 1964),
and the Southwest (.542 in 1964) in a far lower
range of concentration."'

"These weighting systems, as indicated earlier, do not
Seem to have much effect on the Lorenz curves and Gini
ratios of concentration. In constructing a partial equilibrium
adjustment framework for evaluating cotton benefit distri-
butions in a paper for the Brookings Institution (1), the
author ended up with a relative weighting system for the
1964 cotton crop quite different from the one of this paper.
However, the Gini ratios turned out identical in all cases
except the Southwest where the Brookings weights resulted
in a Gini of .541 instead of .542 (see table 15); the West
*here the Brookings Gini was .684 instead of .682, and for
the United States where the Brookings paper Gini was .651
instead of the .653 we obtain here with simple value of pro-
duction weights. None of these differences can be significant.

"You will notice the Southwest region, composed only of
exas and Oklahoma, has a regional Gini ratio of concentra-
on that is consistently higher than either Oklahoma or
exas. We described this phenomenon earlier. At first not
lieving this outcome very likely and if true, wishing to

nderstand it, I reworked the 1964 Lorenz curves for Texas,
klahoma. and the Southwest region on a hand calculator.

I got the same result, of course, and discovered that the
ariation between States in the mean benefit per allotment

a d the variation in the relative degree of dispersal about
t e mean created the observed result. Further exploration of
t e raw data of other regions and different commodities re-
v algid that this phenomenon was not uncommon.

' For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio see
.ection on procedure in this paper.

It is interesting to note that the lower half of the
Lorenz curve hardly changed over this period. The
lower half of all farmers received 11 percent of all
U.S. cotton benefits in 1961, and 10 percent in both
1963 and 1964. The increase in concentration is the
result of shifts in the upper half of the Lorenz dis-
tribution-and mostly at tt e very extreme upper
end. The top 10 percent of miners received 48 per-
cent of all benefits in 1961 52 percent in 1963, and
53 percent in 1964. Howe tr, the top 1 percent of
farmers received 11 percent of all cotton program
benefits in 1961, 19 percent in 1963, and 21 percent
in 1964-almost doubling in 4 years.

A look at the distribution of benefits by allotment
size for 1961 and 1964 in tables 19 and 20 indicates
that the relative distribution remained fairly stable
over this period on State, regional, and U.S. levels.
This seems to imply that the increase in concentra-
tion is entirely the result of the shift in acreage from
the low concentration Southeast region to the high
concentration West which has been going on since
World War I.

In any case, about 12 percent of all cotton pro-
gram benefits accrue to farmers with allotments
over 500 acres in size. About 28 percent go to those
with 200 acre allotments or larger. Slightly more
than half of all benefits go to those with allotments

483



TABLE 16.-Distribution of 1961 upland cotton price-support benefits: Proportion of I'.S., regional, and State
benefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries'

State

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Percent of total benefits received by the- Gini

_concen-
tration
ratio 2

Lower
10% of
farmers

Lower
20% of
farmers

Lower
33% of
farmers

Lower
50% of
farmers

Top
50% of
farmers

Top
33% of
farmers

Top
20% of
farmers

Top
10% of
farmers

Top
1% of

farmers

Alabama 2.8 5.6 11.5 22 78 65 48 31 3.2 .421
Florida 3.7 7.4 12.3 20 80 65 52 34 7.5 .433
Georgia 2.0 4.7 10.5 19 81 66 52 33 .453
North Carolina 3.7 7.3 12.2 21 79 65 50 :420
South Carolina. 2.4 4.9 9.3 18 82 69 52 6.. .471
Virginia 6.6 13.3 22.1 33 67 56 43 7.0 .278

Southeast ..... 2.6 5.1 9.3 19 81 69 52 34 4.6 .464

Arkansas 0.9 3.0 6.4 14 86 77 62 42 5.4 .563
Illinois 1.3 2.6 4.4 93 89 79 67 33.0 .747
Kentucky... 2.5 5.0 8.3 15 85 73 51 29 2.5 .477
Louisiana 1.4 4.0 8.3 16 84 73 60 43 5.8 .537Mississippi. ..... 1.3 2.6 6.8 13 87 76 63 45 5.6 .572
Missouri 1.0 2.6 6.4 16 84 71 54 33 3.4 .495
Tennessee 3.0- 5.9 11.6 22 78 64 47 29 4.5 .409

Delta 1.4 2.9 7.1 13 87 75 62 44 6.4 .563

Oklahoma 0.9 3.3 8.1 19 81 67 49 39 5.5 .457
-Texas 8.8 2.6 7.3 16 84 69 53 34 6.8 .496

Southwest 0.8 2.5 7.2 16 84 70 54 35 6.9 .507

Arizona 8.4 1.3 4.0 10 90 79 62 42 8.5 .605
California 0.7 1.9 4.8 95 90 83 71 55 10.4 .665
New Mexico.... . . . 0.6 2.1 4.9 12 88 77 61 42 8.3 .577

West 0.5 1.5 4.1 9 91 83 70 53 11.3 .663

United States.... 1.0 2.0 5.3 11 89 79 66 18 10.8 .613

Sources: (a) 1901 Upland Cottons Final Planted Acreage
by Size of Effective Allotment. USDA,
ASCS, Cotton Division, Mimeb.; November
30, 1961, and also 1961 Upland Cotton: Pro-
ducers Sharing in Crop by Size of Effective
Allotment, USDA, ASCS, Cotton Division,
Mimeo, November 30, 1961.

(b) Agricultural Statistics, 1963, USnA, 1963, p.
62. Prices from this SOIIIIT were used in
computing State value of production figures
for use at weights in combintk; the distri-
butional data from source (a).

(c) Crop Production, 1962 Annual Summary.
USDA, SRS, December 18, 1962, p. 93. Yield

of 100 acres or less. A quarter of Ell cotton benefits
go to farmers with 30 acre allotments of less.

The general conclusion must be that cotton bene-
fits are rather highly concentrated and that this
concentration has been increasing in recent years.

The Peanut Program

The peanut support program is a conventional
price support-acreage allotment system. There are
no direct payments. We have distributional data for
the 1959, 1961, and 1964 crop years from which
price-support benefits may be computed. The data
en acreage distribution by allotment size groups are
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and acreage data from this source were used
in computing State value of production
figures for use as weights in combining the
distributional data from source (a).

' This table presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up from the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

'For an explanation c.; the Gini concentration ratio see
section on procedure in this paper.

for allotment acreage, not planted acreage. Put
again, this should not be toe much a source of dis7
tortion in peanuts. Crop loss and failure to plant dC,
not appear to have figured too largely in the years
covered. And the differences between State allot-
ments and acreage harvested for nuts seem to be
distributed nearly proportionately between State*
Also, practically all the production of peanuts fol.
nuts was within the program. For the same reason
th 'se of value of production by State as the rela
tii e weighting system appears appropriate.

7' to summary of the Gini ratios of eoneentratio
for 1959, 1961, and 1964 can be seen in table 2
While the trend in the U.S. concentration ratio
slightly upward, the differences are so small tha



TABLE 17 -- Distribution of 1963 upland cotton price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S., regional, and State
benefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries'

(1) (2) (:3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)___

State
Percent of total benefits received by the-

Mini
concen-
tration---)
ratio 2

Le
105,
farm

.rov.
1) ,

ars

Lower
33% of
farmers

Lower
50% of
farmers

Top
50% of
farmers

Top
:33% of
farmers

Top
20% of
farmers

Top
10% of
farmers

Top
1% of

farmers

Alabama 2.1 4.2 8.3 17 83 74 -60 46 15 .548
Georgia 1.4 3.4 8.3 16 84 72 58 42 11 .533
North Carolina 2.5 5.1 8.4 13 di 76 65 48 16 .581
South Carolina.... 1.8 3.5 5.9 13 87 78 63 48 13 .591

Southeast 1.9 3.8 6.5 15 85 76 61 47 14 .571

Arkansas 0.8 2.6 5.2 U 89 80 70 55 19 .650
Louisiana .1.1 3.0 6.5 12 88 78 68 54 16 .627
Mississippi 1.0 2.1 5.0 9 91 84 74 63 23 .698
Missouri 1.2 2.4 6.3 13 87 74 61 45 14 .572
Tennessee 2.4 4.9 8.5 18 82 7:3 59 42 12 .522

Delta 1.2 2.4 5.8 10 90 81 70 58 21 .656

Oklahoma 1.3 3.7 __ 8.9 20 80 67 50 :32 7 .454
Texas 0.7 2.4 7.1 16 84 70 54 36 10 .512

Southwest 9.7 2.4 7.0 15 85 72 55 :38 10 .525

Arizona... 0.6 1.6 4.2 9 91 80 66 48 14 .635
California... .. 0.7 1.9 4.:3 9 91 84 72 57 25 .687
New Mexico. 0.7 2.4 5.6 14 86 76 62 42 11 .571

West 0.6 1.6 4.0 9 91 84 72 56 22 .683

United States 0.9 1.9 5.0 10 90 80 69 52 19 .646

Sources: (a) 1963 Upland Cotton: Summary of Allot-
ments and Planted Act cages by Size Groups.
USDA, WS, Policy and Program Appraisal
Division, Mimeo., December 31, 1963, -pp.
1-8, and 1963 Upland Cotton: Number of
Original and Effective Farm Allotments and
Number of Farms Planting and Not Plant-
ing Allotments. USDA, ASCS, Policy and
Program Appraisal Division, Mimeo., No-
vember 8, 1963, pp. 1-5.

(b) Agricultural Statistics, 1965. USDA, 1965, p.
63. Prices from this source were used in com-
puting State value of production figures for
use as weights in combining the distribu-
tional data from source (a).

(c) Crop Production, 1964 Annual Summary.
USDA, SRS, December 18, 1964, p. 87. Yield
and acreage data from this source were used
'n computing State value of production
figures for use as weights in combining the
distributional data from source (a).

they are in all likelihood not significant. These con-
centration ratios (.518 to .522) are the lowest of
any program we have looked at so far.

The regional patterns are relatively stable with
the old production area of the Southeast exhibiting
the greatest concentration (.568 in 1964), the
Virginia-North Carolina area next (.538 in 1964),
and with the least and much lower concentration
in the Southwest (.454 in 1964).

The Lorenz curve patterns in tables 22, 23, and
24 re very nearly the same for all 3 years. In 1964
the over half of all peanut farmers received 16 per-

' This table presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up from the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

= For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio SCC
Section on procedure in this paper.

Due to lack of distributional data in source (a) above,
Florida and Virginia are not included in the Southeast, and
Illinois and Kentucky are not included in the Delta for 1963.
While this introduces an element of noncomparability with
1961 and 1964, these are minor States in cotton production,
and their omission from 1963 data is not thought to have
much effect on the concentration ratios estimated for the
regions or the United States.

cent of all program benefits. The regional and State
figures do not vary much from the U.S. average. The
top 10 percent of farmers receive 40 percent of the
benefits.

The small size of the average peanut allotment
can be deduced from tables 25 and 26. The distribu-
tion of benefits by allotment size group is about the
same in 1964 as in 1959. Almost half the benefits
accrue to farmers with allotments of 20 acres or less.
Three-quarters of all benefits accrue to farmers with
allotments of 50 acres or less. Only about 11 to 12
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TABLE 18.-Distribution of 1964 upland cotton price - support benefits: Proportion of U.S., regional, and State
benefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries I

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Percent of total benefits received by the-
Gini

coneen-
trat ion
ratio'

State
Lower
10% of
farmers

Lower
20% of
farmers

Lower
33% of
farmers

Lower
50% of
farmers

Top
50% of
farmers

Top
33% of
farmers

Top
20% of
farmers

Top
10% of
farmers

Top
1% of
farmers

Alabama 2.1 4.3 8.0 17 83 7:3 60 45 15 .546
Florida 2.7 5.3 8.8 19 81 69 54- 37 10 .483
Georgia 1.2 :3.0 8.0 16 84 71 58 42 11 .531
North Carolina .... 2.5 4.9 8.2 13 87 76 64 47 15 .577
South Carolina... . 1.7 3.3 5.6 13 87 77 63 48 13 .594
Virginia- 5.2 10.4 17.3 26 74 65 52 :37 11 .401

Southeast 1.9 3.7 6.2 15 85 75 61 47 14 .571

Arkansas 0.8 2.6 5.2 11 89 80 70 56 20 .652
Illinois 1.2 2.4 4.9 11 89 83 71 53 12 .650
Kentucky 1.5 3.0 5.0 11 89 80 66 47 -10 .613
Louisiana 10 2.8 6.4 12 88 79 -69 54 16 .628
Mississippi 1.0 2.1 4.9 9 91 84 75 64 23 .701
Missouri 1.3 3.0 6.5 14 86 74 61 44 14 .565
Tennessee 2.4 4.8 9.0 18 82 72 58 42 13 .515

Delta 1.2 2.3 5.9 11 89 81 70 58 21 .65?

Oklahoma 1.1 9.6 21 79 65 50 31 7 .446
Texas 0.4 2.0 6.4 15 85 71 56 37 10 .530

Southwest 0.5 2.0 6.3 14 86 7:3 56 39 11 .542

Arizona 0.5 1.5 4.1 10 90 80 65 47 15 .628
California 0.7 1.9 4.2 8 92 84 72 57 25 .686
New Mexico 0.8 2.4 5.7 14 86 75 60 42 11 .565

%Vest 0.5 1.6 3.9 8 92 84 72 56 22 .682

United States 0.9 1.8 4.9 10 90 80 69 53 21 .653

Sources: (a)

(b)

(c)

1964 Upland Cotton: Final Planted Acres
and Number of Farms Planting Cotton by
Size of Effective Allotment. USDA, ASCS,
Policy and Program Appraisal DiCision,
Mimeo., November 6, 1964 (2 pp.).
Agricultural Statistics, 1966. USDA, 1966, p.
tv.I. Prices from this source were used in com-
puting State value of production figures for
use as weights in combining the distribu-
tional data from source (a).
Crop Production, 1965 Annual Summary.
USDA. SRS, December 20, 1965, p. 84. Yield
and acreage data from this source were used
in computing State value of production

percent of the benefits are found on allotments of
100 acres or better.

In general we must conclude that even though
benefit distributions are less concentrated than in
many other programs, half of the farmers receiving
only 16 percent of all benefits is still a rather highly
concentrated distribution of benefits.

The Tobacco Program

The tobacco program is another program in which
the benefits are generated by a straightforward price
support-acreage allotment system with marketing
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figures for use as weights in combining the
distributional data from source (a).

' This table .presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up from the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the :op (highest benefit per recipient) end
of tilt curve.

'For an explanation of the Cini concentration ratio see
section on procedure in this paper.

quotas. There are some major differences in the way
the tobacco program is handled, but these do not
affect the nature of the price-support benefit stream
or the manner in which we must compute its distri-
bution.

Tobacco is really several products and we shall
here treat the many different kinds of tobacco sepa-
rately in their type classes. This makes presentation
awkward for there are seven types, but we shall
try to be brief.

The distributional data are, as in peanuts, in
terms of distributions of allotment acreage by allot-
ment size group by State and by tobacco type. We
do not have planted acreage distributions. Again,



TABLE I9.-Distribution of 1961 upland cotton price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S., regional, and
State benefits accruing to farmers with acreage allotments under or over various specified sizes

(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Percent of benefits accruing to allotments -

State Under
5

acres

Under
10.1

acres

Under
15

acres

Under
30

acres

Under
50

acres

Under
100

acres

Under
200

acres

200 acres
and
over

500 acres
and
over

Alabama..... 7.6 29 40 61 72 83 92 7.8 2.0
Florida 17.2 45 57 78 87 93 100 0.0 0.0
Georgia. 3.5 16 25 48 64 82 94 6.3 1.2
North Carolina 16.0 38 49 68 79 90 97 3.4 0.9
South Carolina 7.3 22 :33 54 68 83 93 6.6 1.5
Virginia 50.0 75 84 92 96 99 100 0.0 0.0

Southeast 8.0 25 :36 57 70 84 94 6.:3 1.5

Arkarisas 0.9 5 10 23 34 49 64 35.7 16.2
Illinois 8.2 22 33 45 59 69 69 30.7 0.0
Kentucl... 8.8 17 22 30 51 72 94 5.6 0.0
Louisiana. 1.8 10 17 33 45 60 75 24.6 7.1
Mississippi 2.6 II 17 29 38 49 62 :38.0 16.0
Missouri. 1.6 6 II 29 45 66 83 16.8 6.9
Tennessie 8.3 27 40 61 74 87 95 5.1 0.8

Delta 2.6 10 17 :32 42 56 70 30.0 12.5

Oklahoma.
__

0.6 4
__

10 31 56 83 96 4.3 0.7
Texas 0.2 I 3 10 22 49 76 24.4 6.6

Southwest 0.3 2 3 I I 24 52 77 2:3.0 6.3

Arizona 0.2 I 2 5 11 24 45 54.6 23.6
California 0.2 1 4 12 19 :3:3 50 50.0 :32.3
New Mexico 0.8 4 7 20 :35 = 62 81 18.6 5.5

West . 0.3 2 .3 II- 19 34 52 47.9 26.8

United States 2.0 8 12 24 :35 54 72 28.1 11.8

Source: (a) 1961 Upland Cotton: Final Planted .Acreage by Size of Effective Allotment. USDA, ASCS, Cotton Division,
Mimeo., November 30. 1961, and also, 1961 Upland Cotton: Producers Sharing in Crop by Size of Effective
Allotment. USDA, ASCS, Cotton Diviition, Mimeo., November 30, 1961.

TABLE 20.--=Distribution of 1961 upland cotton price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S., regional, and
State benefits accruing to farmers with acreage allotments under or over various specified sizes

(1) (2) (:3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (II)
Percent of benefits accruing to allot ments-

State
Under

5
acres

Under
10.1
acres

Under
15

acres

Under
:30

acres

Under
50

acres

Under
100

acres

Under
200
acres

200
acres
and
over

:350
acres
and
over

500
acres
and
over

1,0(X)
acres
and
over

Alabama... ........ 6.5 24 37 57 69 82 92 8.4 3.7 1.8 0.3
Florida 9.8 :34 49 73 84 94 99. 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
Georgia 2.1 12 22 45 63 81 9:3= 6.9 3.0 1.3 0.0
North Carolina 12.1 30 41 60 72 86 95 5.4 1.8 1.0 0.3
South Carolina 5.6 18 28 47 61 79 id 8.3 3.1 1.6 0.4
Virginia 37.7 66 77 88 94 98 1(X 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Southeast 6.3 21 32 5:3 66 82 93 7.5 :3.1 1.5 0.3

Arkansas 0.9 5 II 24 34 50 65 :34.5 21.9 15.1 6.6
Illinois :3.5 15 19 31 48 07 90 10.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
Kentucky 4.9 14 21 :37 58 78 96 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
Louisiana 1.6 9 17 :32 44 60 76 24.:3 12.0 6.8 1.7
Miisissippi. 2.4 10 17 29 :37 48 6:3 :37.3 22.7 14.1 5.2
Missouri 2.1 7 15 :34 50 71 85 14.5 8.7 5.1 1.7
Tennessee 7.3 26 40 61 74 88 95 4.6 1.6 0.6 0.0

Delta 2.5 I I 18 :32 43 56 71 29.4 17.7 11.3 4.3

Oklahoma 0.5 3 8 28 52 82 95 4.9 1.8 0.7 0.2
Texas... . .. 0.2 I 2 9 21 49 76 '24.3 11.0 6.6 2.7

;Southwest . .. .. . 0 2 1 3 10 23 51 77 2:3.1 10.4 6.2 2.6

Arizima 0.1 I 2 5 9 21 40 60.0 39.4 30.5 14.5
California 0.2 I 4 9 15 29 48 52.4 :39.3 :33.2 21.5
Ve* Mexico 1.0 4 8 21 :38 65 83 16.8 7.6 5.5 1.5

IWest 0.2 I :3 9 16 30 49 51.0 :36.3 29.8 17.7

United States .. 2.0 8 13 25 36 54 71 28.6 17.1 12.1 5.9

Source:, (a) 1964 Upland Cotton: Final Planted Acres and Number of Farms Planting Cotton by Size of Effective
Allotment. USDA, ASCS, Policy and Program Apprab.al Division, Mimeo., Nov. 6, 1964 (2 pp.).
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TABLE 21.-Peanut price-support benefits: Sum- however, all of the production is within the program
mary of Gini concentration ratios for United and the use of allotment acreage does not appear to
States, region, and State in 1959, 1961, and 1964 1 lead to distortions of any major order. Also, for the

same reasons as in peanuts, ,the use of State value
of production for the relative value weights is
appropriate.

Data are available for 2 years, 1962 and 1965. A
summary of all of the Gini-ratios of concentration
may be seen in table 27. There is no change in con-
centration between 1962 and 196.5 for tobacco as a-
whole.

The changes in Gini ratios for individual types
of tobacco are probably not significant except pos-
sibly in the case of fire-cured tobacco which declined
in concentration (.453 to .440) and the cigar filler
and binder class which increased in concentration
(.418 to .450). .

The Lorenz curves for these various types of
tobacco are summarized in table 28, for 1962 and
table 20 for 1965. The most remarkable thing about
these U.S. summary statistics is how similar the
Lorenz, curves of the different tobacco types are

State 1959 1961 1964

North Carolina .556 .544 .549
Virginia.. ... ..... .469 .466 .500

Va. and N.C. .535 .522 .i38

Alabama
Florida :524

.530

.531
.513
.519

Georgia 69 .,',73
N1ississippi

35

.390 .341 .569
South Carolina .566 .567 .575

Sout beast .573 .573 .568

New Mexico 397 .396 .420
Oklahoma. .492 .500 .46:3
Texas .472 .496 .491

Southwest... .458 .473 .454`

Unit. d States . 518 .521 . 522

Sources: Tables 22, 23, and 24.
For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio =sec percent received a little over 35 peicent of all

section or rocedure in this paper. benefits.

and how stable they are between 1962 and 1965.
In general, the lower half of, tobacco fanners re-
ceived about 19 percent of all benefits. Thb top 10

TABLE 22.-Distribution of 1959 peanut price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S.,-regional; and-State
benefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries

(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

State
Percent of total benefits received by the-

Gini
9coneen-
tration
ratio

Lower
10% of
farmers

Lower
20% of
farmers

LOwer
:33% of
farmers

lower
50% of
farmers

Top
50% of
farmers

Top
33% of
farmers

Top "fop
20% of 10% of
farmers farmers

Top
1% of

farmers

North Carolina 1.9 :3.8 7.2 14 86 75 60 45 13.4 .556
Virginia 1.5 3.5 8.4 18 ts2 66 50 34 7.2 .469

Va. and N.C. 1.7 :3.4 7.3 15 85 73 56 41 10.9 .535

Alabama 1.5 . :3.0 7.0 10 84 72 57 41 I 1.2 :531
Florida 2.2 4.4 8.1 16 84 72 58 41 1:3.4 .524
Georgia 1.2 :3.2 1;.8 14 80 74 62 46 I2.:3 .569
Mississippi 5.1 10.2 17.1 26 74 66 51 34 8.5 .:390
South Carolina. 1.8 3.7 7.4 14 86 76 61 46 1:3.7 .560

Sout beast 1.4 3.0 6.8 14 86 75 62 40 13.5 .573

.
New Mexico 2.2 6.1 12.6 2:3 77 62 44 31 6.5 .397
Oklahoma 1.6 :3.3 8.1 17 83 69 52 :36 8.:3 .492
Texas 1.5 4.2 91 20 80 68 52 :36 8.7 .472

Southwest 1.4 4.3 9.6 19 81 65 51 :34 8.1 .458

United States 1.6 :3.6 7.9 16 84 70 56 40 11.2 .518

Sources: (a) Frequency Distribution by States of 1959 Farm Peanut Allotments by Size Groups, Number of Farms
and Acreage Allotted to Farms in Each Group. USDA, ASCS, Production Programs Branch, Oil and Pea-
nuts Division, Mimeo., April 8, 1959, pp. 1-5.

(b) Agricultural Statistics, 1961. USDA, 1962, p. 130.
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'TABLE 23.-Distribution of 1961 peanut price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S.. regional, and State
benefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries

(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Percent of total benefits received by the-
Gini

concen-
tration
_ratio

State
Lower
10% of
farmers

Lower
20% of
farmers

bower
:33% of
farmers

Lower
50% of
farmers

Top
50% of
farmers

Top
33% of
iarmers

Top
20% of
farmers

Top
10% of
farmers

Top
I % of

farmers

North Carolina 2.0 4.0 8.1 15 85 73 59 44 13.0 .544
Virginia 1.5 3.8 8.8 18 82 65 51 34 7.4 .466

Vs. and N.C. ...... 1.8 3.7 8.1 16 84 72 56 40 11.0 .522

Alabama
FLaida'

1.5
2.1

3.2
4.1

7.6
8.0

16
16

84
84

72
73

57
58

41
. 42

11.1
13.3

.530

.531
Georgis! 1.1 3.0 6.5 13 87 75 62 46 12.1 .577
Mississippi 6.0 12.1 20.1 30 70 60 50 35 9.0 .341
South Carolina 1.8 3.6 7.4 14 86 76 61 46 1:3.6 .567

Southeast 1.4 :3.1 6.7 13 87 75 62 46 12.8 .573

New Mexico 2.3 5.9 12.1 23 77 61 44 30' 6.4 .396
Oklahoma 1.4 :3.2 7.5 16 &I 69 54 37 8.6 .500
Texas 1.1 :3.4 7.9 18 82 70 54 37 8.8 .496

-Southwest 1.3 _ 3.7 8.8 18 82 67 52 35 8.1 .473

United States 16 :3.6 7.8 16 &I 70 57 41 11.3 .521

Sources: (a) Frequency Distribution by States of 1961 Farm Peanut Allotments by Size Groups. Number of Farms
and Acreage Allotted to Farms in Each Group. USDA, ASCS, Production Programs Branch, Oil and Pea-
nuts Division, Mimeo., May 12, 1961.

(b) Agricultural Statistics 1963. USDA, 1963, p. 128.

TABLE 24.-Distribution of 1964 peanut price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S., regional, and State
benefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries

(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Percent of total benefits received by the-
Gini

concen-
tration
ratio

State
Lower
10% of
farmers

Lower
20% if
farmers

Lower
33% of
farmers

Lower
50% of
farmers

Top
50% of
farmers

Top
33% of
farmers

Top
20% of
farmers

Top
10% of
farmers

Top
. I% of

farmers

North Carolina 1.9 3.8 8.0 15 85 74 59 45 12.9 .549
Virginia 1.3 :3.4 8.0 17 83 68 55 :38 9.1 .5110

Va. and N.0 1.7 3.4 7.7 15 85 73 58 42 11.5 .538

Alabama 1.5 4.0 8.6 17 &3 70 57 41 10.9 .513
Florida 1.9 4.2 8.9 17 &3 71 56 42 12.5 .519
Georgia 1.1 3.1 6.7 13 87 75 62 46 12.0 .573
Mississippi 3.1 6.2 10.3 15 85 79 67 48 8.2 .569
South Carolina 1.5 3.1 6.0 14 86 76 62 47 13.4 .575

Southeast 1.3 3.4 7.1 14 86 74 62 46 12.4 .568

New Mexico 2.1 5.4 11.5 2'2 78 63 48 32 6.4 .420
Oklahoma 1.5 4.2 0.3 20 80 66 51 35 8.3 .463
Texas 1.2 3.5 8.5 18 82 69 54 36 8.2 .401

Southwest 1.5 4.3 0.7 21 70 67 51 34 7.4 .454

United States 1.5 3.8 8.2 16 84 71 57 II 10.8 .522

Sources: (a) Frequency Distribution by States of 1964 Farm Peanut Allotments by Size Groups, Number of Farms
and Acreage Allotted to Farms in Each Group. USDA, ASCS, Production Programs Brandt, Oil and Pea-
nuts Division, Mimeo.. June 23, 1964, pp. 1-6.

(b) Agricultural Statistics, 1966. USDA, 1966, p. 128.
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TABLE 25.-Distribution of 1959 peanut price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S., regional, and State
benefits accruing to farmers with acreage allotments under or over various specified sizes

State

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Percent of total benefits accruing to farmers with allotments-

3 5 10 20 30 50
acres acres acres acres acres acres Over Over Over Over Over
and and and and and and 50 75 100 :300 = 500

under under under under under under acres acres acres acres acres

North Carolina 5.7 13.8 33 55 67 79 21 13.6 9.6 1.9 0.0
Virginia 2.6 6.8 Z3 54 71 86 14 5.8 2.7 0.0 0.0,

Va. and N.C. 4.4 10.4 29 55 68 82 18 10.4 6.7 1.1 0.0

Alabama 3.0 9.2 26 51 65 78 22 13.0 8.7 1.1 0.3
Florida 6.6 16.6 41 63 74 84 16 10.8 7.5 1.6 1.6
Georgia 1.8_ 5.9 18 37 50 65 :35 24.7 18.1 :3.5 1.7
Mississippi 34.5 51.3 83 92 92 IOU 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
South Carolina 5.0 14.2 31 50 63 77 2:3 14.6 10.1 2.4 0.0

Southeast 2.5 7.5 21 42 55 69 :31 21.3 15.4 2.9 1.4

1.7
--

8;3
---- --

32 69 82 92 8 4.1 2.1 0.0 0.0New Mexico
Oklahoma 3.0 8.9 27 = 55 71 87 13 6.1 3.8 0.4 -0.4
Texas 0.7 2.7 13 35 53 7:3 27 15.0 9.2 1.5 0.4

Southwest 1.6 5.3 19 44 61 79 21 11.2 6.9 t.0 0.4

United States :3.0 8.2 Z3 47 61 75 25 15.5 10.6 1.9 0.7-

Source: (a) Frequency Distribution by States of 1959 Farm Peanut Allotments by Size Groups, Numb^r of Farms
and Acreage Alloted to Farms in Each Group. USDA, ASCS, Production Programs Branch. Oil and Pea--
nuts Division, Mimeo.. April 8, 1959. pp. 1-5.

TABLE 26.-Distribution of 1964 peanut price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S., regional, cnd State
benefits accruing to farmers with acreage allotments under or over various specified sizes

St ate

(1) (2) (3) (4) (.5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Percent of total benefits accruing to farmers with allotments-

:3 5 10 20 30 50
acres acres acres acres acres acres Over Over Over Over Over
and and and and and and 50 75 100 :300 500

under tinder under under under under acres acres acres acres acres

North Carolina 5.1 13.0 :32 54 66 78 2'2 14.5 9.7 1.9 0.0
Virginia 2.4 6.5 22 53 70 85 15 6.5 3.1 0.0 0.0

Va. and N.0 4.1 10.5 28 54 67 80 20 11.5 7.2 1.2 6A
Alabama 2.9 8.8 25 49 63 78 22 13.1 8.9 1.1 0.3
Florida 5.9 15.2 :38 60 72 82 18 10.7 8.4 1.6 1.6
Georgia 1.6 5.1 15 33 46 61 :39 27.6 20.2 4.1 2.1
Mississippi 46.7 59.9 84 91 91 11)1) 0 0.0 11.11 0.11 0.0
South Carolina 4.(i 11.9 28 48 61 76 24 15.8 11.4 2.6 0.0

Southeast 2.4 7A1 20 39 52 67 :33 22.7 16.5 3.2 1.6

New Mexico 1.6 7.6 29 65 81 91 9 4.0 2.1 0.0 0.0
Oklahoma 2.6 7.4 2 3 50 68 8.5 15 8.0 4.6 0.2 0.0
Texas 0.9 :3.0 12 33 50 71 29 16.5 10.0 1.4 0.4

Southwest...... 1.6 4.9 17 41 58 77 Zi 12.6 7.5 0.0 0.2

United States 2.7 7.1; 22 44

.

58 7:3 27 17.1 11.7 2.1 0.8

Source: (a) Frequency Distribution by Stales of 1964 Farm Peanut Allotments by Size Groups. Number of Farms
and Acreage Alloted to Farms in Each Group. USDA. ASCS, Production Programs Branch. Oil and Pea.
nuts Division. Mimeo., June 23. 1964, pp. 1-6.
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TABLE 27.-Tobacco price-support benefits: Sum-
mary of Gini concentration ratios for various
types of tobacco and all tobacco for 1962 and
1965'

Type of tobacco

Flue cured . . ....
Fire cured ..... .. ....
Burley.... .. ....
'Dark air cured
Maryland
Cigar filler and binder...
Virginia sun cured
I

l All tobacco

[Sources: Tables 29 through 44.
' For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio see

tetion on procedures in this paper.

1962 1965

.494 .495

.453 .440

.48.3 .482
.461 .463
.482 .498
.418 .450
.447 .502

.476 .476

This stability over time and lack of variation
between Lorenz curves also tends to be true as you
look at the indiiiclual types of tobacco and their
component States (tables 30 through 46). Time
curves are very stable betWeen 1962 and 1965 for
all tobacco types. There is some greater variation
between States within a tobacco type, but the varia-
tion is still less than.one might have expected. The
greatest variation is found in burley tobacco (tables
34 and 35) and cigar filler and binder tobacco
(tables 40 and 41).

Looking again at benefit 'stribution by size of
allotment, but this time for types of tobacco (see
tables 44, 45, and 46), one can see that the average
size of allotment varies greatly between types of
tobacco. In flue-cured tobacco (see table 44) half

`TABLE 28. /Distribution of 1962 tobacco (all varieties) price-support benefits: Proportion of benefits
received in United States for individual types of tobacco and for all tobacco by various percentiles
of farmer beneficiaries'

Type of tobacco

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Percent of total benefits received by the-

Lower Lower
10% of 20% of
farmers farmers

Lower Lower Top Top
33% of 50% of 50% of :33% of
farmers farmers farmers farmers

Top Top Top
20% of 10% of 1% of
farmers farmers farmers

Gini
concen-
tration
ratio 2

Flue cured 0.8 3.3 8.7 18 82 69 54 38 9.6 .494
Fire cured 0.8 3.2 8.5 21 71; 65 49 33 7.6 .453
Burley 1.3 4.4 10.9 20 80 69 54 40 11.5 .483
1/ark air cured 0.9 3.6 9.3 19 81 67 51 32 7.6 .461

Maryland 0.7 2.5 6.7 16 84 69 49 30 5.6 .482
Cigar filler and binder. 0.9 3.6 10.5 21 79 63 4e 29 6.2 .418
Virginia sun cured 0.7 2.8 8.2 20 80 66 48 30 5.4 .447

All tobacco.. 1.1 3.9 9.4 19 8t 67 53 :36 9.0 .476

Sources: (a) Distribution of 1962 Tobacco Acreage Allot-
me:As by Size Groups. USDA, ASCS. To-
1 Imo Division, September 1962.

(b) or use as the weights in combining the
,state distributional data of source (a), value
of production figures were obtained by to-
bacco variety and by State from Annual Re-
port on Tobacco Statistics, 1966, Statis. Bul.
397. USDA. C & MS. April 1967. table 2.

of the benefits accrue to farmers with allotments of
less than 5 acres. In burley tobacco half of the allot-
ments accrue to farmers with less than 2 acres of
allotment. Cigar filler and binder tobacco benefits
are distributed so that half goes to farmers with
less than 4 acres of allotment. Though these are all
quite small, compared to other commodities, the
proportionate variation in average allotment size
between tobacco types is considerable.

The average Gini concentration ratio of .476 for
all tobacco is the lowest we have yet encoulmtered in

' This table presenti portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up from the lower (benefit per fanner) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve. -

For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio see
section on procedure in this paper.,

any program. But, even in the tobacco program the
bottom half of all tobacco farmers receive only 19
percent of the total program benefits.

The Sugar Program

The sugar program concerns sugar which at retail
is the same product, but it involves two very dif-
ferent commodities at the farm level: sugarcane and
sugarbects. We will look first at sugarcane.
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TABLE 29.-Distribution of 1965 tobacco (all varieties) price-support benefits: Proportion of benefits
received in United States for individual types of tobacco and for all tobacco by various percentiles
of farmer beneficiaries I

Type of tobacco

(I) (2) (:3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Percent of total benefits received by the-
. -Gild

Lower Lower Lower Lower Top Top Top Top To coneen-
10% of 20% of 33% of 50% of 50% of 33% of 20% of 10% of 1% of tration
farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers ratio'

Flue cured 0.8 :3.2 9.0 18 82 (;9 54 38 9.9 .495
Fire cured 0.9 :3.4 9.0 21 79 63 49 :32 7.3 .41)
Burley 1.5 4.8 11.3 41 79 69 51 .10 11.6 .-182
Dark air cured 0.9 :3.7 9.0' 19 81 67 51 32 7.8 .463
Maryland 0.5 2.2 6.1 15 85 70 52 31 5.8 .4913
Cigar filler and binder 1.1 :3.4 9.:3 20 80 65 49 32 7.8 .4:-;0
Virginia suncured 0.7 2. :3 (3.5 17 85 69 52 3:3 6.0 ,5L2

All tobacco 1.2 3.9 9.9 19 81 67 53 :37 9.0 Xt.

Sources: (a) Distribution of 1965 Tobacco Acreage Allot-
ments by Size Groups. USDA, ASCS, Policy
and Program Appraisal Division,, November
1965.

(h) For use as the weights in combining the
State distributional data of source (a). value
of production figures were obtained by to-
bacco variety and by State from Annual Re-
port on Tobacco Statistics, 1966, Statis. Bul.
397. USDA, C & MS. April 1967, table 2.

' This table presents portions of two Lorenz cut4-es re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up from the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

'Ft:pi an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio see
section on procedure in this paper.

TABLE 30.-Distribution of 1962 flue-cured tobacco price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S. and State
benefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries'

State

(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Percent of total benefits received by the-

Lower
10% of
farmers

(9) (10)

Uini
Lower Lower Lower Top Top Top Top Top coneen-
20% of 33% of 50% of 50% of 3:3% of 20% of 10% of 1% of t ration
farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers ratio'

North Carolina 0.8 3.4 8.2 18 82 69 54 :38 9.4 .495
Florida 1.0 4.2 11.11 22 78 6.5 50 :34 7.9 .440
Alabama 1.1 2.1 5.6 16 84 68 51 34 0.0 .495
Georgia 1.5 5.4 12.2 22 78 64 49 :3:3 7.1 .427
South Carolina.... , . 0.7 2.0 6.1 14 86 7 :3 57 40 9.5 .543
Virginia 1.3 4.6 10.6 21 79 65 49 33 7.4 .443

United States
_._

0.8 3.3 8.7 18 82 69 54 38 9.6 .494

Sources: (a) Distribution of 1962 Tobacco Acreage Allot-
ments by Size Groups. USDA, ASCS. To-
bacco Diyision, September 1962.

(b) For use as the weights in combining the
State distributional data of source (a), value
of production figures were obtained by to-
bacco variety and by State from Annual Re-
port on Tobacco Statistics, 1966. Statis. Bill.
397, USDA, C & MS. April 1967. table 2.
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' This table presents portions of two Lorenz curves :e-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up from the lower (benefit per farmer)`end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (hig:lest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

'For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio see
section on procedure in this paper.



TABLE 31.-Distribution of 1965 flue-cured tobacco price-support benefits: Proportion
benefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries 1

of U.S. and State

State

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Percent of total benelifsi received by the-

(9) (10)

Lower
10% of
farmers

Lower
20% of
farmers

Lower
:33% of
farmers

Lower Top Top 'Eta) Top
50% of 50% of :3:3% of 20% of 10% of
farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers

Top
1% of

farmers

Gird
concen-
tration
rat io 2

North ,Carolina 0.8 3.2 8.8 18 82 69 54 :38 10.0 .490
Florida 1.4 5.0 10.6 78 65 51 36 8.9 .447
Alabama 0.9 1.9 4.9 14 86 71 54 37 9.11 .527
Georgia 1.5 4.7 12.5 22 78 64 49 33 7.3 .429
South Caro lin r 0.8 1.8 5.2 13 87 74 58 41 10.0 .554
Virginia- 1.4 4.1 11.0 20 80 65 50 33 7.5 .445

United States... 0.8 3.2 9.0 18 82 69 54 38 9.9 .495

Sources: (a) Distribution of 1965 Tobacco Acreage Allot-
ments. by Size Groups. USDA. ASCS, Policy
and Program Appraisal Division. November
1965.

(b) For use as the weights in combining the
State distributional data of source (a), value
of production.figures were obtained by to-
bacco variety and by State from Annual Re-
port on Tobacco Statistics, 1966. Statis. 13u1.
397. USDA. C & MS. April 1967, table 2.

-' This table presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
ttp from the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through-9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (highest benefit per recipient.) end
of the curve.

=For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio see
section on procedure in this paper.

TABLE 32.-Distribution of 1962 fire-cured tobacco price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S. and State
benefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries

State

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Percent of total benefits received by the-

Lower
10% of
farmers

Lower
20% of
farmers

Lower
33% of
farmers

Lower Top Top Top Top
50% of 50% of 33% of 20% of 10% of
farmers farmers farmers -farmers farmers

(9) GO;

Gini
'Cop coneen-

1% of t r.tt ion
farmers ratio 2

.417

.431

.440

.453

Kentucky 0.7 3.2 9.4 23 77 62 45 30 7.1
Tennessee 1.1 :3.8 9.8 22 78 64 48 31 7.0
Virginia 1.6 3.7 9.2 19 81 64 49 32 7,2

United States 0.8 3.2 8.5 21 79 65 49 :33 7.6

Sources: (a) Distribution of 1962 Tobacco Acreage Allot-
ments by Size Groups. USDA, ASCS, To-
bacco Division, September 1962.

(b) For use as the weights in combining the
State distributional data of source (a), value
of production figures were obtained by to-
bacco variety and by State from Annual Re-
port on Tobacco Statistics, 1966, Statis. Bala
397, USDA, C & MS. April 1967, table 2.

' This table presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up from the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

= For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio see
section on procedure in this paper.

TABLE 33.-Distribution of 1965 fire-cured tobacco price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S. and State
benefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries'

State

(I) (2) ( :3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Percent of total benefits received by the-

Lower Lower
10% of 20% of
farmers farmers

Lower Lower Top Top Top Top
:3:3% of 50% of 50% of :3:3% of 20% of 10% of
farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers

(9) (10)

Gini
Top concen-

1% of tration
farmers ratio 2

brut nary 0.7 3.2 9.2 22 78 01 47 30 7.1 .421

Tennessee 0.9 3.6 9.1 21 79 64 48 32 0.9 .440

Virginia..... 1.1 4.0 9.7 20 80 63 49 31 7.1 .435

United States.. 0.9 *i.4 9.0 21 79 63 49 32 7.3 .440

;Sources: (a) Distribution of 1965 Tobacco Acreage Allot-
ments. by Size Groups. USDA, ASCS, Policy
and Program Appraisal Division, November
1965.

(b) For use as the weights in combining the
State distributional data of source (a), value
of production figures were obtained_ by to-
bacco variety and by State from Annual Re-
port on Tobacco Statistics, 1966, Statis. Bul.
397, USDA, C & MS, April 1967, table 2.

' Th:s table presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up from the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

= For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio see
section on procedure in this paper.

493



T.tuLE 34.-Distribution of 1962- burley tobacco price- support benefits: Proportion of U.S. and State
benefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries'

State

(I) (2) (:3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Percent of total benefits received by the-

Lower
10% of
farmers

Lower
20% of

-farmers

Lower
3:3% of
farmers

Lower
50% of
farmers

Top
50% of
farniers

Top Top
33% of 20% of
farmer:. farmers

Top
10% of
farmers

Gini
'Fop conven-

t % of t ration
farmers ratio 2

.
Kentucky 1.1 4.3 , 10 17 83 69 56 40 10.9 .502
Tennessee ....... . 1.8 5.7 14 28 72 57 44 27 6.9 .350
North Carolina 2.2 6.2 14 28 72 54 40 25 5.1 .329
Virginia 2.2 6.4 16 30 70 54 40 24 5.2 .:312
Ohio 1.6 5.6 13 24 76 64 47 :33 7.7 .406
Indiana 1.7 5.8 14 )-'-I 7:3 60 45 30 7.0 .:374
West Virginia 2.3 7.1 17 :33 67 51 :38 22 4.2 .281
Missouri 1.5 4.2 8 16 84 73 59 41 12.0 .534

United States 1.3 4 4 11 20 80 69 54 40 11.5 .483

Sources: (a) Distribution of 1962 Tobacco Acreage Allot-
ments by_Size Groups. USDA-, ASCS. To-
baco Division. September 1962.

(b) For we as the weights in combining the
State distributional data of source (a), value
of production figures were obtained by to-
bacco variety and by State from Annual Re-
port on Tobacco Statistics, 1966, Statis.
397. USDA. C & MS. April 1967, table 2.

' This table presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up flout the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

= For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio see
section on plocdure in this paper.

TABLE 35.-Distribution of 1965 burley tobacco price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S. and State
benefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries'

State

(I) (2) (:3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Percent of total benefits received by the-

Lower
10% of
farmers

Lower
20% of
farmers

Lower Lower
33% of 50% of
farmers farmers

Top
50% of
farmers

Top
:3:3% of
farmers

Top
20% of
farmers

Top
10% of
farmers

(Atli
Top colleen-

1 % of t ration
farmers ratio 2'

Kentucky 1.3 4.6 10 17 83 70 56 40 11.0 .502
Tennessee 2.0 6.3 15 29 71 57 44 28 7.1 .344
North Carolina..... 2.5 6.9 15 30 70 54 40 26 5.3 .314
Virginia 2.5 7.:3 17 31 69 54 40 25 5.2 .:303
Ohio 1.8 6.3 14 25 75 64 47 31 7.9 .402
Indiana 2.1 6.7 15 27 73 60 46 29 7.1 .:367
%Vest Virginia :3.1 8.6 19 :35 65 50 :37 23 4.:3 .255
Missouri 1.9 4.6 9 16 84 71 58 41 12.6 .524

I

United States 1.5 4.8 11 21 79 69 54 40 11.6 .4!82

Sources: (a) Distribution of 1965 Tobacco Acreage Allot-
ments. by Size Groups. USDA, ASCS, Policy
and Program Appraisal Division, November
1965.

(b) For use as the weights in combining the
State distributional data of source (a), value
of production figures were obtained by to-
bacco variety and by State from Annual Re-
port on Tobacco Statistics, 1966, Statis. Bul.
397, USDA, C & MS. April 1967, table 2.
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' This table presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up from the lower (benefit, per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio see
section on procedure in this paper.



TABLE 36.-Distribution of 1962 dark air-cured tobaceo price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S. am! State
benefits received by i'anous percentiles of farmer beneficiaries

(I) (2) (4) (5 (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
--_______________

I'er(Pnt of total benefits received by the-
state -----_______ -----. Gini

K

U

Lower lower Lower 1Mw
10% of 20% of 33% of 50%

-

f:irniers farniers farmers farm

eiitucky ....... 0.9 3.6 9.5
snnessee ........... 1.3 3.7 9.4-

iiited States ......... 0.9 :t.a t.:i

Soiiiees: (a) Distribiitioii of 1962 Tobacco Acreage Allot.-
ments by Size Groups. USDA. ASCS, To-
hacco DLvision, Sept ember 1962.

(h) For use as the weights in combining the
State distributional data of source (a). value
of pioductioii figures weie obtained by to-
bacco variety tind by State from Annual Re-
poi t on Tobacco Statistics, 1966, Statis. Bid.
397 USDA. C & MS. April 1967, table 2.

er
of
irs

19
20

19

Top Top Top Top Top concen-
50% of 33% of 20% of 10% of 1% of tration
farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers ratio 2

81 67 51 32 7.7 .458
80 68 51 34 6.7 .455

81 67 51 32 7.0 .461

This table presents portions àf two LQrenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up from the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated (fown from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

For an explanation of the Cmi concentration ratio ice
section on procedure in this paper.

FABLE 37.-!)istribution of 1965 dark air-cured tobacco price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S. and State
benefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries 1

(1' (2) -Cl) (4) (5) (6 (7) (8) (9) (10)

atate
lower Lower Lower 1.oi
10% of 20% of 33% of 50%
farmers farmers farmers farm

Kentucky. ......... 0.9 3.7 9.4
Tennessee ......... 1.3 3.9 9.3

United States .......... 0.9 :t.7 9.0

Sources: (a) Distribution of 1065 Tobacco Acreage Allot-
nients. by Size Groups. USDA, ASCS. Policy
and Program Appraisal Division, November
1965.

(b) For use as the weights in combining the
State distribution:iJ data of source (a), value
of production figures were obtained by to-
bacco variety and by State from Annual Re-
pol't on Tobacco Statistics, 1966, Statis. Bul.
397. USDA, C & MS. April 1967, table 2.

Top Top Top Top Top concen-
50% of 33% of 20% of it of 1% of tration

s farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers ratio 2

9 81 67 50 32 7.9 .457
9 81 66 51 34 7.0 .46:1

1) 81 67 51 32 7.8 .463

This table presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
ilie cumulated percent Of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
tip from the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

For an explanation of the Cmi concentration ratio s'ø

section on procedure in this paper.

TABLE 38.-Distribution of 1962 Maryland tobacco price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S. and State
benefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries *

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Percent of total benefits received by the-

State Lower Lower Lower Lower
10% of 20% of 33% of 50% of
farmers farmers farmers farmers

Maryland and
United States ........ 0.7 2.5 6.7 16

Sources: (a) Distribution of 1962 Tobacco Acreage Allot-
ments by Size Groups. USDA, ASCS. To-
bacco Division. September 1962.

(b) For use as the weights in combining the
State distributional data of source (a), value
of production figures were obtained by to-
bacco variety and by State from Annual Re-
vort on Tobacco Statistics, 1966, Statis. Bul.
397. USDA. C & MS. April 1967, table 2.

-
Cmi

Top Top Top Top Top eOncen-
50%of :13%of 20%of 10%of i%of tration
farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers ratio

84 (19 49 30 5.6 .482

* This table presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating tile cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up from the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

For an explanation of the Cmi concentration ratio see
section on procedure in this Paper.
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TABLE 39.-Distribution of 1965 Maryland tobacco price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S. and State
benefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries'

(1) (23 (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
Percent af total tenefits received by the-

State Lower
10% of
farmers

Lower Lower
20% of 33% of
farmers farmers

Lower
50% of
farmers

Top Top Top
50% of 33% of 20% of
farmers farmers farmers

Top
10% of
farmers

Top
1% of

farmers

Gini
concen-
tration
ratio'

Maryland and
United States 0.5 2.2 6.1 15 85 70 52 :31 5-.8 .498
Sources: (a) Distribution of 1965 Tobacco Acreage Allot-

ments. by Size Groups. USDA, ASCS, Policy
and Program Appraisal Division, November
1965.

(b) For use as the weights in combining the
State distributional data of source (a), value
of production figures were obtained by to-
bacco variety and by State from Annual Be-
noit on Tobacco Statistics, 1966, Statis. Bill.
397, USDA, C & MS. April 1967, table 2.

This table presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up from the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio see
se ztion on procedure in this paper.

TABLE M.-Distribution of 1962 cigar filler and binder tobacco price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S.
and State benefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries I

(1) (2) . (3) _ (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
Percent of total benefits received by the-

State Lower Lower
10% of 20% of
farmers farmers

Lower
:33% of
farmers

Lower
50% of
farmers

Top Top
50% of :3:3% of
farmers farmers

Top
20% of
farmers

Top
10% of
farmers

Top
1% of

farmers

Gini
concen-
tration
ratio 2

Ohio. 1.1 4.6 12 26 74 56 39 24 4.2- .348
Witiconsin 1.0 :3.7 11 22 78 01 44 27 4.9 .402
Connecticut 1.2 3 9 8 17 83 70 55 :39 11.0 .504
Massachusetts 1.7 5.0 . 11 21 7W 66 50 34 8.4 .444
United States 0.9 :3.6 10 21 79 63 46 29 6.2 .418

Sources: (a) Distribution of 1962 Tobacco Acreage Allot-
ments by Size Groups. USDA, ASCS, To-
bacco Division, September 1962.

(1) For use as the weights in combining the
State distributional data of source (a), value
of production figures were obtained by to-
bacco variety and by State from Annual Re-
port on Tobacco Statistics. 1966, Statis. Bill.
397, USDA, C & MS. April 1967, table 2.

' This table presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up from the lower (benefit per farmer) end of thOcurv-e,
and columns 5 thiougli 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio see
:wetion on procedure in this paper.

TABLE 41.-Distribution of 1965 cigar filler and binder tobacco price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S.
and State benefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries I

State

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
Percent of total benefits received by the-

Lower Lower
10% of 20% of
farmers farmers

Lower Lower Top
33% of 50% of 50% of
farmers farmers farmers

Top
:3:3% of
farmers

Top Top Top
20% of 10% of 1% of
farmers farmers farmers

Gini
concen-
tration
ratio 2

Ohio 1.4 5.5 13.9 27 7:3 55 :38 23 4.1 .326
Wisconsin 1.2 4.3 12.0 24 76 61 43 27 4.8 .3&3
Connecticut 1.0 1.9 4.3 91 82 09 51 14.1 :647
Massachusetts 1.0 3.2 5.3 11 89 79 67 49 13.7 .616
United States 1.1 :3.4 9.3 20 80 05 49 32 7.8 .450

Sources:, (a)

(b)
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Distribution of 1965 Tobacco Acreage Allot-
ments. by Size Groups. USDA, ASCS, Policy
and Program Appraisal Division, November
1965.
For use as the weights in combining the
State distributional data of source (a), value
of production figures were obtained by to-
bacco variety and by State from Annual Re-
port on Tobacco Statistics, 1966, Statis. Bill.
397, USDA, C & MS. April 1967, table 2.

' This table presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of fanners receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up from the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship emu-
:ate(' down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio see
section on procedure in this paper.



TABLE 42.-Distribution of 1962 Virginia sun-cured tobacco price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S. and
State benefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries

(2) (3)

State
Lower Lower Lower
10% of 20% of 33% of
farmers farmers farmers

Virginia and
United States 0.7 2.8 8.2

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Percent of total benefits received by the-

(1), (10)

Lower
50% of
farmers

20

Top Top Top Top
50% of 33% of 20% of 10% of
farmers farmers farmers farmers

80

Top conven-
t% of t rat ion

farmers rat io 2

48 30 5.4 .447

Sources: (a) Distribution of 1962 Tobacco Acreage Allot-
ments by Size Groups. USDA, ASCS, To-
bacco Division, September 1962.

(b) For use as the weights in combining the
State distributional data of source (a), value
of production figures were obtained by "to-
bacco variety and by State from Annual Re-
port on Tobacco Statistics, 1966, Stalls. Bul.
397, USDA, C & MS. ..;tril 1967, table 2.

' This table presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up from the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve;
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the sop (highest benefit per recipient.) end
of the curve.

For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio see
'section on procedure in this paper,

TABLE 43.-Distribution of 1965 Virginia sun-cured tobacco price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S. and
State benefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries'

(1) (2) (3)

State
Lower Lower Lower
10% of 20% of 33% of
farmers farmers farmers

Virginia and
United States 0.7 2.3 6.5

(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Percent of total bemfits received by the-
Gini-

Lower Top Top Top Top Top colleen-
50% of 50% of 33% of 20% of 10% of 1% of t ration
farmers farmers farmer's farmers farmers farmers ratio 2

17 85 69 52 33 6.0 .502

Sources: (a) Distribution of 1965,Tobacco Acreage Allot-
ments. by Size Groups. USDA, ASCS. Policy
and Program Appraisal Division, November
1965.

(b) For use as the weights in combining the
State distributional data of source (a). value
of production figure's were obtained by to-
bacco variety and by State from Annual Re-
port on Tobacco Statistics, 1966, Statis. Bul.
397. USDA, C ct MS. April 1967, table 2.

This fable presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up' from the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio Fee
:4Ption on procedure in this paper.

TABLE 44.-Distribution of 1965 flue-cured tobacco price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S. apd- State
benefits accruing to farmers with acreage allotments under or over various specified sizes--

St ate

North Carolina
Florida
Alabama
Georgia
South Carolina
Virginia

United States

Sources: (a)

(b)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (0) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Percent of benefits accruing to farmers with allotments-

2 4 5 7 10
acre acres acres acres acres acres seeress Over Over Slyer I /yen-
and and and and and and and 10 50 1(N) 200

wider under infer under under under under acres acres acres acres

2.8 12 28 39 49 62 73 27 2.9 0.9 0.1
1 1 . 6 :38 56 67 74 82 89 I I 0.6 0.0 0.0
6.5 19 37 55 66 75 85 15 0.0 0.0 0.0
4.5 26 46 59 68 79 88 12 0.2 0.2 0.0
5.4 15 29 39 48 61 74 26 1.8 0.2 0.0
4.1 20 38 53 63 76 86 14__________-_-1.1 0.2 0.0_
:3.6

______
15 31 43 53 05 77 '1:3 2.2 0.7 0.0. _

Distribution of 1965 Tobacco Acreage Allotments by Size Groups. USDA, ASCS, Policy and Program
Appraisal Division, November 1965.
For use as the weights in combining the State distributional data of source (a), value of production figurers
were obtained by tobacco variety and by State from Annual Report on Tobacco Statistics, 1966, Statis.
Bul. 397, USDA. C & MS, April 1967, table 2.
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TABLE 45.-Distribution of 1965 burley tobacco price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S. and State benefits
accruing to farmers with acreage allotments under or over various specified sizes

State

(1) (2) (:3, (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Percent of benefits accruing to farmers with allotments-

0.3 0.5 0.6
acre acre acre
and and and

under under under

1

acre
and

under

acres
and

under

Over

acres

Over
:3

acres

Over
5

acres

Over Over Over
10 50 100

acres acres acres

Kentucky 1.2 6 15 25 -48 52 :38 22 9.2 0.5 0.0
Tennessee 4.4 20 49 64 87 13 7 :3 0.9 0.0 0.0
North Carolina .. . .. 7.8 :32 61 75 94 6 2 1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Virginia 5.1 22 5:3 71 92 8 :3 1 0.3 0.0 0.0
Ohio 2.1 11 :31 44 74 26 15 7 1.8 0.0 0.0
Indiana :3.0 14 40 53 81 19 10 4 0.7 0.0 0.0
West Virginia. 4 22 62 75 96 4 1 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Missouri... ... . 0.:3 4 9 16 :34 66 52 :33 1:3.7 6.1-

,_
4.3

United States 2.3 10 213 :37 61 :39 28 16 6.5 0.4 0.0

Sources: (a) Distribution of 1965 Tobacco Acreage Allotments by Size Croups. USDA, ASCS, Policy and Program
Appraisal Division. November 1965.

(b) For use as the weights in combining the State distributional data of somce (a), value of production figures
were obtained by tobacco variety and by State from Annual Report on Tobacco Statistics, 1966, Statis.
Bul. 397, USDA. C ft: MS, April 1967, table 2. .".......,_.4

TABLE 46.-Distributi& of 1965 cigar filler and binder tobacco price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S.
and State benefits accruing to farmers with acreage allotments under or over various specified sizes

State

(I) (2) (:3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Percent of benefits accruing to farmers with allotments--

0.5
acres
and

under

1

acre
and

under

2
acres
and

under

:3

acres
and

under

4
acres
and

under

5
acres
and

under

Over
5

acres

Over
7

acres

Over
10

acres

Over 100 to
20 200

acres acres

Ohio 0.6 2.1 9 27 51 69 :31 11 4 0.5 0.0
Wisconsin 0.9 4.0 18 :39 57 71 29 13 4 0.4 0.0
Connecticut 2.5 7.5 16 2:3 31 37 63 52 41 17.2 2.7
Massachusetts 5.3 13.9 28 37 46 54 46 34 26 13.8 0.0

United States 1.4 5.0 17 35 51 64 36 21 12 4.3 0.5

Sources:, (a) Distribution of 1965 Tobacco Acreage Allotments by Size Groups. USDA, ASCS, Policy and Program
Appraisal Division, November 1965.

it)) For use as the weights in combining the State distributional data of source (a), value of production figures
were obtained by tobacco variety and by State from Annual Report on Tobacco Statistics, 1966, Statis.
Bul. 397, USDA, C & MS, April 1967, table 2.

Sugarcane

The support program in sugar involves a strict
acreage allotment and marketing quota system (but
no nonrecourse loans with the Commodity Credit
Corporation.) These production and marketing con-
trols are managed to maintain a price objective
in the market. Consequently, we will refer to these
as price supports even though the Government does
not enter as a market of last recourse for the farmer.
In addition, direct Government payments are made
on the ba:Is of a set rate per ton of allowed quota.
This, of course, means that the direct payments have
the same distributional characteristics as the acre-
age allotment and thus exhibit the same concentra-
tion ratios.
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i tie distributional data we have are similar to all
of that used in estimating price-support benefits:
distributions of allotment holders and acreage
planted by size of allotment and by State. State
production and processor payment per ton are com-
bined to obtain a value of production weight for
aggregation purposes. The Government payment is
available only in the form of an average rate of
payment per ton for each State. This was multiplied
by State production to get total payments. Pay-
ments were distributed in prcnortion to the distri-
bution of planted acreage by size of allotment by
State.

The distributional data we have are only for the
crop year 1965.



A summary of Gini ratios of concentration for
total program benefits can be seen in table 47.
Florida has the lowest concentration ratio with a
Gini of .638 followed by Louisiana with .685. But
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico has a Gini con-
centration ratio of .824 and HaWaii one of .918. The
average U.S. concentration ratio is .799.

ABLE 47.-Sugarcane and sugarbeet price and in-
come support program benefits: Summary of Gini
concentration ratios, for the United States, region,
and State in 1965 1

State
Tot al

sughreane
benefits 2

Total
sugarbeet
benefits 2

Louisiana .
Florida
Hawaii
Puerto Rico.

Naw York.
Ohio..
Illinois
Michigan

Northeast...

Minnesota.
Iowa
North Dakota
Nebraska

.685

.638

.918
...... .824

.381

.327

.290

.373

TABLE 48.-Distribution
Rican be

TABLE 47.-Sugarcane and sugarbeet price and in-
come support program benefits: Summary of Gini
concentration ratios, for the United States, region,
and State in 1965 Continued.

State
Total

sugarcane
benefits 2

Total
sugarbeet
benefits 2

Kansas . .327
Texas.. . . .234
Montana ... .293
Wyoming.. .323
Colorado .367
New Mexico .115
Utah .458

Central States.. .346

Nevada .494
Washington .328
Oregon .396
California .468
Idaho ..... .446

West .488

United States...... .... .799 .456

.366 Sources: Tables 48. 49, 50, 51, 52, and 53.
' For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio see

section on procedures in this paper.
'Since both components of benefits (price supports and

government payments) are keyed directly to output, their
distributions and that for total benefits me identical.

.279

.232

.208

.293

f 1965 sugarcane price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S., State, and Puerto
nefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries 1

St ate

(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Lower Lower Lower
10% of 20% of 33% of
farmers farmers farmers

Percent of total benefits received by the-

Lower
50% of
farmers

Top
50% of
farmers

Top Top Top
33% of 20% of 10% of
farmers farmers farmers

Gini
Top coneen-
1% of tration

farmers ratio 2

Louisiana 8.3 1: 3.5 8.2 84 72 57 18 .685

Florida 0.2 0.8 2.0 4.9 95 91 63 32 3 .638

Hawaii 0.2 0.3 0.8 1.5 99 97 96 95 22 .918

Puerto Rico 0.9 1.8 3.0 4.5 95 92 87 78 41 .824

United States 0.4 1.0 2.1 4.2 96 92 83 72 24 .799

Sources (a) Acreage planted and farm numbe distribu-
tions for individual States for 1965 are from
the records of the USDA's Farmer Programs
Division of ASCS.

(b) For computing the weights used in combin-
ing the State distributional data of source
(a). production figures were obtained from
Sugar Reports, USDA, ASCS No. 180, Janu-
ary 1967, p. 25 for Louisiana and Florida and
Sugar Reports, USDA, ASCS No. 167, Apri
1966. p. 22 for Hawaii and Puerto Rico.

(e) For computing the weights used in combin-
ing the State distributional data of source
(a) season average prices per ton of output
were obtained from Sugar Reports, USDA.
ASCS No. 176, January 1967, p. 26 for Loui-
siana and Florida, from Sugar Reports,
USDA, ASCS No. 167. April 1966, p. 25 for
Puerto Rico. Prices are not directly avail-
able for Hawaii so it was necessary to con-
sume estimates. Processor price or season

average price for ma.ketings was estimated
by multiplying the "value from sale of raw
sugar and molasses" (from Sugar Reports,
op. cit., No. 167, p. 24) by 59 percent (the
average relationship between "value of sales"
and "processor payments" for Florida, Loui-
siana, and Puerto Rico) and dividing by
cane production in Hawaii (ibid., p. 22).
These relationships were very similar for the
ma inland and Puerto Rico and exhibited a
fairly stable behavior over time.

' This table presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
'olumns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated

from the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve,
I columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
d down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
e curve.
r an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio see

on procedure in this paper.

an
late
of t

Fo
section
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The Lorenz curves are quite varied. In only one
case, Louisiana, do the lower half of cane farmers
receive more than 5 percent of the program benefits.
But in Louisiana the top 10 percent of farmers
receive 57 percent of the program benefits while in
Florida they receive 32 percent of the benefits. The
average size of allotment differs greatly. In Puerto
Rico the top 10 percent of farmers receive 78 per-
cent of the benefits and in Hawaii they receive 95
percent. However, when you look at the benefits
received by the top 1 percent, you find 41 percent
of the benefits in Puerto Rico and 22 percent of the
benefits in Hawaii accruing to this uppermost group
I see table 49).

A look at table 50 for the distribution of benefits
by allotment size class is quite interesting. Loui-
siana, which has the highest mainland concentration
ratio (.685), has 57 percent of program benefits
accruing to farmers with allotments of under 500
acres, while Florida with a lower concentration ratio
(.638) has only 11 percent. A similar contrast, at
far higher levels of concentration, exists, between
Puerto Rico and Hawaii. In Hawaii, 92 percent of
all benefits accrue to 24 allotment holders of 1,000
acres or better. In Puerto Rico, 26 percent of all

benefits accrue to 19 allotment holders of 1,000 -.er.m
average or better.

The conclusion about the sugarcane portion of the
sugar program is that it exhibits great concentration
of benefit distribution. The concentration of pro-
gram benefits in Hawaii is little short of astounding
with a ratio of .918 out of a possible 1.000.

Sugarbeets

The same kind of support program system is oper-
ated for beets as for cane, so we need not repeat the
description of the program. The same type of data
were available and the Lorenz curve estimation and
aggregation procedure were also identical.

Table 47 smnimarizes the Gini concentration ratios
for sugarbeets. These are all well below cane. The
highest concentration ratio is .488 for the Western
region. The U.S. average ratio of concentration for
1965 was .456. The Gini ratios for the Northeast
(.366) and the Central States (.345) are even lower.
Thus, the pattern of concentration in sugarbeets is
the lowest of all of the commodity programs_studied
here, while that for cane is the highest. Even so,
the lower half of all beet farmers receive only a

TABLE 49.Distribution of total 1965 sugarcane benefits, price-supp. orts, and Government payments:
Proportion of U.S., State, and Puerto Rican benefits received by various percentiles of farmer bene-
ficiaries I

State

(3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Percent of total benefits received by the

Lower Lower Lower
10% of 2" of 33% of
farmers farmers farmars

Lower- Top
50% of 50% of
farmers farmers

Top
33% of
farmers

Top
20% of
farmers

Top
10% of
farmers

Top
I% of

farmers

Gini
concen-
tration
ratio 2

Louisiana 8.3 1.2 3.5 8.2 92 84 72 57 18 .685
Florida. .. 0.2 0.8 2.0 4.9 95 91 63 32 3 .638
Hawaii ... 0.2 0.3 0.8 1.5 99 97 96 95 22 .918
Puerto Rico 0.9 I.8 3.0 4.5 95 92 87 78 41 .824

United States...... 0.4 1.0 2.1 4.2 96 92 83 72 24 .800

(a) Acreage planted and farm number distribu-
tions for individual States for 1965 are from
the records of the USDA's Farmer Programs
Division of ASCS.

(h) For computing the weights used in combin-
ing the State distributional data of source
(a). production figures were obtained from
Sugar Reports, USDA, ASCS No. 180, Janu-
ary 1967. p. 25 for Louisiana and Florida and
Sugar Reports, USDA, ASCS No. 167, April
1966. p. 22 for Hawaii and Puerto Rico.

(c) For computing the weights used in combin-
ing the State distributional data of source
(a), season average prices and government
payments rates and per ton of output
were obtained from Sugar Reports, USDA,
ASCS No. 176, January 1967, p. 26 for oui-
siana and Florida, from Sugar Reports,
USDA, ASCS No. 167. April 1966, p. 25 for
Puerto Rico. Prices are not directly avail-
able for Hawaii so it was necessary to con-
struct estimates. Processor price or season
average price for marketings was estimated

500

by multiplying the "value from sale of raw
sugar and mola.sses" (from Sugar Reports,
op. eit., No. 167, p. 24) by 59 percent (the
average of relationship between "value of
sales" and "processor payments" for Florida,
Louisiana, and Puerto Rico) and dividing by
cane production in Hawaii (ibid., p. 22).
These relationships were very similar for the
mainland and Puerto Rico and exhibited a
fairly stable behavior over time. The gov-
ernment payment rate for Hawaii in 1965
was computed by dividing "total sugar act
payments" (ihid.. p. 22) for Hawaii in 1965.

' This table presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up from the lower (benefit per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

2 For an explanation of the Gini concentration ratio see
section on procedure in this paper.
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TABLE 50.Distribution of total 1965 sugarcane benefits. price-supports and government payments:
Proportion of U.S., State, and Puerto Rican benefits accruing to farmers with acreage allotments under
or over various specified sizes

State

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Percent of benefits accruing to farmers with allotments-

--Under-:
10

acres

1,000 2,000 6,0(10 12,000
Under Under Under Under Under Under acres acres acres acres

25 50 100 200 500 and and
Overacres acres acres acres acres acres over

and
OW r
and

over

1,0111Sia .13 . 0.5 2.1 7.4 18 33 57 72 28 N.A. N.A. N.A.
Florida . . . 0.0 0.1 0.4 1 4 11 N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.

aWtil 1.4 4.0 5.7 7 7 8 8 92 N.A. N.A. N.A.
Puerto Rico 9.8 17.8 25.8 :34 43 64 74 26 21 17 11

United States.. :3.4 7.0 11.0 16 22 34 N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.

Sources: (a)

(b)

Acreage planted and farm number distibu-
tions for individual States for 1965 are from
the records of the USDA's Farmer Programs
Division of ASCS.
For computing the weights used in combin-
ing the State distributional data of source
(a). production figures were obtained from
Sugar Reports, USDA, ASCS, No. 180. Janu-
ary 1967, p. 25 for Louisiana and Florida and
Sugar Reports, USDA. ASCS, No. 167, April
1966. p. 22 for Hawaii and Puerto Rico.

(c) For computing the weights used in cobin-
ing the State distributional data of source
(a) season average prices and government
payment cotes per ton of output were
obtained from Sugar Reports, USDA, ASCS,
No. 176. January 1967, p. 26 for Loui-
siana and Florida, and hom Sugar Reports,
USDA. ASCS. No. 167, April 1966, p. 25 for

quarter of the program benefits in the Northeast and
Central States and only 18 percent in the West.

The top 10 percent of beet farmers receive just
under 30 percent of all benefits in the Northeast and
Central States but 38 percent in the West (see tables
51 and 52)..

What this represents in terms of the distribution
of benefits by allotment size class can be seen in
table! 53. The proportion of benefits accruing to
allotment holders with less than 100 acres ran from
90 percent in the Northeast, to 68 percent in the
Central States, to only 44 percent in the area of
highest concentration. the West. In the Northeast
only 1.5 percent of benefits accrued to farmers with
allotments of 200 acres or larger. In the Central
States 9 percent of benefits accrued to 200 acre
allotments or over. In the West, however, a third
of all program benefits went to allotments of 200
acres and over; 10 percent accrued to allotments of
500 acres or larger.

Conclusions for Sugar Program

The sugar program presents the anomaly of hav-
ing the highest degree of concentration (in sugar-
cane) and the lowest degree of concentration (in
sugarbeets) of benefits in dl of the eight commodity
programs presented here. TIte author has long been

Puerto Rico. Prices arc not directly avail-
able for Hawaii so it was necessary to con-
stinet estimates. Pioeessor price or season
average price for marketings was estimated
by multiplying the "value from sahrof raw
sugar and molasses" (hom Sugar Reports,
op. cit.. No. 167, p. 24) by 59 percent (the
average elationship between "value of sales"
and "plocessor payments" for Florida, Loni-.
siana, and Puerto Rico) and dividing by
cane production in Hawaii (ibid., p. 22).
These relationships were very similar for the
mainland and Puerto Rico and exhibited a
fairly stable behavior over time. The gov-
ernment payment rate for Hawaii in 1965
was computed by dividing "total sugar act
payments ' (ibid.. p. 24) by "cane produc-
tion" (ibid., p. 22) for Hawaii in 1965.

aware that cane benefits were highly concentrated,
but the degree of this concentration is still sur-
prising. It is almost as surprising to find that beet
benefits are less concentrated than peanut and to-
bacco benefits. However, even in the least concen-
trated sugarbeet region in 1965 the lower half of
beet farmers received only one quarter of all pro-
gram benefits.

Conclusions

The relative distributions of benefits for eight
different commodity programs have been described.
What are we to conclude about the appropriateness
of farm commodity programs as the primary instru-
ment of assuring some minimum level of living to
the very lowest income groups in farm life?

It is not possible to draw direct or conclusive
inferences from the Lorenz curve descriptions. There
are too many noncomparabilities to account for.
However, the implications arc fairly clear that these
programs would not be an efficient means of improv-
ing the welfare of the lowest income groups on
farms. We know that slightly more than 40 percent
of farm families earn net money incomes of less than
$3,000 (4). If you look at table 54 which sum-
marizes the Lorenz curves and Gini ratios for all of
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TABLE 51.-Distribution of 1965 sugarbeet price-support benefits: Proportion of U.S., regional, and State
benefits received by various percentiles of farmer beneficiaries'

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Percent of total benefits received by the-
Gini

concen-
tration
ratio 2

State
Lower Lower
10% of 20% of
farmers farmers

Lower Lower
33% of 50% of
farmers farmers

Top
50% of
farmers

Top
:3:3% of
farmers

Top
20% of
farmers

Top Top
10% of 1% of
farmers farmers

New York 2.7 6.7 15 25 75 62 45 31 4.8 .381
Ohio :3.3 9.2 17 27 7:3 57 41 27 5.2 .:3271
Illinois 9.9 6.6 16 28 72 51 :34 22 2.7 .290
Michigan 2.5 7.5 15 25 75 60 45 29 5.4 .373

Northeast 2.4 7.5 15 25 75 60 44 29 5.2 .366

Minnesota 4.2 9.9 20 :32 68 56 :38 24 3.9 .279
Iowa 2.5 7.4 1 8 :33 67 49 30 15 1.5 .232North Dakota... .... 5.0 10.7 9.) :38 62 47 :34 91 3.6 .208Nebraska ....... . 3.6 8.0 8 :31 69 56 :38 24 : ."' .4021
Kansas 3.:3 7.3 29 71 57 40 28 7.2
Texas... ..... 3.9 9.5 :35 65 47 33 22 :3.7 .234
Montana 3.0 8.8 29 71 53 :38 24 :3.7 .293
Wyoming 2.8 8.1 6 27 7:3 55 41 25 4.6 .323
Colorado 3.1 6.7 4 27 7:3 61 4:3 30 7.3 .367
New Mexico 6.0 12.8 24 42 58 30 24 13 1.8 .115
Utah 1.7 4.6 10 20 80 69 51 34 7.6 .458

Central States 2.5 5.8 15 26 74 56 41 27 5.4 .345

Nevada 0.8 4.2 9 16 84 71 54 35 :3.9 .494
Washington :3.8 7.9 16 29 71 58 41 27 5.0 .:328
Oregon 2.8 6.2 12 24 76 63 45 31 7.4 .:396
California 1.5 4.1 10 19 81 66 53 36 5.5 .468
Idaho I.:3 6.2 11 21 79 66 51 35 9.0 .446

West 9.0 4.6 10 448 82 68 55 :38 9.1 .487

United States... 1.9 5.0 10 21 79 66 5; :36 9.9 .457

Sources: (a) Acreage planted and fat m number distribu-
tions for individual States for 1965 are from
the records of the USDA's Farmer Programs
Division:of ASCS. For California, 1964 dis-
tribuMinal data way used since 1965 data
was not available.

(b) For computing the weight:- used in combin-
ing the State distributional data of source
(a), production figures were obtained from
Sugar Reports, USDA, ASCS, No. 177, Feb-
ruary 1967, p. 27; processor payments per
ton .(season average prices) were obtained
from p. 32.

these programs, you will see that the lowest 40 per-
cent of farmers received much less than a propor-
tionate share of the program benefits. In fact, at any
proportion of beneficiaries from the lower 60 percent
on down, far less than a proportionate share of bene-
fits are received. In a typical program such as pea-
nuts the numbers suggest that it would be.necessary
to generate about $10 of program benefits for every
$1 going to the bottom 40 percent of peanut farnwrs.
In rice it would take alinost $18 for every one going
to the bottom 40 percent. Even in the case of direct
payments in wheat or feed grains it would require
$6 to $7 of expenditure for each dollar going to the
lowest 40 percent of these farmers.
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' This table presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up from the lower (benefit. per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top (highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

' For an explanation of the Mini concentration ratio see
section on procedure in this paper.

If one is more concerned with the hard core poor
at the very bottom of the distribution, the same
table suggests that it would be necessary to generate
from $20 to $100 of benefits for each dollar going
to the lowest 20 percent of farmers. Over a very wide
range of decision rule criteria that one might apply,
the same conclusion results. The efficiency of distri-
bution of these programs as instruments of low
income policy is exceedingly low.

What do these program distributions mean in
terms of their impact on the level of welfare of low
income farmers? This question cannot be answered
unless we have a measure of the present distribution
of income among beneficiaries for comparison with
distributions of program benefits. Ideally one should



TABLE 52.-Distribution of total 1965 sugarbeet benefits, price-supports; and Government payments:
Proportion of U.S., State, and Puerto Rican benefits received by various percentiles of farmer bene-
ficiaries '

State

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Percent of total benefits received by the-
Uini

concen-
tratiou
ratio I

Lower Lower
10% of 20% of
farmers farmers

Lower
33% of
farmers

Lower
50% of
farmers

Top
50% of
farmers

Top
3.3% of
farmers

Top
20% of
farmers

Top Top
10% of 1% of
farmers farmers

New York 2.7 6.7 15 25 75 62 45 31 4.8 .381
Ohio 3.:3 9.2 17 27 73 57 41 27 5.2 .327
Illinois 2.9 6.6 16 28 72 51 34 22- 2.7 .290
Michigan 2.5 7.5 15 25 75 60 45 29 5.4 .373

Northeast.... 2.4 7.5 15 25 75 60 44 29 5.2 .366

Minnesota 4.2 9.9 20 32 68 56 :38 24 3.9 .279
Iowa 2.5 7.4 18 33 67 49 30 15 1.5 252
North Dakota 5.0 10.7 22 38 62 47 34 21 :3.6 .208
Nebraska 3.6 8.0 18 31 69 56 :38 24 :3.7 .293
Kansas 5.:3 7.3 17 29 71 57 40 28 7.2 .327
Texas 3.9' 9.5 17 35 65 47 33 22 :3.7 234
Moatana 3.0 8.8 17 29 71 53 38 24 3.7 .29:3

Wyoming 2.8 8.1 16 27 73 55 41 25 4.6 .:3Z3

Colorado 3.1 6.7 14 27 73 61 43 30 7.3 .367
New Mexico 6.0 12.8 24 42 58 39 24 13 1.8 .115
Utah 1.7 4.6 10 20 80 69 51 :34 7.6 .458

Central States 2.4 5.8 14 26 74 56 41 27 5.4 .346

Nevada 0.8 4.2 9 16 84 71 54 :35 :3.9 .494
Washington 3.8 7.9 16 29 71 58 41 27 5.0 .328
Oregon 2.8 6.2 12 24 76 63 45 31 7.4 .396
California 1.5 4.1 10 19 81 66 53 36 5.5 .468
Idaho 2.3 6.2 11 21 79 66 51 35 9.0 .446

West 1.9 4.5 9 18 82 69 55 :38 9.1 .488

United States 2.0 5.0 10 21 79 66 51 36 9.9 .456

Sources: (a) Acreage planted and farm number distribu-
tions for individual States for 1965 are from
the records of the USDA's Farmer Programs
Division of ASCS. For California, 1964 dis-
tributional data was used since 1965 data
was not available.

(b) For computing the weights used in combin-
ing the State distributional data of source
(a), production figures were obtained from
Sugar Reports, USDA, ASCS, No. 177. Feb-
ruary 1967, p. 27; processor payments per
ton (season average prices) and government
payments per ton were obtained from p. 32.

have the income distribution of cotton producers
for comparison with cotton program benefits, and
similarly for all the rest of the programs. However,
the only thing immediately available for this pur-
pose is

incomes
measure of the Lorenz curve of the net

money Incomes of farmers and farm managers esti-
mated by Boyne (2). This is presented in the top
line of table 54 where it can be compared with
similar Lorenz distributions for the various pro-
grams. It appears that at the level of the lowest 40
percent of farmers only the tobacco and sugar beet
programs have the effect of adding proportionately
more of program benefits to a farmer's income than
he commands as a share of farm income, generally.
That is, they receive 11.7 percent of ft.rin income,

' This table presents portions of two Lorenz curves re-
lating the cumulated percentage distribution of benefits to
the cumulated-percent of farmers receiving those benefits.
Columns 1 through 4 summarize this relationship cumulated
up from the lower (benefit, per farmer) end of the curve,
and columns 5 through 9 summarize the relationship cumu-
lated down from the top(highest benefit per recipient) end
of the curve.

For an explanation of the Cini concentration ratio see
section on procedure in this paper.

but a higher percentage than this of tobacco and
sugarbeet program benefits.

The lowest 20 percent of farmers receive 3.2 per-
cent of net farm money income. But they receive
more than 3.2 percent of the benefits of the wheat,
peanuts, tobacco, and sugarbeet program. Rice, feed
grains, cotton, and sugarcane all distribute to the
lowest group less of a share of program benefits than
they average as a share of farm income. One is
tempted to say that these latter programs are re-
gressive in their income impact in farming, but this
is not proved by this crude though relevant com-
parison. Nor can we argue conclusively that the
sugarbeet and tobacco (and possibly peanuts and
feed grains) programs have a progressive income
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TABLE 53.-Distribution of total 1965 sugarbeet benefits, price supports, and Government payments:
Proportion of U.S., regional, and State benefits accruing to farmers with acreage allotments under or
over various specified sizes

State

(1) (2) (:3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Percent of benefits accruing to farmers with allotments

Under
5

acres

Under
10

acres

Under
25

acre.;

Under
50

acres

Under
100

acres

Under
200

acres

200 acres 300 acres 400 acres 500 acres
and and and and
over over over over

New York 0.3 4.7 32.1 67 89 100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
I Ihio 0.1 1.9 30.1 68 92 99 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
Illinois 0.5 6.2 25.7 83 1011 100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Michigan 0.2 3.1 28.2 62 88 98 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Northeast 0.2 2.8 29.0 65 90 99 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0

Minnesota 0.0 0.0 0.2 46 80 20.2 5.8 1.5 0.0
Iowa 0.0 0.0 2.1 8 42 100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
North Dakota 0.0 (P.O 0.5 12 70 95' 5.4 1.9 0.0 0.0
Nebraska 0.0 0.2 6.9 41 79 98 2.3 0.4 0.0 0.0
Kansas 0.0 0.0 0.2 7 38 75 24.7 11.1 9.3 7.3
Texas 0.0 0.1 1.9 17 78 94 5.8 1.1 0.0 0.0
Montana 0.0 0.1 3.3 26 71 95 5.5 0.5 0.0 0.6
Wyoming 0.0 0.1 3.4 25 65 93 6.5 1.6 0.9 0.9
Colorado 0.0 0.4 8.7 39 73 IK) 9.7 5.4 3.7 2.6
New Mexico 0.0 0.0 0.9 19 96 100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Utah 1.0 7.2 30.6 59 87 97 3.4 2.6 2.6 2.6

Central States 0.1 0.6 6.1 28 68 91 9.2 3.5 1.9 1.2

Nevada 0.1 0.1 1.0 13 23 50 50.2 38.2 21.9 0.0
Washington 0.0 0.2 9.7 44 78 95 5.0 0.6 0.0 0.0
Oregon 0.0 0.4 9.2 33 67 92 7.6 :3.8 3.8 :3.8
California 0.0 0.0 0.8 5 20 47 53.4 37.2 25.6 18.4
Idaho 0.1 1.2 15.2 41 68 85 14.9 7.6 4.5 3.0

West 0.0 0.4 6.5 22 44 66 33.9 223 15.1 10.9

United States 0.1 0.7 8.2 28 57 79 21.3 12.9 8.5 6.1

Sources; (a) Acreage aanted and farm number distribu-
tions for individual States for 1965 are from
the records of the USDA's Farmer Programs
Division of ASCS. For California, 1964 dis-
tributional data was used since 1965 data
was not available.

impact-even though our data seem to suggest this.
There are too many difficulties in the data. Cotton

benefit distributions should be compared with cot-
ton fanner income distributions-not all farm in-
come. Or, at least some regionalization of the faun
income distribution is needed to allow for geo-
graphic differences. Also one cannot assume that
one is necessarily dealing with the same general set
of low incomes, or indeed with low income at all,
when one speaks of the low end of the distribution
of benefits from a program. While it may be fairly
reasonable to assume that a small cotton allotment
represents a small farmer, such an assumption is not
reasonable in the case of wheat or feed grains.
Farmers do grow more than one commodity typi-
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(h) For computing the weights used in combin-
ing the State distributional data of source
(a), production figures were obtained from
Sugar Reports, USDA, ASCS, No. 177. Feb-
ruary 1967, p. 27; processor payments per
ton (season average prices) and government
payments per ton were obtained from p. 32.

rally, and a small allotment may just represent a
minor enterprise in a substantial operation.

Thus, the net effect of these programs may be less
regressive than the data suggest-or possibly more
regressive.

It also should be noted that all of the program
benefit distribu:ons involving price supports are
gross, while the income distribution used for com-
parison in table 54 is a net iiiionie distribution.

Nevertheless, it is fairly ^lear that even with
allowance for v ide error in .ata these farm
programs as designed are not y efficient instru-
ments for assuring some minimum level of living to
the lower income groups in farming. They were
designed for quite other purposes.



TABLE 54.-Distribution of farm income and various program benefits: Proportion of income or benefits
received by various precentiles of farmer beneficiaries

Item
_

Lower
20% of
farmers

Percent of benefits received by the-

concen-
tration

radio

Lower
40% of
farmers

Lower
60% of
farmers

Top
40% of
farmers

Top
20% of
farmers

Top
5% of
farmers

1

Warmer and farm manager
total money income, 1963 :3.2 11.7 26.4 7:3.6 50.5 20.8 .468

Rice, 1963 2 1.0 5.5 15.1 84.9 65.:3 :34.6 .632
!Wheat, 1964:

Price supports :3.4 8.3 20.7' 79.3 62.3 30.5 .566
1)iversion payments 6.9 14.2 26.4 73.6 57.3 27.9 .480
Total benefits 3 3.:3 8.1 20.4 79.6 62.4 :30.5 .569

';I:tx1 grains, 1964:
Price supports 0.5 :3.2 15.3 84.7 57.3 24.4 .588

, Diversion payments 4.4 16.1 :31.8 68.2 46.8 20.7 .405
Total benefits 3 1.0 4.9 17.3 82.7 56.1 23.9 .56.5

Cotton, 1964 2 1.8 6.6 15.1 84.9 69.2 41.2 .653
Peanuts, 1964 2 :3.8 10.9 23.7 76.3 57.2 28.5 .522
Tobacco, 1965 2 :3.9 13.2 26.5 7:3.5 52.8 24.9.

Sugarcane, 1965' 1.0 2.9 6.3 9:3.7 83.1 63.2
.476
.799

Sugarbeets, 1965 ' 5.0 14.3 27.0 73.0 50.5 24.4 .456

Sources: Except as noted, all figures are from the Lorenz
curve and Gini concentration ratio computations previously
presented, although previous tables were not set up on
quite the same heading intervals.
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Chapter 27

Measuring the Effects of U.S. Department of Agriculture
Programs on Income Distribution

VERNON C. MCKEE and LEE M. DAY, Planning-Evaluation-Programming Stall,
U.S. Department of Agriculture

Introduction

This paper examines the effects of programs oper-
ated by the Department of Agriculture on income
distribution of farmers and the general public.
Specifically, do the programs help high income
people more than low income people, or is the re-
verse the ease? Further, which programs operated
by the Department tend to widen the disparity of
the income distribution and, conversely, which pro-
grams tend to reduce the ineqUality of the income
distribution?

The purposes of this paper are: (1) to present a
procedure which may be used to examine the effects
of programs on income distribution, (2) to apply
that procedure to existing data from the farm oper-
ating and farm ownership loan programs, and (31
to apply the procedure to approximate or proxy data
for other Department programs for which more de-
tailed data arc not available to obtain some indica-
tions of the income distribution effects of the
programs.

The Department of Agriculture operates a variety
of programs for a multitude of purposes. The De-
partment's program structure has 159 separate pro-
gram elements aimed at 6 major objectives. These
objectives are: (1) to supply an abundance of food
and fiber together with improved farm income, (2)
to assist growing nations and develop new markets,
(3) to improve the dimensions of living for all our
citizens, 14) to develop the communities of tomor-
row, (5) to protect and efficiently use our natural
resources, and (6) to utilize science in the service
of man.

A number of these programs are specifically aimed
at people with relatively low incomes. Other pro-
grams are aimed at other target groups. For exam-
ple, a major objective of a group of programs is to
improve the nutrition of the U.S. population. There
are components of this major program aimed specifi-
cally at poor familiesthe food stamp and direct
distribution programsand at school age children
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generallythe school lunch program. With a com.
plex of program objectives and with actions aimed
at a variety of target groups, it should be kept in
mind that evaluation of a program on the basis of
a single criterionthe effect on income distribution
--can be misleading and dangerous. Furthermore,
programs which may be judged by one criterion to
be poor or inadequate may be highly successful
when judged by other criteria.

A rigorous analysis of the effects of Department
programs on income distribution would require de.-
tailed data regarding the income status of the
recipients of benefits of all of the Department pro-
grams. Unfortunately, the availability of such data
is extremely -limited. Notable exceptions are the
farm ownership and farm operating loan programs
administered by the Farmers Home Administration.

Method of Analysis

To obtain a graphic representation of the existing
inequality of income distribution, one may first
array- the units (farms, families, or persons) in
ascending order of per unit income and then cal-
culate the accumulative percentages of aggregate
population andl aggregate income. The plotting of
these data results in a Lorenz curve as shown in
figure 1.'

The shaded area, A, reflects the magnitude of any
inequality of income distribution; the larger the
shaded area the greater the inequality. In order to
readily compare the inequality of income distribu-
tion of different populations, or the effect of alter-
native programs on the income distribution, it is
convenient to have a readily quantifiable measure
of the degree of inequality. The Gini index is such
a measure. The Gini index is defined as the ratio of
the area between the diagonal and the Lorenz curve

' Presentation based on paper by Herman P. Miller,
7'rends in the income of Families and Persons in the United
States: 1947-1900, Bur. of the Census, Tech. Paper 8, 1963.



fi fi+1

Percent of units

FIGURE 1

to the total under the diagonal. Using the notation
in figure 1 above:

(1) L.-A area between curve and diagonal
A+B area under diagonal

Since the cumulative percents on each axis add
to 100, the area in the entire square is 1 and the
area under the diagonal is 1/2. Therefore, the expres-
sion above can be rewritten as follows:

y2

1/2

B
(2) L= 1 2B

If we assume that the curve between any two
points is approximated by a straight line, the area
for any segment of the curve can be expressed as-
follows:

(fi 1 fi) (pc +11( + 1)
2

When summed, over all intervals, the area under
the curve is:

k

(3) B. E + 1 - f) (Yi + lit + 1\
2 /

Substituting in the expression for L above yields
the formula that was used in computing the Gini
index:

(4) L.1 E (h+1_,,) (yi + yi + 1)
1

Lorenz curves drawn to actual data invariably
fall below the diagonal when total income is meas-
ured on the vertical axis and the ordering of income

recipients on the horizontal axis is from lowest to
highest per capita income. Thus, the Gini index
computed in this fashion is always positive and can
range between the limits of 0 (denoting an equal
distribution of income) and +1 (denoting a com-
pletely unequal distribution). If, however, the ratio
is computed on a part of the income, with the order-
ing of income recipients based cm total income, the
distribution curve and the inequality coefficient can
take on different properties (see fig. 2), and is com-
parable to the Gini index for total income.

Percent of units

FIGURE 2

Thus, if we plot a payments distribution curve
for government paymentsa part of the aggregate
income of farmersit is possible that the curve for
payments could be represented by V when plotted
against the vertical axis on the right-hand side of
figure 2. The Lorenz curve for total income could
be represented by L when plotted against the verti-
cal axis on the left-hand side of figure 2. Both
curves use the same horizontal axis of percent of
recipients ordered by total per capita income. Thus,
the inequality coefficient for a portion of the aggre-
gate incoine could take on a negative sign and range
between the limits of +1 and 1.2

Furthermore, in the partial income case, it is not
necessary that the distribution curve be a smooth
second-degree curve. It may be a higher degree
curve, or it may take on a variety of irregular
shapes. Thus, it is conceivable that one could obtain
a payments distribution curve as shown in figure 3
with a zero inequality coefficient, or that- positive
inequality coefficients could be obtained from a pl v-

: Note that for the total income case, in equation (2) the
area under the curve cannot exceed one-half the area of the
rectangle, but in the rartial income case the area under the
curve can approach the limit of the entire area of the rec-
tangle.
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ments distribution curve as shown in figure 4 where
the positive area (area below the diagonal) exceeds
the negative area (the area above the diagonal).
In this case it is important to know whether the
offset is positive or negative (below or above the
diagonal, respectively) as well as the slope of the
line at each point or income class interval. A slope
of 1.0, i.e., a tangent to the curve (which is parallel
to the diagonal line) at any point on the curve can
be interpreted as that group of units receiving their
pro rata share, i.e., 1 percent of the units receive 1
percent of the payments. Further, the high slope as
the curve approaches the diagonal in figure 4 indi-
cates that this income class is receiving much more
than their pro rata share of the payments, while the
small slope at the top of the curve indicates that
the 1 percent of the units with the highest income
is receiving virtually none of the payments.

FIGURE 3

In order to determine the effects of payments on
income distribution, we can compare the distribu-
tion of other income with the distribution of pay-
ments. Whenever the inequality coefficient for pay-
ments is less than the coefficient for income, the
payments tend to make a more equal distribution
of income. For example, a coefficient for other in-
come of +0.3 and for payments of +0.1 would
indicate that the effect of payments is to give a
more equal distribution of income. For more de-
tailed consideration, the slope of the income curve
can be compared with the slope of the payments
curve for each of several income classes.

Application of Inequality Analysis to
Individual Income Data

The Farmers Home Administration of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture makes and insures loans erty" by William MeD. Herr in Part IV of this report.

Percent of un.lts

FIGURE 4

to individuals for buying farm real estate and for
operating expenses incurred in farming operations.
These loans are not specifically limited to low in-
come farmers; however, the loan recipients must be
unable to obtain commercial credit in order to be
eligible for FHA loans. This requirement indirectly
assures that low income farmers will be the major
loan recipients.

Information was obtained for new FHA bor-
rowers receiving ownership and operating loans in
fiscal year 1966 which permits a determination of
income characteristics.3 The only readily available
characteristic for grouping both "all farms" in the
United States and FHA borrowers is an income
class based on the value of sales. Four classes were
usedunder $5,000; $5,000 to $9,999; $10,000 to
919,999; and over $20,000.

The income situation of FHA borrowers receiv-
ing loans in fiscal year 1966 was based on the year
preceeding the loan. Accordingly, the number of
farms and value of sales by sales class for 1965 were
used as reported in Farm Income Situation, pub-
lished by the Economic Research Service, USDA.

Table 1 shows the percent distribution of farms,
value of sales, and loan levels by sales class and
the inequality coefficient for value of sales and loan
levels. The percentage distribution shows that 57.1
percent of the farms are in the less than $5,000 sales
class and account for only 8.2 percent of the total
value of sales, while 13.6 percent of the farms are
in the over $20,000 sales class and account for 64.1
percent of the total value of sales. The inequality
coefficient for value of sales is .659, indicating a
highly disproportionate share of sales to number of
farms.

For an analysis of these data see "Credit and Farm Pov-
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TABLE 1.Percentage distribution of farms, value of farm sales in 1965, and FHA farm ownership and
operating loan levels in fiscal year 1966, by sales classes

Sales class
Number

of
farms

Value of
farm,
sales

Farm Farm
ownership operator
loaf I /evet loan level

Under $5,000.... .... ..... . .. . ................ . . 57.1 8.2 34.0 32.8
$5,000 to $9,999 14.7 9.6 24.:i 24.6
$10,000 to $19,999. 14.6 18.1 2;.5 26.8
Over $20,000 13.6 64.1 13.6 15.8

Inequality coefficient :... .659 .198 .280

The loan levels for both ownership loans and
operating loans are more nearly proportional to the
number of farms. The 57.1 percent of farms in the
less than 35,000 sales class receive 34.0 percent of
the ownership loan funds and 32.8 percent of the
operating loan funds. The inequality coefficients are
.198 for ownership loans and .280 for operating
loans. Both values are substantially smaller than
the coefficient for value of sales. An inference is that
the farms with less than $5,000 value of sales re-
ceive less than their pro rata share of ownership
and operating loans, but they receive a far greater
share of the loan funds than of cash farm income.
Accordingly, the farm ownership and farm operator
loans tend to decrease the inequality of farm in-
come distribution.

Application of Inequality Analysis
to State Income Datti

Data Limitations and Some Difficult Choices

Ideally, the analysis of the effects of USDA pro-
grams on income distribution should be based
directly on the amounts of loans or payments made
to each of several income classes. But this is not
always possible.

First, some programs consist of actions taken for
a! body of people within a certain geographic area
rather than selected individuals within the area or
community. Examples of such programs are sewer

.apd water loans, the watershed protection and flood
ptevention programs, the shared revenue program
(payments in lieu of taxes) and the rural electric
and telephone loan programs. An allocation of the
benefits among income classes within the community
would be exceedingly arbitrary. One could also clas-
si y communities by average personal income or by

reent of low income people, but the sphere of in-
ence to be considered a "community" for a pro-
am such as watershed protection is greatly differ-
t from that for a sewer or water loan program.
rigorous analysis of the income distribution effects
community-type programs would require an in-
sive study of the stream of benefits, both direct

d indirect, that flow out in varying degrees over
a vide geographic area to people in a large variety
of income situations. Such an intensive study was

fl

g
e
A
of
to
a

not possible within the time and resource limita-
tions available for this paper, but it should be em-
phasized that a need exists for a study of the final
incidence of benefits of government programs. It is
obvious that community-type- programs benefit a
large variety of individuals, and programs which
invol e payments directly to individuals also have
effects on the economy of the community.

Second, while many of the programs of the De-
partment do involve payments or loans directly to
individuals, present data-reporting systems (with
the exception of the farm ownership and farm oper-
ating loan programs already noted) do not provide
information on the amounts of loans or payments
going to each of several income classes (either gross
or net, including or excluding government pay-
ments).

Thus we were faced with two alternatives:ill)
Simply conclude that given the present state of
knowledge and data-reporting systems, nothing can
be said about the income distribution effects of De-
partment programs, and (2) use somewhat less than
adequate data as a proxy for the desired data to
obtain some clues or tentative conclusions about
the effects of Department programs. We chose the
latter course.

Given this decision, a number of difficult choices
remain. Among the programs with loans or pay-
ments to individuals, two major classes of alter-
natives are available: (1) Use the average income
and amount of payments going to selected geo-
graphic areas as a proxy for income and payments
received by individuals, and (2) concentrate on
sources of income received such as the wheat enter-
prise and use a single enterprise income as an indi-
cator of total income.

In the first class of alternatives, one could choose
the State farm income and number of farmers as
proxy variables on the grounds that if low income
people received less than their pro rata share of
government payments, States with more than their
share of low income people (and lower average in-
come) would also receive less than their pro rata
share of government payments. There is, of course.
a possibility that circumstances could exist in which
the inequality coefficient computed on a State basis
could be seriously misleading. Assume, for example,
a hypothetical program which makes payments only
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to those farms with more than $20,000 income. As-
sume further that each of the 50 States contains
(1) 2 percent of the farmers of that income class,
and (2) 2 percent of all other income classes. Also,
assume that the average income in each class in all
States is equal. In this case, the analysis would
result in an inequality coefficient of zero (implying
completely equal distribution of payments), even
though low income farmers received no government
paynients whatsoever.

In the second class of alternativesthe single
enterprise approacha small wheat producer would
be characterized as a small or low income farmer
even though he received a very high income from
other sources such as livestock or feed grains. Thus,
a program which gave a high proportion of wheat
payments to small allotment holders (indicating a
negative inequality coefficient' for wheat payments)
might actually be giving a 'high .proportion of the
payments to middle and high income farmers.

Neither alternative is a satisfying choice. The
authors chose the geographic area alternative
largely because this method could be more readily
adapted if more adequate data become available
and because the broad scope of programs to be
studied included programs such as housing and food
foe which the enterprise or source of income ap-
proach would not be appropriate. Further, knowl-
edge about the distribution of program funds to
high and low income areas is of value in and of
itself regardless of any desire to make inferences
about the effects of loans or payments on the distri-
bution of personal income.*

Within the geographic area approach, a number
of choices among alternatives remain. These choices
are summarized below:

(1) States were chosen as the geographic- area.
Counties or census subregions might have been
chosen, but it is doubtful that their use would have
significantly improved the quality of the inferences
to be drawn.

(2) Income statistics are available on a calendar
year basis; program expenditure data are on a fiscal
year basis. The income measure to be compared
with expenditure data was estimated by averaging
the income for two calendar years. For example,
the income for fiscal year 1960 was estimated by
averaging the income in calendar years 1959 and
1960.

(3) Some programs are aimed at rural people
and communities such as rural housing and water
and sewer system loans, and some are designed to
reach low income individuals regardless of place of
residence such as food stamp and direct food dis-
tribution. For these programs, total population by
States, as reported by Bureau of Census, and per-
sonal income by States, as reported by Office of
Business Economics, Department of Commerce,

' For a paper presenting the enterprise approach, see "The
Distribution of Benefits from Selected U.S. Farm Programs."
by James T. Bonnen in Part IV of this report.
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were used as the comparison base. It would have
been preferable to use rural per capita income for
each State in connection with the rural community
programs. The definition of rural used by the
Census is not, however, always consistent with the
area designated as rune for the purpose of some
Department programs. For example, the sewer and
water loans of the Fanners Home Administration
can be made to towns and places of up to 5,500
population as compared to the popaktion of 2,500
in the Census definition of rural. But since rural in-
come is available only for the Census definition of
rural, per capital State income (combining urban,
rural nonfarm, and farm income) was used fo: all
programs not serving farmers alone.

(4) For programs designed to serve farmers, esti-
mates of farm income were used as a standard of
comparison. The measure of farm income used was
realized net farm income by States as reported by
the Economic Research Service, USDA. Total net
farm income (realized net adjusted for change in
farm inventories) would be preferable, but was not
available for 1966. The population of farms used
was the number of farms by States as reported by
the Statistical Reporting Service, USDA. The deci-
sion to use farm income as a standard of compari-
son for farm programs was motivated by the desire
to obtain some clues about the effects of these pro-
grams on the distribution of farm income. This
decision, however, seriously limited our ability to
make inferences about the distribution of program
funds among low and high income States. A rank
correlation between the ordering of States on a
farm income basis and the ordering based on per
capita personal income (including both farm and
nonfarm people) was significant at the 5-percent
level, but quite smalls Thus, any inferences about
the distribution of farm- program funds among low
and high income States would be exceedingly
tenuous.

(5) Finally, given the choice of these measures,
a question arises as to the proper magnitude of
these measures. It will be recalled that earlier it was
suggested that the comparisons should be made be-
tween the distribution of "other" income and the
distribution of payments. Three alternative magni-
tudes of income could have been used: (a) Net in-
come per farm or per capital adjusted for all gov-
ernment payments, USDA or otherwise; (b) net
income adjusted for the particular program pay-
ment in question; and (c) total net income left un-
adjusted for government payments of any kind. We
chose the last because it was readily available and
because the use of State income data did not war-
rant a precise adjustment of net income. Further,
not all govermnent payments can be disaggregated
by States to farm and nonfarm populations. The
use of the second alternative would require the ad-
justment of income and the calculation _of the in-

The correlation coefficients for 1960, 1963. and 1966 were
respectively .449, .286, and .332.



equality coefficient for income for each and every
program under study.

The General Approach and Interpretation of
Inequality Coefficients

This section compares the distribution of pro-
gram funds among States with the distribution of
income for three time periods-fiscal years 1960,
1963, and 1966.

The programs studied were divided into two
groups: (1) Those designed to serve farmers, and
(2) those designed to serve a broader segment of
the population, either a rural community as a
whole, or individuals regardless of their place of
residence. Two programs-watershed protection and
flood prevention-could not be easily placed within
his dichotomy. Nor could we allocate the farm and
onfarm share of the expenditures in other than an,
rbitrary manner. Therefore, these two programs
ere included in both groups.
Given the limitations imposed by the nature of

he data used and the decisions made thus far, two
ajor observations can he made on the distribution

f program funds. One observation is simply the
nequality coefficient for each program, as a part of
ggregate income.
A positive inequality coefficient indicates that a
ore than proportional share of the program pay-
ents is going to high income States. A zero coeffi-

ient indicates that program payments are propor-
onal to the number of farms, and a negative

coefficient indicates that low income States are
eceiving more than a proportional share of the

program payments.
pThe second observation is based on the program
ayments distribution relative to the total net in-

dome distribution. The comparison measure is-the
ibequalitY coefficient for a given program compared
to the inequality coefficient for total net income. A
smaller value (either a smaller positive value or a
negative coefficient) for the program than for total
net income would indicate the program tends to re-
duce the inequality of income distribution among
States even though the distribution of the program
is less than proportional to number of farmers.

Some programs are aimed at commercial agricul-
ture and for these programs the inequality coeffi-
cient would be expected to be positive.

Other programs are aimed at individuals with low
incomes and for these programs it is expected that
the inequality coefficients would be negative.

Some programs are aimed at low income rural
communities and the inequality coefficient would
be expected to be negative-also.

But the Department also operates a number of
multipurpose programs (P.L. 566 projects, for ex-
ample) which might be expected to have either posi-
tive or negative inequality coefficients. If P.L. 566
projects benefit mostly the commercial agriculture,
one would expect a positive coefficient when the
ordering of States is on a per farm income basis. If

P.L. 566 projects are used primarily as a commun-
ity development device, one would expect a negative
coefficient when the ordering of States is on a per
capita income basis. To the extent that poor com-
munities and commercial agriculture coincide, one
could expect a negative and a positive coefficient
when States are ordered on per capita and per farm
income, respectively.

Inequality Coefficients for Farm Programs

The inequality coefficients for realized net farm
income and for programs primarily benefiting
farmers are shown in table 2. The coefficients for
realized net farm income remains fairly stable at
about .22 during the period studied.

The commodity loans (wheat, feed grains, cotton,
all grains, and all commodity loans) go generally
to the high farm income States. The inequality co-
efficient is not only positive; it is more positive for

TABLE 2. Inequality coefficients for realized net
farm income and for selected USDA programs,
computed from State totals

Program 1960 1963 1966

Realized net farm income .227 .212 .218
Wheat diversion .223 .045
Wheat certificates .190
Wheat all payments .179
Wheat loans .516 .520 .253
Feed grain diversion .203 .179
Feed grain price support .421
Feed grain all payments .261
Feed grain loans .374 .516 .512
All grain payments .208 .237
All grain loans. .443 .518 .418
Wool payments .518 .323 .324
All commodity payments .504 .221 .230
All commodity loans .422 .378 .308
Cropland conversion -.011 .211
Conservation`reserve .211 .1b0 .1:36
Cropland adjustment .137
All diversion payments .224
ACP payments .108 .073 .071
ACP and GP payments .127 .092 .085
ACP, GP and ARCP payments. .084
Telephone loans .125 .024 -.131
All conservation payments .177 .130 .103
Conservation technical assistance. .212 .136 .116
Watershed protection .168 .085 .078
Watershed and flood prevention . . .129 .059 .044
Farm operator loans .175 .143 .168
Farm ownership loans .090 .131 .144
Production loans .168 .157 .165
Commodity and production loans. .383 .342 .272
Electric loans .112 .150 .051
Realized net farm income .250 .239 .238
Cotton diversion .248
Cotton price support .116
Cotton, all payments .223
Cotton loans .637 .362 .445
Realized net farm income 2 .213 .200 .172
Sugar payments .287 .169 .099

' Computed on the basis of 20 States receiving cotton
program payments and loans.

'Computed on the basis of 23 States receiving sugar pro-
gram payments.

511



the loans than for the realized net, farm income,
indicating that the high hicome Sta tes have a higher
proportion of the loans than they do of farm in-
come.

Diversion payments (wheat, feed grains, and
cotton) are generally distributed in much the same
manner as income. Wheat diversion payments in
1963 and cotton diversion payments in 1966 went
slightly more to high income States, but all other
diversion payments were distributed slightly more
to low income States than was income. The long-
term programs (cropland conversion, cropland ad-
justment, and conservation reserve programs) were
also oriented more to the low income States.

All diversion payments (long-term and short-
term diversions) were distributed in much th.; same
manner as income.

Cost-share payments (agricultural conservation,
Great Plains, and Appalachian Region) were dis-
tributed to the low income States proportionally
more than was income.

All conservation payments (cost -share programs
and the long-term diversion programs) were also
distributed to low income States proportionally
more than was income.

Conservation technical assistance and the water-
shed protection and flood prevention programs were
all distributed proportionally more to low income
States than was income. The last two programs have
two target group.-, farmers and communities, and
these two programs should also be compared to per
capita income. This is also true of the electric and
telephone loans.

The operating loans and farm ownership loans
were distributed more to low farm income States
than was income. This is also true of production
loans (farm operating, farm ownership, soil and
water, irrigation, drainage, and emergency loans).

But if commodity loans are added to production
loans, the total of these loans is distributed more to
high farm income States than.is income.

More specifically, in 1966, over $1,422 million of
payments were made under programs whose in-
equality coefficient was greater than for inco
indicating that these payments tended to increase
the inequality of farm income distribution among
States. These programs were (1) cotton and feed
grain diversion programs, (2) wool program, and
(3) feed grain price-support payments.

Also, in 1966, nearly $3,383 million of loans were
made under programs whose inequality coefficient
indicated that these loans tended to increase the
inequality of income. Of this approximate $3.4 bil-
lion, about $3.3 billion consisted of commodity
loans for cotton, feed grains, and wheat and the
remainder was made up of loans for (1) soil and
water, (2) land conservation and development (3)
grazing, (4) irrigation mid drainage, and (5) farm
labor housing.

In contrast, again in 1966, there were over $2,031
million of payments under programs whose inequal-
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ity coefficient indicated that the payments tended
to reduce the inequality of income among States.
These programs were: (1) Conservation operations,
(2) watershed protection,6 (3) resource conserva-
tion and development,6 (4) Great Plains diversion
assistance, (5) feed grain diversion payments, (6)
wheat diversion payments, (7) cotton price-support
payments, (8) ACP cost share, (9) emergency con-
servation measures, (10) cropland conversion pro-
grams, (11) conservation reserve, (12) cropland ad-
justment program, (13) Sugar Act, (14) milk,
indemnity payments, and (15) wheat marketing
allocation payments.

In addition there were over $34 million of pay-
ments that had negative inequality coefficients, in-
dicating that more of these payments went to low
income States. These payments were made under
the flood prevention and Great Plains cost-share
programs.

Among the loan programs in 1966, there wer
over $810 million of loans made under program
whos.. :nequality coefficient indicated that they ten
to reduce the inequality of income. These include
loans for (1) commodities other than feed grains?
wheat and cotton, (2) farm ownership, (3) farrrt
operating, (4) economic opportunity, (5) flood pre/
vention,7 and (6) recreation.7

Another comparison involves the change in in
equality coefficients between time periods for
given program. The wheat program has a high posi
tive inequality coefficient for 1960 and 1963. I
1966, the inequality coefficient is still positive, bu
not much larger than the realized net farm incom
inequality coefficient.

,The feed grain loan program has two high pose
tive inequality coefficients in 1963 and 1966 with
the 1960 inequality coefficient significantly lowe.
The conservation payments inequality coefficient 10
highest in 1960 and decreases in 1963 and again m
1966.

Some of this charge can be attributed to a change
in program emphas,s or a change in the mix of all
farm programs available. The decrease in the wheat
loan inequality coefficient for 1966 corresponds to
the wheat certificates and lower loan levels. The
increase in the feed grain loan inequality coefficient
in 1963 can be partially explained by the diversion
payments indr cing the higher income States to par-
ticipate in the feed grain program.

A different ordering of the States because of rela-
tive changes in per farm income can have a marked
effect on the inequality coefficient. An example of

"The $58 million watershed protection program and $1.8
million RC&D program might be more appropriately judged
relative to personal income. In that case, the payments tend-
ing to reduce the inequality of income would be only $1.971
million.

' The $5.6 million of watershed protection and flood pre-
vention loans and the $15.6 million of recreation loans might
be more appropriately judged relative to personui income.
In That case. the amount of loans that tended to reduce the
inenualitv of income would be reduced from $810 million to.
$789 million.



this is the cropland conversion program (land use
adjustment in 1963). In 1963, Maine received 18.8
percent of the payments, with only 0.48 percent of
total number of farms in the United States. Maine
was in the lowest quartile of per farm income in
1963. This contributed significantly to the negative
inequality coefficient (-.011). In 1966, Maine re-
ceived only 5.6 percent of the payments, had 0.46
percent of the farms, but was in the hight,st quartile
of per farm income. The inequality coefficient is
positive (.211) and about the same magnitude as
farm income.

Inequality Coefficients for Nonfarm Programs

The inequality coefficients for programs related
to per capita rather than per farm income are pre-
sented in table 3. All but four of the inequality co-
efficients have a negative sign, indicating that low
income States received more of the benefits of these
programs than their pro rata share. The only ex-
ceptions were the special milk program in all 3 years
and the shared revenues paid to States (as a result
of timber harvest) in 1963.

TABLE 3.- Inequality coefficients for total personal
income and selected USDA programs, computed
from State totals

Item 1960 1963 1966

Total personal income .108 .103 .094
Watershed protection .. -.341 -.311 -.357
Flood prevention -.565 -.603 - .663
National Forest administration -.016 -.046 -.124
State and private forest... . . -.222: -.237 -.272
Shared revenues . . . -.049 .004 -.065
Telephone loans ..... -.:350 -.428 -.531
Electric loans... . -.425 -.407 -.445
Watershed loans. -.615 -.453
Rural housing loans -.524 -.547 -.501
Sewer and water loans -.:353 -.455
Rural housing and senior

citizen loans -.548 -.497
All housing loans . . -.483
All nonagriculture loans... -.415 -.458 -.475
Direct distribution to needy -.281 -.274
Community facility loins.4 -.377 -.465
Community facility loaus and

technical a.ssistance. -.:314 -.408
Food stamp . -.154 -.238
Food stamp and direct

distribution to needy. . -.269 -.262
Special milk . .074 .053 .049
National school lunch -.196 -.189 - .'2:30
NSLP, special milk and direct

distribution to schools.. . . -.102 -.127 -.144

As was suggested earlier, the watershed protec-
tion and flood prevention programs have rather high
negative inequality coefficients. The same situation
was found for all the nonfarm loan programs.

The community facility loans (watershed protec-
tion, recreation, sewer and water loans) go more to
the low income States than to high income States.

The relatively small negative inequality coeffi-
cients for the food stamp and commodity distribu-
tion programs arise from the fact that high-income
Stt.Les such as California, Illinois, Michigan, and
New York have large numbers of low income people.

The school programs in total go more to low in-
come States than to high income States, even though
the special milk program goes slightly more to the
high income States.

The forestry pa) ments (administration, State and
private forests, and shared revenues) are largely
determined by the location of forests and wood-
lands. Nevertheless, it is of interest that most of
these payments go to low income States.

Specifically, in 1966, over $575 million was dis-
persed under programs whose inequality coefficient
was negative, indicating that most of these dis-
bursements went to low income States. These pro-
grams inc toed food stamp, commodity distribution
to needy amilies, school lunch, and watershed pro-
tection and flood prevention programs.

In addition, there was nearly $761 million of
loans dispersed under programs whose inequality
coefficients were negative, indicating that the bulk
of these loans went to low income States and, there-
fore, tended to reduce the interstate inequality of
income. These loan programs included (1) electric
and telephone, (2) rural housing, (3) senior citizen
housing, (4) recreation. (5) sewer and water, (6)
watersheds. and (7) _ rural renewal and resource
conservr ti. .1 and development.

The only major program which went primarily
to high income States was the approximately $97
million special milk program. But even this tended
to reduce rather than increase the inequality of
income distribution.

A More Detailed Look at the Distribution
of Payments

As was suggested in figures 3 and 4, the inequality
coefficient for government payments or for any
partial income case may be misleading. An area
under the equality line may be at least partially off-
set by an area above the line. Thus, it would be
desirable not only to know if this has occurred, but
also to know how well each State or income class
has shared in payments from USDA programs. The
computer routine used for the calculation of the in-
equality coefficients did provide such information
by States, but the presentation of State information
would be too voluminous for the purposes of this
paper.

Alternatively, the 'population was divided into
income quartiles. The poorest group is referred to
as the first quartile and the highest income group
is referred to as the fourth quartile. Thus, by look-
ing at the cumulative percentages received by the
first, second, and third quartiles, one can determine
if the payments curve has crossed the equality line
in a major way. For example, if the first quartile
received 20 percent of a program payment, but the
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first two quartiles received .52 percent of the pro-
gram payments, it is apparent that the payments
curve was below the equality line in the first
quartile, and then swung above the equality line in
the second quartile. Thus, the inequality coefficient
as the sum of a positive and negative area would
not adequately refi the distribution of payments.

The estimate of the percentage of payments re-
ceived by each quartile reveals whether or not that
quartile received its pro rata share of the payments.
Thus, in the above example the first quartile re-
ceived 20 percent of the program payments (less
than its pro rata share) while the second quartile
received 32 percent of the program payments (more
than its pro rata share).

The programs for which the payments curve
crosses the equality line in a major way are shown
in tables 4 and 5.

In the case of the 1966 wheat diversion program
the small positive inequality coefficient suggests
that more of the payments went to the high income
States. But the quartile distributions reveal that the
small positive inequality coefficient is made up of a
large positive portion in the first quartile (the low
quartile received less than their pro rata share), a
very large negative portion in the second quartile
(the second quartile received much more than their
pro rata share), a small negative portion early in
the third quartile, and a positive portion in the re-
mainder of the third and fourth quartiles. Thus, the
small positive inequality coefficient resulted in spite
of the much greater than pro rata share received by
the second quartile.

The negative inequality coefficient for the 1963
cropland conversion program (called land use ad-
justment program at that time) is a result of more
than a proportional share to the lower one-half of
the distribution, extending part way into the third
quartile and with the remainder of the third
quartile receiving less than its pro rata share. The
fourth quartile, on the other hand, received more
than its pro rata share.

The inequality coefficient for the 1963 and 1966
watershed protection and flood prevention programs
are also misleading because the payment curve
crosses the equality line, giving a net positive in-
equality coefficient even though the lowest quartile
receives more than its pro rata share.

The inequality coefficient for sugar payments is
positive and relatively small. The peit.ent distribu-
tion by quartiles shows that the small positive in-
equality coefficient consists of a small negative por-
tion in the first quartile, a large positive portion in
the second and third quartiles, and finally 60 per-
cent of the program payments in the fourth quartile.
The inequality coefficient suKests a pro rata share
in program payments when in fact a disproportion-
ate share went to the high income States receiving
sugar payments. This disproportionate share sug-
gests that a high proportion of sugar payments went
to a relatively few large producers.

The four nonfarm programs for which the pay-
ments inequality coefficients are misleading are pre-
sented in table 5.

For the National ForeSt administration pay-
ments, the negative coefficient, indicating that the

TABLE 4.Farm programs for which the inequality coefficients for payments are misleading

Percentage of payments received by '
Program Inequality

coefficient
Lowest
quartile

Second
quartile 2

Third
quartile 2

Fourth
quartile

1966 wheat diversion 0.045 19 34(53 20(73) 27
1963 cropland conversion 0.011 26 25(51) 23(74) 26
1963 watershed protection 0.085 26 16(42) 25(67) 33
1966 watershed protection 0.078 27 20(47) 21(68) 32
1963 watershed protection and flood prevention 0.059 28 16(44) 21(65) 35
1966 watershed protection and flood prevention 0.044 28 22(50) 23(73) 27
1960 sugar payments 0.074 28 9(37) 3(40) 60

' States ordered by per farm net income`..
= Figures in parentheses are cumulative percentages.

TABLE 5. Nonfarm programs with misleading inequality coefficients'

Program

Percentage of payments received by'-

Inequality Lowest Second Third Fourth
coefficient quartile quartile 2 quartile 2 quartile

1960 National Forest administration 0.016 24 34(58) 14(72) 28
1960 shared revenues 0.049 19 47(66) 21(87) 16
1963 shared revenues . 0.004 18 9(27) 61(88) 14
1966 shared revenues . . . 0.065 16 53(69) 19(88) 11

' States ordered by per capita personal income.
Figures in parentheses are cumulative percentages.
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low income States receive more than their pro rata
share, is due to the second quartile receiving much
more than their share even though the highest
quartile received slightly more than their share.

The inequality coefficient for the 1960 shared
revenue program (payments in lieu of taxes for
forest lands) was slightly negative not because the
low income quartile received more than its pro rata
share (which it did not) but because the second
quartile received about half of the total payments.
This was also true of the 1966 shared revenue pro-
gram. In 1963, the inequality coefficient was slightly
positive because the less than pro rata shares re-
ceived by the first, second) and fourth quartiles
were nearly offset by the large negative area asso-
ciated with the third quartile receiving much more
than its pro rata share.

In all other cases, the inequality coefficients pre-
sented in tables 2 and 3 appropriately describe the
inequality of payments.

In table 2 (farm programs), all the inequality
coefficients are positive except for the 1963 cropland
conversion program (called LTJAP at that time),
and the 1966 telephone loan program. For all pro-
grams with positive inequality coefficients, except
those shown in table 4, there were no major offsets
by negative areas and the Irwer one-half of the
income distribution received less than its pro rata
share. Of the two programs with negative inequality
coefficients, only the 1963 cropland conversion pro-
gram is misleading, as noted in table 4, and for both
the cropland conversion program and the 1966 tele-
phone loan program, the lower one-half of the in-
come distribution received more than its pro rata
share.

In table 3 (nonfarm programs), with the excep-
tion of the 1963 shared revenues program and the
1960, 1963 and 1966 special milk program, all the
inequality coefficients were negative, indicating that
the low income States received more than their pro
rata share. For all programs with negative inequal-
ity coefficients, except those shown in table 5, there
were no major offsets by positive areas and the
lower one-half of the income distribution received
more than its pro rata share, usually more than two-
thirds of the total payments. For the four programs
with positive inequality coefficients, only the 1963
shared revenue program had a major negative off-
set as shown in table 5, and in all four programs
including the 1960, 1963, and 1966 spacial milk
programs, the lower one-half of the income distri-
bution received less than its pro rata share.

Comparisons of the Distribution of Pay-
ments and the Distribution of Income
by Quartiles

Farm Programs

The detailed comparisons of farm program pay-
ment and income distribution are shown in table 6.

The program payments are shown as differences
between the percentage of payments and the per-
centage of income received by each quartile. For
example, in the 1963 wheat diversion program, the
lowest quartile received 2 percent more of the pay-.
ments than they did of income, or 17 percent of
payments. Likewise, the second quartile received 7
percent less of the payments than they did of in-
come or only 14 percent of the payments. Thus a
positive sign in a program row of table 6 indicates
a greater share of payments than of income going
to the quartile in question.

The inequality coefficient column is interpreted
in a smilar manner. For example, the coefficient of
inequality for the 1966 wheat diversion payments is
.173 less than the coefficient of inequality for real-
ized net farm income. Thus the effect of the wheat
diversion payments in 1966 was to reduce the in-
equality of income distribution.

The inequality coefficient column of table 6 re-
veals that most of the programs tended to- reduce
the interstate inequality of farm income. The ex-
ceptions among the individual programs are: (1)
1963 wheat diversion payments, (2) wheat loans in
1960, 1963, and 1966, (3) 1966 feed grain price-
support payments, (4) feed grain loans in 1960 and
1963, and (5) wool payments in 1960, 1963, an,..
1966. The exceptions among the aggregates of sev-
eral programs are: (1) price-support and diversion
payments for grains in 1966, (2) all grain loans in
1960, 1963, and 1966, (3) all commodity price-
support and diversion payments, (4) all commodity
loans, (5) all diversion payments in 1966, and (6)
all loans (production and commodity) for 1960,
1963, and 1966.

For a more detailed look at the income distribu-
tion effects of individual programs on each quartile,
the reader may want to study columns 1, 2, 3, and
4. For example, among the 50 program rows in table
6 that tend to reduce the interstate inequality of
income distribution (negative signs in the coefficient
column), 9 actually give a lesser percentage of the
payments to the first quartile than the percentage
they receive of realized net farm income. These 9
include 6 individual programs: (1) 1966 wheat cer-
tificates, (2) 1963 feed grain diversion payments,
(3) 1966 feed grain di version payments, (4) 1960
conservation reserve, (5) 1963 sugar payments, and
(6) 1966 cropland conversion. The remaining 3 are
aggregates of individual paymentsall payments
for wheat in 1966, all grain diversion and price sup-
port payments in 1963, and the aggregate of produc-
tion loans in 1966. It should be noted, however, in
none of these 9 programs does the percentage of
payments exceed 6 percent less than the percentage
of income.

In the second quartile, among the 50 program
rows which reduce the interstate inequality of in-
come, there are 14 in which the percentage of pay-
ments received by the second quartile is less than
the percentage of income, but in no case does the
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TABLE 6.-A comparison of the distribution of farm income and the distribution of USDA programs; 1960,
1963, and 1966

Program and year
First

quartile
Second
quartile

Third
quartile

Fourth
quartile

Inequality
coefficient

Realized net farm income:
1960 15 20 25 40 .227
1963 15 21 25 :39 .212
1966 15 20 26 39 .218

Wheat diversion:
_...

1963 2 -7 5 0 .011
1966. 4 14 -6 -12 ' -.173

Wheat certificates:
1966 -3 14 -8 -:3 -.028

Wheat, all payments:
1966 -3 14 -7 -4 -.039

Wheat loans:,
1960... ... . ......... .... ..... . -14 -9 -2 5 .289
1963 -8 -18 -6 32 .308
1966 -2 2 -5 5 .035

Feed grain diversion:,
1963 -2 '7 1 -1 -.009
1966 -1 :3 1 -3 -.0:39

Feed grain price support.:
1966 -11 -5 -1 17 .203

Feed grain all payments:
1966 -4 0 0 4 .043

Feed grain loans:
1960 -11 -8 19 0 .147
1963 -13 -11 1 23 .304
1966 -14 -12 4 22 .294

All grain payments:
1963 -1 0 1 0 -.004
1966 -4 5 -3 2 .037

All grain loans:
1960 -12 -9 9 12 .216
1963 -11 -14 0 25 .306
1966 -10 -6 0 16 .200

Wool payments:
1960. -8 -10 -11 29 .291
1963 0 -13 5 8 .111
1966 -6 -5 11 0 .106

All commodity payments:
1960 -10 -5 -11 26 .277
1963 -1 -1 1 1 .009
1966 -3 4 - I 0 .012

All commodity loans:
1960 -11 -7 6 12 .195
1963 -7 -8 1 14 .166
1966 -6 -1 4 3 .090

Cropland conversicil:,
1963 11 4 -2 -1:3 '--.223
1966 -6 9 -7 4 -.007

Conservation reserve:
1960 -2 -2 5 -1 -.016
1963....... :3 -1 3 -5 -.052
1966 4 0 3 -7 -.082

Cropland adjustment:
1966 4 -4 -1 1 -.081

All diversion payments:,
1966 -2 1 0 1 .006

ACP payments:
1960 6 1 -2 -5 -.119
1963 8 1 -1 -8 -.139
1966 8 2 0 -10 -.147

ACP and GP payments:,
1960 5 1 -3 -3 -.100
196:3 7 0 0 -7 -.120
1966... 7 0 -9 -.1:33

ACP, UP and ARCP payments:
1966 7 2 0 9 -.134

All conservation payments:
1960.... 1 -1 2 -2 -.050
1963 5 -1 2 -6 -.082
1066... 5 :3 1 -9 -.115
See footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 6.-A comparison of the distribution of farm income and the distribution of USDA programs; 1960,
1963, and 1966-Continued

Program and year
First

quartile
Second
quartile

Third
quartile

Fourth
quartile

Inequality
coefficient

Conservation technical assistance:
1960
1963
1966.... ..

2
7
6

-3
-5

I

0
3
I

I

-5
-8

-.015
-.076
-.102

Watershed protection:,
1960 I 4 -3 -2 -.059
1963 II 5 0 -6 -.127
1966 - 12 0 -5 -7 -.140

Watershed and flood prevention:
1960 3 5 -6 -2 -.098
1963 13 -5 -4 -4 -.153
1966..... .... . . 13 2 -3 -12 -.174

Farm operator loans:
1960 0 2 2 -4 -.052
1963 . .. ...... -. 3 -2 8 -9 -.069
1966

.

1 -I 6 -6 -.050
Farm ownership loans:

1960 6 0 9 -15 -.137
1963 ................... 3 0 7 -10 -.018

2 2 -2 -2 -.074
Production loans:

1960 I 1 3 -5 -.059
1963 2 -I 8 -9 -.055
1966 -1 4 2 -5 -.053

Commodity and production loans:
1960 -9 -6 6 9 .156
1963 -5 -8 2 II .130
1966 -5 0 4 I .054

Telephone loans:
1960 2 2 -2 -6 -.102
1963 10 2 -2 -10 -.188
1966 20 :3 -2 -21 -.349

Electric loans:
1960 6 2 -4 -4 -.115
1963 8 -5 -2 -I -.062
1966 7 7 -5 -9 -.167

Realized net farm income: 2
1960 14 19 23 44 .250
1963 14 19 24 43 .239
1966 14 19 31 35 .238

Cotton lo.ins:
- ......1960.... ........... -10 -10 -22 42 .387

1963 -9 8 -2 3 .123
1966. -8 -14 14 8 .207

Cotton diversion:,
1966. .. -3 -8 9 2 .010

Cotton price support payment
1966 9 -I 2 -10 -.122

Cotton price support and diversion:
1966. I -5 6 -2 -.015

Realized net farm income:'
1960 15 22 23 40 .213

.........1963 .......... . 15 21 26 38 .200

1966 16 22 25 37 .172
Sugar payments:,

1960 13 -13 -20 20 '.074
1963 -4 2 10 -8 -.031
1966 5 7 -9 -3 -.07:3

' These programs have somewhat misleading inequality coefficients as (I6CIISSNI in earlier sections.
Computed on the basis of 20 States receiving cotton program payment.: and loans.

'Computed on the basis of 23 States receiving sugar program payments.

percentage of payments exceed 5 percent less than
the percentage of income.

Among these 14 program rows, there are 9 indi-
vidual programs: (1) the 1960 conservation reserve
program, (2) the 1963 conservation reserve pro-

gram, (3) the 1966 cropland adjustment program,
(4) conservation technical assistance in 1960, (5)
conservation technical assistance in 1963, (6) farm
operator loans in 1963, (7) farm operator loans in
1966, (8) electric loans in 1963, and (9) cotton
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price-support payments in 1966. The remaining 5
program rows are aggregates of individual pro-
grams: (1) all conservation programs in 1960, (2)
all conservation payments in 1963, (3) watershed
protection and flood prevention in 1963, (4) all pro-
duction loans in 1963, and (5) cotton price-support
and diversion payments in 1966.

In contrast to the 50 program rows in table 6
that tend to reduce the interstate inequality of in-
come distribution, there are 31 program rows that
tend to exaggerate the existing inequality of income
distribution. Among these 31 are 16 individual pro-
gram rows, 13 because the share of payments re-
ceived by the first quartile was below the percentage
of income. The three exceptions were: (1) the 1963
wheat diversion payments, (2) the 1963 wool pay-
ments, and (3) the 1960 sugar payments.

All of the 15 program rows in table 6 that are
aggregates of individual programs and whose dis-
tribution of payments tended to exaggerate the in-
equality income distribution did so because the
share of payments received by first quartile was
below the percentage of income received by the
quartile. In contrast, only 10 increased the inequal-
ity of income because the share of payments re-
ceived by the second quartile was below the per-
centage of income received by that quartile.

Nonfarm Programs

The more detailed data regarding the nonfarm
programs are presented in table 7.

The interpretation of the figures in table 7 is the
same as for table 6. For example, in the 1960 water-

TABLE 7.-A comparison of the distribution of personal income and the distribution of USDA programs;
1960, 1963, and 1966

Program and year
First

quartile
Second
quartile

Third
quartile

Fourth
quartile

Inequality
coefficient

Total personal imcome:
1960 19 23 27 31 .108
1963 19 24 26 31 .103
1966 19 24 27 30 .094

Watershed protection:
1960 34 1 -15 -20 -.449
1963 29 4 -15 -18 -.414
1966 32 4 -18 -If; -.451

Flood prevention:
1960 50 4 -27 -27 -.673
1963 52 2 -26 -28 -.706
1966 65 -10 -26 -29 -.757

National Forest administration:.
1960 5 11 -13 -3 1-.124
1963 9 -1 2 -10 -.149
1966 8 16 -13 -11 -.218

State and private forest:
1960 22 4 -11 -15 -.330
1963 2.3 0 -6 -17 -.340
1966 21 8 -10 -19 -.366

Shared revenues:
1060 0 24 -6 -18 ' -.157
196.3 -1 -15 35 -19 ' -.099
1966 -3 29 -8 -18 ' -.159

Telephone loans:
1960 21 21 -16 -26 -.458
1963 28 17 -18 -27 -.531
1966 44 6 -23 -27 -.625

Electric loans:
1960 27 17 -15 -29 -.533
1963 29 11 -12 -28 -.510
1966 :12 14 -20 -26 -.539

Watershed loans:
1963 59 -7 -24 -28 -.718
1966 :3:; 5 -10 -28 -.547

Rural housing loans:
1960 42 4 -19 -27 -.632
1963 40 -1 -17 -28 -.650
1966. 43 1 -19 -25 -.595

Sewer and water loans:
1963 19 5 7 -31 -.456
1966 38 7 -20 -25 -.649

Rural housing and senior citizen loans:
1963 46 -1 -17 -28 -.651
1966 42 2 -16 -25 -.691

All housing loans:
1966 41 2 -19 -24 -.577
See footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 7.A comparison of the distribution of personal income and the distribution of -USDA- programs;
1960, 1963, and 1966Continued.

Program and year
First

quartile
Second
quartile

Third
quartile

Fourth
quartile

Inequality
coefficient

All nonagriculture loans:
1960 27 16 15 28 .523
1963 34 8 14 28 .561
1966 38 7 20 25 .560

Direct distribution to needy:
1963 25 1 6 20 .:384
1966 29 3 11 15 .368

Community facility loans:
1963. 25 1 3 29 .480
1966 38 7 20 25 .559

Community facility loans and technical assistance:
1903 23 7 6 24 .417
1966 ..... :33 8 17 24 .502

Food stamp:
106:3 9 4 18 31 .257
1966 2:3 3 3 17 .3:32

Food stamp and direct distribution to needy:,
1964 24 1 4 .372
1966 27 3 9 15 .:356

Special milk:,
1960 1 1 2 4 ' .034
1963 2 0 4 6 .050
1966 3 1 2 4 .045

National school lunch:
1960. 20 2 7 15 .304
1963 19 1 5 15 .292
1966 22 2 9 15 .:324

NS1.1), special milk and direct distribution to schools:
1960 13 2 4 11 .210
1963 15 1 3 13 .230
1966 16 2 6 12 .238

"fhes, programs have somewhat misleading inequality coefficients at, diseased in earlier sections.

shed protection program the lowest quartile re-
ceived 34 percent more of the payments than they
did of income or a total of 53 percent of the pay-
ments. Similarly, the highest quartile received 20
percent less of the payments than they did of in-
come or a total of 11 percent of the payments. The
inequality coefficient for the watershed protection
programs was 0.449 less than the coefficient for in-
come or 0.341.

A major characteristic of this group of programs
is that without exception the inequality coefficients
are less for program payments than for income, in-
dicating that these programs tend to reduce the
existing inequality of income distribution. In con-
trast with the farm programs, however, these pro-
grams generally provide a higher absolute propor-
tion of payments to the lower quartiles rather than
just a higher proportion of payments than of in-
come to the lower quartiles.

Note also that in this group of programs, the
highest quartile without exception receives a lower
proportion of payments than of income. The range
is from 3 percent less to a maximum of 31 percent
less payments than income. The former is repre-
sented by the 1960 National Forest administration
expenses and the latter by the 1963 sewer and water
loan and the 1963 food stamp programs.

Even in the third quartile only eight program
rows contain positive figures, indicating that a
higher proportion of payments than of income was
received by the third quartile. These programs
were:

1963 National Forest administration
1963 shared revenues
1963 sewer and -water loans
1963 community facility loans
1960, 1963 and 1966 special milk

In contrast, the lowest quartile received a higher
proportion of payments than of income from all
programs except the shared revenue Program, and
in only 10 program rows does the second quartile
receive a lower proportion of payments than of
income.

Thus this group of programs can be characterized
as those which give a less than pro rata share to
the upper half of the distribution and a more than
pro rata share to the lower half of the distribution.

Conclusions

It should be emphasized that any conclusions
reached about the effect of U.S. Department of
Agriculture programs on the existing distribution of
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income should be regarded as extremely tentative.
Existing data reporting systems, with the exception
of those for the farm operating and farm ownership
loan programs, to not permit the allocation of
funds among income classes. The use of State in-
come as a proxy for income class data does, how-
ever, give some clues as to the possible effect of
Department programs on income distribution
among income classes.

The programs operated by the U.S. Department
of Agriculture were divided into two groups: (1)
those that were primarily aimed at improving the
income or well-being of farmers, and (2) those that
were aimed at improving the income and well -being
of the population generally. The first group was
evaluated by determining the distribution of dis-
bursements relative to farm income. The second
group was evaluated by determining the -distribu-
tion of disbursements relative to the personal in-
come of the entire population (including farmers)
as of 1960.

The farm programs (the first group) in 1966 in-
volved $3,487 million of payments or services and
$4,193 million of loans. Of the $3,487 million of
payments or services:

$1,422 million exaggerated the existing inequality
of income distribution.

$2,065 million reduced the existing inequality of
income distribution (including $34 million that
actually went more to low income sectors than
to high income sectors).

Of the $4,193 million of loans in the first group:
$3,383 million (largely commodity loans) tended

to exaggerate the existing inequality of income.
$810 million tended to reduce the existing in-

equality of income.
The second group of Department programs

(those aimed primarily at the general population
or the rural population) in 1966 involved $672 mil-
lion of payments and $761 million of loans.

All of the loans and all of the payments tended
to reduce the existing inequality of income.

All of the loans and $575 million of payments
went more to the low income sector than to the
high income sector.

These tentative conclusions, perhaps more appro-
priately called hypotheses, need to he tested
further before decision-makers can have a sound
basis for evaluating programs or program provi-
sions in terms of their effects on distribution of in-
come.

An appropriate procedure for testing these tenta-
tive conclusions would involve:

(1) Establishment of a data reporting system
which will provide a comprehensive description of
the clientele served by each program. Hopefully,
this would include not only such measures as gross
income, but also net income, net worth, age, and
family characteristics of recipients. Such a report-
ing system would provide data for evaluating pro-
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grams on the basis of income distm ibution and other
criteria as well.

(2) Development of a program of research aimed
at deriving the final incidence of the benefits
through a determination pf the indirect, as well as
direct, effects of Department programs. Such a re-
search program would include

(a) Studies which would provide estimates of
the impact of alternative levels of payments or
loans to individuals on the level of economic activ-
ity in the community and the surrounding area.

(b) Studies which would provide estimates of the
impact of alternative levels of loans or payments to
communities or groups on various income classes
within the community. It should be kept in mind
that the definition of the community may itself be
a subject of research effort as the sphere of influence
of some programs would be expected to have greatly
different geographic boundaries than others.

The development of such a system of data collec-
tion and research should provide much needed in-
formation about Government programs and provide
a sounder basis for estimating the income redistri-
bution effects of alternative programs on income
distribution.

Summary

This paper examines the effects of selected pro-
grams operated by the U.S. Department of Agil-
culture on the income distribution of farmers and
the general public. Specifically, the question under
consideration is: which programs tend to widen the
disparity of the income distribution, and, con-
versely, which programs tend to reduce the in-
equality of the income distribution?

The Department operates a variety of programs
with a complex of program objectives and with
actions aimed at many different target groups. The
examination of a program on the basis of a single
criterionthe effect on income distributioncan be
misleading and dangerous. Programs which may be
judged by one criterion to be poor or inadequate,
may be highly successful when judged by other
criteria.

A rigorous analysis of the effects of Department
programs on income distribution requires detailed
data about the income position of individuals or
communities receiving the program benefits. These
data are not generally available. The data used are
somewhat less than adequate. State data on farm
income and number of farmers for programs de-
signed to serve farmers, and total personal income
and total population, for programs designed to serve
rural people and communities, were used as proxy
variables. These data were chosen on the grounds
that if low income people received less than their
pro rata share of Government payments, States
with proportionately more low income people would
also receive less than their pro rata share of Gov-



eminent payments. There is, of course, the very
real possibility that a comparison using State data
as a proxy for individuals could be seriously mis-
leading.

The method of analysis involved computing a
measure of the inequality of income distribution by
States and a measure of the inequality of program
disbursement by States. The measure of income in-
equality, called a Gini index, was computed front
State income and population data arrayed in
ascending order of per unit income. The Gini index
can range between the limits of 0 and +1. An index
of 0 would mean that each 1 percent of the popu-
lation received 1 percent of the income or an equal
distribution, and a +1 would mean that 1 percent
of the population received 100 percent of the income
or a completely unequal distribution.

A comparable inequality coefficient can be com-
puted for program payments by keeping the States
arrayed in ascending order of per unit income. This
coefficient can range between the limits of 1 and
+1. A 1 coefficient would mean that the lowest 1
percent of the population in terms of inedme re-
ceived 100 percent of the program payments; a 0
coefficient would result when each 1 percent of the
population received 1 percent of the program pay-
ments; and a +1 coefficient would mean the highest
1 percent of the population in terms of income re-
ceived 100 percent of the program payments.

Program disbursements by States for fiscal years
1960, 1963, and 1966 were used for this analysis.
The programs were divided into two groups: (1)
those that were primarily aimed at farmers. and (2)
those that were aimed at the population generally.
The first group was evaluated by determining the
distribution of disbursements related to farm in-
come, and the second group relative to personal in-
come of the entire population.

The results indicate that most of the farm pro-
grams tended to reduce the interstate inequality of
farm income. The apparent exceptions are: (11
1963 wheat diversion payments, (2) wheat loans in
1960, 1963, and 1966, (3) 1966 feed grain price sup-
port payments, (4) feed grain loans in 1960 and
1963, and (5) wool payments in 1960, 1963, and
1966. It should be noted that the major objective
of a commodity program is to raise the income level
of all farmers producing that commodity, not just
those with an income below a certain level. How-
ever, there are special provisions for those with a
small acreage allotment or base under the current
cotton and feed grain programs.

The second group of programs, characterized as
nonfarm programs, tended to reduce the interstate
inequality of personal income without exception.
This result is accentuated by comparing personal
income distribution to farm income distribution.
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Chapter 28

Credit and Farm Poverty
WILLIANt McD. HERR, Farm Production Economics Division, Economic Research Service,

U.S. Department of Agriculture

Credit is widely used in the farm sector. The 1960
Sample Survey of Agriculture indicated that neatly
three-fifths of all farmers were in debt. Even though
many farmers use credit, debts are concentrated
among the larger operators. Thirty-one percent of
all farmers had sales of $5,000 or more and they
owed 80 percent of the total farm debt (table 1)
(61. This concentration of farmers with debts raises
questions concerning both the use of and the avail-
ability of credit to lower income farmers.

TABLE 1. Distribution of farms and total farm debt
by debt status alit! sales class of farm, 1960

Percentage of all farms

Sales class of farm Without
With any All
debts debts farms

Percentage
of

total
debt

85,000 and over 31 13 44 81
Under 85.000 14 12 26 9
Noncommercial 14 16 30 10

Total 59 41 100 100

Source: Hesser, L. F.

Recognizing the , otential of credit in boosting
farm productivity att. income, the Federal Govern-
ment has sponsored or directly operates credit agen-
cies designed to channel funds to agriculture and to
make credit available to farmers on satisfactory
terms. Of particular importance to low income
groups are credit programs designed to permit
farmers unable to obtain credit on reasonable terms
through commercial sources to realize their poten-
tial as productive, self-supporting members of
society.

In recent years, renewed concern for farm poverty
families has increased the activity of the Farmers
Home Administration (FHA). At the same time it
has again focused attention on the role of credit as
a means of alleviating low farm incomes.

The first part of this paper indicates (1) the
extent to which low income farmers use credit, (2)

' Italic numbers in parentheses indicate references listed
at the end of this paper.
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the availability of credit to low income farmers, and
(31 reasons for the pattern of credit use observed.
This phase of the paper relies heavily on informa-
tion from the 1960 Sample Survey of Agriculture
which, at present, contains the most comprehensive
picture available of farm credit use. Data from a
similar survey in 1965 were not available for inclu-
sion in this analysis.

The second part of the study examines selected
credit programs of the Farmers Home Administra-
tion from the standpoint of how they serve the low
income segment of agriculture. Special tabulations
about characteristics of new FHA borrowers are
used extensively for this phase of the study.

The final part of the study indicates the kinds
and numbers of low income farmers who would
probably be affected by any adjustments made in
Government credit programs designed to serve this
segment of agriculture.

Use, Availability, and Sources of Credit for
Chronically Low Income Farmers

Definition of the Chronically Low Income
or Poverty Class

Forty-eight percent of all farm operators reported
tot!d net cash income of less than $3,000, according
to the 1960 Sample Survey of Agriculture. Total net
cash income was defined as the operator's net cash
farm income plus off-farm cash income. While much
of this analysis implies that the poverty line occurs
at a total net cash income of $3,000 in 1960, it is
recognized that a given income in a single year is
not very satisfactory for defining a chronically low
income class. For one thing the average net cash
farm income per farm in 1960 was more than 25 per-
cent below levels of more recent years.= But even
if more recent information were available, the single

= Moreover. when the survey data were expanded into na-
tional totals, gross income, net income, and debt fall below
comparable estimates for 1960 published by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture. While this understatement must be
considered in interpreting the results, it is generally believed
that the data can safely be used to compare the situations
of major groups of farmers. A more complete discussion of
sampling errors is given by Garlock (2;, p. 2) and Garlock
and Allen (.3).



!criterion, net income, does not accurately define
;those with chronically low incomes. The level of
:income which serves as a poverty class guideline
;should be adjusted foi. such factors as family size,
age, and place of residence. Moreover, in any year
special circumstances will cause some farmers to
have unusually high or low net incomes.

For example, the group of commercial farmers
reporting net losses in 1960 operated farms aver-
aging 867-acres and valued at more than $90,000
though less than half of the real estate was owned.
These amounts of resources about matched those
used by commercial farmers having annual sales of
farm products from $20,000 to $39,999 (Economic
class II farms). It is not likely that many of these
_commercial farmers reporting negative incomes in
1960 can be looked upon as poverty or low income
farmers.

In a similar fashion sonic farmers may have had
unusually good incomes in 1960 and were classed in
a higher group than would be justified on the basis
of their longer term average income. While it is not
possible to make adequate allowances for all of
these temporary shifts, some adjustments can be

_ made to obtain a clearer picture of the character-
istics of a chronically low income group.

Two kinds of farmers were deleted from the group
with total net cash income of under $3,000 on the
grounds that the size of their operation or the
amount of resources they own indicates they were
not part of a chronically low income or poverty
class. One group of farmers had cash fann sales of
$10,000 or more in 1960. These farmers operated
units having an average value of land and buildings
of over $85,000 of which more than $30,000 was
owned. Operators of these farms averaged 46 years
old and were judged to be operating viable farms
capable of earning adequate family incomes in most
years but temporary adversity lowered returns in
the survey year.

I

The other group of fanners omitted were those
who owned relatively large amounts of real estate.
This group was defined as owning $25,000 or more
of farm real estate. While it may have been desir-
able to use a somewhat higher value of owned real
estate, even at this relatively low minimum the
average value was $45,000; and, including rented
land, they operated farms worth nearly $50,000.
These operators averaged about 55 years old. While
these fanners had low net cash incomes in 1960, the
amount of resources they control would not place
them among the destitute.

Together, these two groups of fanners accounted
for 325,000 farmers, or about one-fifth of the total
number of fanners reporting total net cash incomes
of under $3,000 in 1960 (table 2). The average size
of the farms temporarily having low incomes ex-
ceeded that of operators reporting total net cash
income of $3,000 or more whether size was measured
by the value of land and buildings, acres operated,
or cash farm sales. The remaining 80 percent having
low net cash incomes in 1960-1.2 million farmers-
were believed to largely constitute the chronically
low income or poverty class of farmers. They oper-
ated farms having an average value of less than
$12,500 and gross cash sales averaged less than
$2,500.

Credit Use Among Farmers With Chronically
Low Incomes

Some characteristics of credit users and nonusers
with chronically low incomes compared to those
with a total net cash income of $3,000 or more are
shown in table 3. Less than half of the low income
farmers reported debts compared to nearly two-
thirds of the higher income farmers. A low incidence
of debt among the low income group was -particu-
larly apparent for real estate credit. Only 35 percent
of the low income farmers with debt were using real

TABLE 2.-Selected characteristics of farms with total net cash income above and below $3,000, 1960

Total net cash income

Item
Under $3,000 with-

MI income
groups$3,000 and

over Chronically
low income

Temporary
low

income'

Number of farmers (thousands) 1,697 1,225 325 3,247
Percent of farmers in class 52 38 10 100
Percent reporting debt 65 96 70 58

Averages per farm:
Value of land and buildings operated $54,009 $12.327 $6864 $39,753
Value of land and buildings owned $34,978 $ 6,291 $37,,6243 $24,381
Acres operated 432 121 535 325

Cash farm sales $13,510 $ 2,463 $12,984 $ 9,291
Net cash farm income $ 3.777 $ 678 $ 680 $ 2,223
Nonfarm cash income $ 3,701 $ 729 $ 720 $ 2,282
Total net cash income $ 7,478 $ 1,407 $ 1,400 $ 4,505

' With gross farm sales of more than $10,000 or owning land and buildings valued at $25,600 or more in 1960.
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TABLE 3.Selected characteristics of farms with total net cash income of 83.000 or ...ore compared to farms
with chronically low incomes, by debt status. 1960

Total net cash income

Item
53.000 or more Under 83,000'

With
debts

Without
debts

With
debts

Without
debts

Number of farms (thousands) 1.105 592 564 661

Percent of operators in class 65 35 46 54
Average age of operator 46 54 50 57
Percent with real estate debts 55 35
Percent with non-real-estate debts 79 &5

Average per farm:
Value of land and buildings opetated S56.109 S50,091 814.676 $10,322
Value of land and buildings owned 34.033 36.740 6.551 6.068
Amount of teal estate debt (land and buildings) 6.867 0 1234 0
Owner-equity in land and buildings 27.166 36,740 5,317 6,068

Acres operated 451 399 145 101
Average value per acre opetated S 124 S 126 S 101 -S 102

Value of products sold S15,007 S10.718 S 2,959 S 2,038
Net cash farm income 3.921 3.488 681 676
Off -farm income 3.534 4,010 702 752
Total net cash income 7.455 7.498 1383 1,428

Operato's cash sales per S1 of cash expense 1.41 136 1.42 1.69
Do Ilats. per $100 of land and buildings operated:

Cash farm sales 27 21 20 20
Operator's share of farm sale' 24 19 16 16
Cash expenses 17 12 11 9
Net cash farm income 7 7 5 7

' Excludes 325.000 farmers reporting total net cash income of under S3,000. These Carmel., were excluded on the grounds
that 1960 incomes were temporarily depre:Ased. (See table 2.) Of 01°4. excluded, 96.000 reported no debts and 229.000 reported

estate credit but 8:5 percent reported non-real-estate
debts.

Farm business characteristics of operators not
using credit indicate that, as a group, they are about
as eligible for credit as those reporting outstanding
debts. For example, within each income class total
net cash incomes are about the same for credit users
as nonusers, and on the average nonusers have larger
equities in real estate than credit users.

Moreover, earning ability of farmers not using
credit as measured by net cash farm income per
$100 of land and buildings operated or by operator's
cash farm income per $1 of cash inputs is at least
as good as for those with debts. This provides sonic
evidence that the group of operators Pot using credit
have farming abilities which would permit them to
obtain credit. It appears from these major economic
characteristics of the farm business that many
farmers not using credit at the time of the 1960
sample survey could have obtained credit if they
had actively sought it.

Some indication of the reason for a less active
demand for capital and credit on the part of non-
users is also shown by the data in table 3. Fanners
reporting no debts outstanding at the time of the

524

1960 sample survey were older,3 farmed smaller
units. and operated their farms less intensively than
did operators: with debts. Less intensive operations
(indicated by the ratio of cash expenses to the value
of real estate, occurred even though the produc-
tivity of real estate as indicated by value per acre
was about the same. These differences occurred be-
tween users and nonusers of credit whether their
total net cash income was above or below $3,000.

This explanation for nonuse of credit which cen-
ter., on the weakness in farmer demand also helps
account for the relatively lower use of real estate
credit than non-real-estate credit anion.; low income
antlers. The chronically low income group rare older

t hl, those with incomes of $3,000 or more. If the
(1;Inand for farm resources wanes with advancing
age, as: frequently occurs. operators could be ex-
pected to first reduce their use of longer term real
estate credit, which is usually incurred for relatively
large expansion or adjustment programs. On the
other hand. use of short-term operating credit could

" model of capital tattooing related to age anti some
cntpuical evIfiell(T 111111 0111(616 011(61:110n 11(6111:111(1 11111(611 1P$14

(61*(6(111 111:111 111(6y could obtain is given by Hessen (5).



be expected to continue as an integral part of many
farm operations not undergoing substantial change
in size or organization.

A further indication that nonuse of credit might
be largely linked to a weakness in farmer demand
is obtained by dividing the group of chronically
low income farmers into two subgroups of "older-
and "younger" farmers. Farmers were placed in the
older or more stable group if they were 65 years or
more of age or if they had operated the same farm
for 10 years or more. The younger or more active
group was made up of operators under 65 or those
having shorter tenure on the same farm.

By far the largest number of chronically low
income farmers not using credit are those in the
older group (table 41. Their average age was 62, and
they owned land and buildings having an average
value of about $7,200. While sales per $1 of cash
expenses or per $100 of land and buildings operated
suggest that additional inputs may yield high re-
turns, most of these farmers are not likely to de-
mand much credit. Probably, most can be regarded
as being semiretired and not actively desiring to
improve the earnings from their farms. Moreover,
with total net cash income of less than $1,500 many
may not wish to assume the risk of incurring a debt.
Some people with low income view possible income

pusses as being more important than possible gains.
hence they tend to take no action which could
change their status quo.

The younger group of chronically low income
farmers not using credit own farms having even
lower average values. about $2,900. Many are tenant
farmers. as the average value of real estate operated
is $9,300 of which only about 30 percent is owned.
More than half of their total net cash income of
less than $1.400 comes from farming. With such a
small credit base, it is likely that additional physical
as well as managerial resources are needed if their
income from farming is to improve.

The available information does not clearly indi-
cate why these younger farmers were not using
credit. A larger :lumber of young farmers with vir-
tually the- same equity in real estate. income, and
tenure Were using credit in 1960. While those with-
out debts operated smaller units, output per unit of
annual expenses or per unit of real estate capital
was higher than for those with del,. On balance,
this comparison of young, chronically low income
farmers by debt status does not indicate that their
economic characteristics are so weak as to preclude
them from obtaining credit. Instead, it seems likely
that certain other characteristics not considered
such as race, low educational attain little farm

TABLE 4.Selected characteristics of two groups of chronically low income farmers by debt status, 1960

Older group I Younger group 2

Item
With debt

Without
debt Witli dent

Without
debt

Number of farmers (thousands) 341 484 223
Percent of operators in class 41 59 56 44
Percent with real estate debt 39 30
Percent with non - real - estate debt 84 88

Average age of operator 55 62 43 45

Averages per farm:
Value of land and buildings operated 313.842 S10.686 815.951 S 9325
Value of land and buildings owned 8.191 7241 4.045 2.866
Amount of real estate debt 1.144 1372

7241 2366Owner- equity in land and buildings 7.047 2.6/3

Acres operated , number 147 105 143 87
Value per acre operated S 94 $ 102 $ Ill $ 107

Value of farm products sold S 2,865 $ 1.882 S 3.103 $ 2.463
Operator's share of products sold 2,381 1.624 2,148 1.710
Cash farm expenses 1.677 968 1,502 982
Net cash farm income 704 657 646 728
Nonfarm income 718 798 677 625
Total net cash income 1,422 1,455 1,323 1,353

Operator's cash sales per SI of cosh expenses S 1.42 S 1.68 $ 1.42 8 1.74

Dollars per SI00 of land and buildings operated:
Farm products sold S 21 S 18 S 19 $ 26
Operator's share of products sold 17 15 13 18
Cash farm expenses 12 9 9 10
Net cash farm income 5 6 4 8

Annual sales of farm products under $10,000. total net rash income under $3,000, land and buildings owned under
$25,000, and operators who were 65 or more years old or had been on the same farm for 10 or more years.

:Same as for older farmers except operators were under 85 or were on the same farm for lerw than la years.

525



experience, or family size may account for their
nonuse of credit.

It appears that the characteristics of the younger
group of low income farmers are such that if credit
is to be used to alleviate their condition, special
programs including intensive planning, education,
and financial aid are required. For those who have
chosen not to go into debt, management advice could
show them how to use credit productively. And, for
those who demand credit, the added input of man-
agement is filmy io increase their access to cre'tit.

These resolts comparing the older and younger
farmers by debt status in the chronically low income
class indicate that a weakness in farmer demand
cold(' account for the bulk of the nonuse of credit
among low income farmers. Over 70 percent of the
chronically low income farmers not using credit in
1960 u,:e 65 years of ge or older or had long tenure
on the same farm. But even if credit was made more
readily available to this group it is not clear that
it would have much impact on alleviating their
low income status. The low level of physical re-
sources coupled with the older age of the farm oper-
ator suggests that the capacity of the farm to absorb
added capital would not be very high. For younger
operators with chronically low incomes, additional
inputs of education, training, and management ad-
vice may be as important as additional amounts of
credit.

Amount of Credit Used by Poverty Farmers

Another question associated with credit use is
whether users obtain credit in adequate amounts.
It is difficult to obtain useful indications of the
optimum amount of capital which can be economi-
cally employed, and even information concerning
amounts lenders would provide according to usual
credit standards are sparse. Nevertheless, some indi-
cation of the intensity of credit use can be obtained
by focusing on different groups of farms reporting
debts (table 5).

Compared with indebted farmers whose total net
cash incomes averaged more than $3,000, chronically
low income farmers with debt utilized about the
same amount of real estate credit in relation to
real estate owned but used more total credit relative

to net cash income. However, the intensity of credit
use varied substantially for the two age groups of
chronically low income farmers. Older operators
utilized real estate credit less intensively than did
higher income farmers but the ratio of total debt
to net cash income was similar. Younger farmers in
the chronically low income group with debt used
credit more intensively as measured by the two
ratios than either the higher net income group or
the older farmers with debt in the chronically low
income class.

The relatively heavy debt load indicated by these
data for the younger operators does not support the
thesis that lower income farmers can obtain only
small amounts of credit relative to their financial
condition. While it is likely many could use even
more credit, the same would likely apply to fanners
with net incomes of $3,000 or more. Partly as a
result of the relatively heavy indebtedness and risk
associated with providing this amount of credit to
lower ine6ine farmers, some of it may have more
restrictive terms and higher interest rates than the
credit extended to higher income farmers.

Availability of Credit to Farmers

The 1960 sample survey provides some evidence
that chronically low income farmers as a group had
nearly the same relative access to credit sources as
(lid higher income fanners. The distribution of the
number of farmers by net income class and their
major source of credit is similar (table 6).

If credit standards for some institutions were
rigorous enough to exclude lower income farmers,
it would seem that a smaller portion of -the total
number of borrowers would obtain credit from such
a lender and some other source ,i as merchants,
dealers, or individuals would be elatively more
important. While differences of this nature occur,
the differences do not appear to be substantial
enough to indicate large gaps in the availability of
credit to lower incomr earmers.

The largest differctic.s in the source of credit
between lower and higher income farmers with real
estate debts occur for insurance companies, banks,
and individuals. Only about 4 percent of the chroni-
call; low income farmers with a major real estate

'1.1BLE 5.Debt ratios for specified groups of farmers with debts, 1960

Farm operator group

Major real estate
Farmers with debt as percent Total debt as

debts of land and percent of total
buildings owned net cash income

Thousands
Total net cash incomes $3,000 or, more 1,105 20 151
Total net cash incomes under $3,000 793 20 455

Total net cash income under $3,000 but temporarily depressed 229 20 1,684
Total net cash income under 53,000 and chronically low 564 19 180.

Older farmers with chronically low incomes 341 14 156
Younger farmers with chronically low incomes 223 34 220
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(TABLE 6.Source of the largest major real estate
and non-real-estate debt of borrowers with total
net cash income of over $3,000 compared to those
with chronically low incomes, 1960

lPeicent of borlowersl

Source of largest
debt of borrowers

Farmers with
major real estate

debt who had
total net cash
income of

Fanners with
non-real-estate
debt who had
total net cash
income of

Over
$3,000

Under
$3,000'

Over
$3,000

Under
$3,000

Federal land banks
Production credit

24 20

_associations 10 6
Farmers Home

Administration 6 7 3 2
Life insurance

companies 11 4 2 1

Conlinercial banks 25 32 36 30
Merchants and

dealers 32 38
27 31Individuals 8 12

All other 7 6 9 11

Total borrowers 100 100 100 100

' Excludes borrowen; with total net cash income of under
$3,000 who were judged to be only temporarily in the low
income class.

debt obtained it from an insurance company. In
comparison, about 11 percent of the higher income
farmers obtained their major real estate debt from
insurance companies. On the other hand, banks and
individuals are relatively more important lenders
of real estate credit to lower income farmers than
they are to farmers with higher incomes.

The distribution of farmers by source of their
non-real-estate debt shows that about half of the
higher income farmers obtained their short-term
credit from institutional lenders. Among the lower
income group about two-fifths obtained their short-
term credit from institutional sources. Merchants,
dealers, individuals, and other sources were rela-
tively more important for the lower income farmers
than they were for farmers with higher incomes.

The overall picture does not change much if the
analysis is based on the proportion of the total
dollar amount of credit outstanding from each
source instead of the number of borrowers. Meas-
ured by the distribution of the dollar amount out-
standing, insurance companies are relatively less
important lenders to lower income farmers but land
banks become relatively more important. For non-
real-estate debt, institutional sources account for
over half of the total dollar amount of credit used
by lower income farmers but nearly two-thirds of
the total to the higher income group.

Partly because resources acquired with credit
affect incomes, it is likely that incomes of bor-
rowers with outstanding debts do not indicate in-

come levels at the time the loan was made. Changes
in income through time may be particularly large
for borrowers with real estate loans because of their
larger size and long-term nature and for FHA credit
programs whose major objectives are to improve
farm incomes. Therefore, a more rigorous examina-
tion of the role of credit agencies in providing credit
to low income farmers requires information about
the borrower's income at the time of the application
rather than later when the debt may have been out-
standing for some time.

Nevertheless, based on the available evidence, it
seems reasonable to conclude that as a group
farmers with net incomes above or below $3,000
have reasonable access to a variety of competing
credit sources.

Summary and Implications

Data from the 1960 Sample Survey of Agriculture
indicate that about 1,550,000 farm operators in 1960
had net cash incomes below $3,000. Of these with
low net cash income, about 325,000 were judged to
have fallen into this class only temporarily and the
remaining 1,225,000 were regarded as having chroni-
cally low incomes. Examination of the use of credit
by farmers with net incomes of $3,000 or more and
those with chronically low incomes provide three
main observations:

(1) Relatively fewer low income farmers use
credit than higher income farmers. While additional
evidence would be useful nonuse of credit appears
to be associated with the lack of demand on the
part of farmers as much as, of more than, wit:i
conditions associated with the availability of credit
supplied. Economic characteristics of credit users
and nonusers do not differ enough to preclude the
use of credit if nonusers actively demanded it. How-
ever, it was not possible to appraise adequately cer-
tain socioeconomic factors which might affect credit
use.

(21 Amounts of credit obtained by lower income
farmers are about average relative to owned real
estate and large relative to net cash income. About
8 percent of the total farm debt was owed by the
chronically low income group which produces about
10 percent of the farm output, employs 8 percent of
the annual cash inputs, and owns 10 percent of the
total real estate assets (table 7).

(3) Sources of credit used by low income and
high income farmers are not greatly different. This
indicates that many low income farmers have rea-
sonable access to a variety of competing sources of
credit. A more adequate test of the view requires
information about individuals obtaining new loans
by areas, tenure of farmers, and terms of loans.

While these observations indicate that credit
sources in 1960 were about the same for the low
income group as the high income group of farmers,
they do not indicate anything about the "qualita-
tive" characteristics of the credit provided. Loan
terms, including size of loan, downpayments, length
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TABLE 7.Distribution of all farms, total debt, cash sales, and capital inputs by amount of net cash income
class of farm, operators, 1960

Chat acte, .qt

Total net cash income

$3.000 or
more

Under $3.000

Temporarily Chronically
low' low

All income
groups

Number of farms (thousands) 1,697 325 1.225 3,247

Percent of farms in group with debt 65 70 46 58

Peleent of total for all farms:,
Number of farms 52 10 38 100

Cash farm sales 76 14 10 100

Cash farm expenses 75 17 8 100

Value of land and buildings owned 75 15 10 100

Total farm debt 75 17 8 100

' With gro-, hum sales of 310.000 or more or owning land and buildings valued at $25.000 or more.
With gaol, farm sales of leks than 810,000 or owning land and buildings valued at le szz than 825,000.

of loan, renewal privileges, interest rate, and se-
curity for farmers in the lower income group may
be substantially different from those on loans to
farmers with higher incomes. If loan terms are more
restrictive to low production farmers than to higher
income farmers, as is likely to be the case, low
income farmers would find it more difficult to ade-
quately finance the development of their farm unit.
However, any move toward more liberal loan terms
which reduces the return to lenders, would tend to
make connnercial credit less available to the higher
risk farmers including many with chronically low
incomes.

Probably the most substantial gap in farm credit
markets is that associated with farmer demand and
willingness to use credit. Indications are that most
nonusers, whether they have net incomes above or
below $3,000, have a credit base about equal to that
of some other farmers who use credit and have rea-
sonable access to funds. The weak demand for credit
by many low income farmers may reflect rapidly
declining returns from capital added to a small
resource base and the unwillingness to assume risk.
The essential ingredient for many, particularly the
younger farmers, is likely to be management and
technical advice on how best to use additional
resources that credit helps farmers to obtain.

Major IndividualType Loan Programs of
the Farmers Home Administration and
Their Contribution in Alleviating Low
Farm Incomes

The focus of this part of the study is to determine
the amount of new FHA credit which is directly
received by individuals with lower incomes. This in
turn will help indicate the contribution these credit
programs make in alleviating farm poverty. The
farm poverty line continues to be defined as a total
net cash income of $3,000. Other levels could be
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used and other definitions such as the amount of
income available for family living expenses may be
better for some purposes. However, in order to main-
tain comparability with the analysis in the first part
of this study, the net cash income definition was
retained. Part of the funds FHA provides each year
represents additional credit for some of its bor-
rowers. The analysis largely excludes those "sub-
sequent loans" and emphasizes characteristics of
borrowers obtaining an initial loan from FHA.

FHA credit programs can be grouped into seven
kinds. Six are largely designed to provide credit to
individualsthree real estate and three non-real-
estateand the other includes community service
programs. The six individual loan programs account
for 85 percent of total FHA credit granted in fiscal
year 1966 (table 8). However, only four credit pro-
grams are discussed in this paper: (1) farm over -
ating, (2) farm ownership, (3) rural housing, and
(4) economic opportunity. Together, these ac-
counted for over three-fourths of the loan activity
of the agency in fiscal year 1966. Programs excluded
from the analysis and brief explanations for their
omission are: (1) the emergency loan program,
because the annual volume of loans made and the
characteristics of the recipients bear no necessary
relationship to the poverty problem; (2) soil, water,
and land conservation and development loans, be-
cause of the limited nature of the program; and (3)
community service credit program, because it does
not provide funds directly to individuals.

Farm Operating Loan Program

Operating loans represent the largest FHA credit
program in terms of number of borrowers and dollar
amount of credit granted in fiscal year 1966. The
basic purpose of the progrt.in is to provide oper-
ating funds to low production farm families for im-
proving farm productivity and family income, and
for establishing a viable farm init. As with other
FHA programs, farm planning and management



TABLE 8.Total dollar amount of direct and insured
loans made by the Farmers Home Administration.
by major program. fiscal year 1966

Program Amount
of loans

Percent
dist ri-
bution

Million
dollars Percent

Farm ownership 2322 22
Rural housing' 266.4 25
Soil, water, conservation.

Appalachia 3.9 (2)

Total individual teal-estate-
type loans 503.5 47

Opei at ing 276.0 26
Emergency 100.5 9
Economic opport unity 273 3

Total individual operating-
type loans 403.8 38

Total individual-type loans 9073 85
Total Community Service

Credit Programs' 1592 15

Total all programs 1,066.5 100

' Includes $7.8 million of rental !musing loans for the
elderly and labor housing loans. While these loans are made
to individuals, their benefits accrue to a larger group of
lurid people and for this reason might be classed as com-
munity service programs.

Less than 0.5 percent.
'Includes resource development, rural renewal, commu-

nity facilities. wet-cation. watershed and shift in lard use
loan programs.

In addition. grants totaling $222 million were made for
labor housing and water system planning and development.

at vice are an important part of the program. Eligi-
bi ity contingent upon not being able to obtain
credit from commercial sources on reasonable terms.

The operating loan program shows an almost con -
stt growth rate in the postwar period though some
la ge annual deviations from the trend occur. The
do lar value of loans granted increased more than
th eefold between 1949 and 1966. Even with the
ra id growth, FHA operating loans accounted for
on y about 6 percent of the total non-real-estate
fa in credit outstanding held by reporting lending
in titutions in early 1966.

athaway (4) summarized the development of
th i program to 1958 as follows:

Whereas the program was initially a program
primarily intended to serve low-income farmers.
scccessive legislation and administrative policy
have made it more nearly a program to serve
commercial farmers who for various reasons can-
not obtain the credit elsewhere that they need to
adjust to the rapid change in agriculture, or who
having gotten it_have experienced managerial or
other difficulties. The increased loan limits, the
sharp rise in the average loan size, the authoriza-
tion of operating loans for refinancing and the
slow shift in the distribution of loans toward the
high income States all point in this direction.

The remainder of this section focuses on the oper-
ation of the program in recent years- in order to
determine whether it may still be characterized as
a program to serve commercial agriculture or
whether it makes important contributions to alle-
viating rural poverty. The main source of into' ma-
tion used in this analysis pertains to characteristics
of nearly 12,400 new borrowers receiving operating
loans in fiscal year 1966.

Characteristics of new borrowers

About one-half of all new borrowers reported
gross farm Sale: of under $5,000 in the year prior
to obtaining an operating loan and another 10 per-
cent were not farming at the time they received the
loan (table 9). Net earnings from farming for these
two groups of operators averaged $600 or less but
nonfarm income averaged $2,600. Prior to receiving
the loan, nonfarm income accounted for over 80 per-
cent of the total net cash income of these two groups
of farmers. It appears that many of these borrowers
were largely dependent upon the nonfarm economy.
Off-farm income together with the operating loan
provided funds either for getting established in
farming or for development of a more adequate farm
business.

Borrowers with cash farm sales of $5,000 to $9,999
accounted for nearly one-fifth of all new borrowers
in fiscal year 1966. These farmers appear to be rea-
sonably established in agriculture, as they have
owned as-sets which averaged about $23,000 and over
two-thirds of their total net cash income was derived
from farming activities. Their heavy indebtedness
prior to obtaining an FHA loan probably made it
difficult for them to obtain needed additional
amounts of credit from other sources.

The remaining one-fifth of all new borrowers re-
ported cash sales of over $10,000. As a group, these
farmers reported good net cash farm incomes but
debts were a high portion of their owned assets
amounting to nearly 60 percent. It seems that many
of these borrowers encountered financial difficulties
requiring debt consolidation coupled with financial
advice. Credit demands of many of these larger
operators for refinancing plus new operating credit
may have exceeded usual credit standards or policies
of their local lenders and thereby made them eligible
for an FHA operating loan.

All told, nearly two-thirds of the total credit
granted new borrowers under this program in fiscal
year 1966 went to about 80 percent of the borrowers
who had sales of tinder $10,000 or to those not farm-
ing. Looked at in this way it does not seem that the
program was primarily oriented to the larger com-
mercial farm. While the bull) of the recipients were
part of a low production fegment of agriculture,
most do not appear to be part of a chronically low
income group. Instead, these data suggest that many
are young Operators who were actively trying to get
established in farming or who desire funds for devel-
oping their farm into a more viable business.
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TABLE 9.- Characteristics of new FHA borrowers in the year before receiving an operating loan grouped
by cash farm sales, fiscal year 1966

Characteristic

Annual rash farm sales'

Operator
not farming

Under
$5,000

95.000- $10,000
$9.999 and over

All
borrowers

Boirowers:;
Number 1,222 6,271 2.362 2.522 12,377
Perron t 10 51 19 20 100

Average per borrower
Age years.... 32 49 42 41 42
Owned assets dollars.... 9,500 13.600 ?3.400 42,500 20,900
Debts do. 4,800 5.800 12.600 25.100 10,900
Net worth do. 4.700 7.800 10.800 17,400 10,000
Equity ratio percent.... 99 57 46 41 98
Net cash farm income dollars.... 2 400 GOO 2.900 7.900 2,900
Nonfarm income do. 4,200 2300 1.300 1.300 2,100
Total net cash income do. 9.600 2.900 4200 8,700 9,500
Percent of income from farming percent.... 7 21 69 85 53
Size of operating loan dollars.... 10,340 9.020 8,000 12.960 7230

' Data pertaining to assets, debts. and income are rounded to nearest $100.
Some farm income for operators classed as not farming at the- time of the loan may reflect farm income received

earlier in the year or income from formwork.

Other evidence that many of the borrowers were
trying to get established in farming is shown in
table 10. Even though nearly three-fifths of the new
borrowers had total net cash incomes of $3,000 or
more, farm characteristics indicate that these oper-
ators were not firmly established in commercial
farming. Their gross receipts averaged $8,600,
owned assets averaged $26,000, and equities in
owned assets averaged less than 50 percent. Many
of these young operators-average age 40-aug-
mented farm earnings with off-farm work as non-
farm income averaged about $3,000.

Borrowers with net cash incomes of under $3,000
accounted for about two-fifths of all borrowers and
received less than 30 percent of the funds loaned.
Even though they had smaller farm businesses than
the higher net income group, in many ways they
appeared to be more committed to agriculture than
did recipients with higher net incomes. Borrowers
with less than $3,000 net income were older, equity
ratios were higher, and nonfarm earnings were only
about one-fourth as much as for borrowers with
total net cash incomes of $3,000 or more. In the
absence of the FHA operating loan, many whit low
net rash incomes would be hard pressed to develop
their 'farming operations into a viable unit; and,
judged by its low level, nonfarm income seems to
offer little potential for this group. For most of these
fanners the FHA operating loan therefore appears
to help provide necessary resources for improving
their income.

Farm operating loans by regions

Nearly half of all new borrowers were located in
the South, A mid-1956 study (I) indicated that less
than two-fifths of all FHA borrowers with out-
standing operating loans were located in the South
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TABLE 10.-Selected characteristics of new bor-
rowers by total net cash income in the year prior
to receiving an operating loan, fiscal year 1966

Charact erist is
Under
$3,000

$3,000
and
over

All
income
groups

Borrowers:
Number 5,147 7,230 12,377
Percent 42 58 100

Amount of operating loans
made ...million dollars,

Percent of dollar amount
of loans

263 632 89,5

29 71 100

Average per borrower
Age years.. 45 40 92
Owned assets dollars.. 13,500 26200 20,900
Total debts do.. 6,300 14,100 10,900
Net worth do.. 7,200 12.100 10,000
Equity ratio percent.. 53 96 48
Cash farm income.dollars.. 3,900 8,600 6400
Cash farm expenses....do.. 2,800 4,800 LIMO
Net cash farm income..do.. 600 3,700 21400
Nonfarm income do. 800 3,000 21100
Total net cash

income do.. 1,900 6,700 9;500

at that time. Thus these more recent data based on
new borrowers indicate a greater concentration: of
recipients in the major low income region than a
decade earlier,

An examination of the characteristics of or-
rowers in three regions of the U.S, indicates t at
those in the South more nearly represent a ch on-
ically low income group than do borrowers in ei her
the North or West. Nearly 90 percent of the south-
ern borrowers reported annual farm sales under
$10,000 compared to about 70 percent in the other



two regions (table 11. But what may be more im-
portant, borrowers with sales under $10,000 in the
South seem to be more strongly committed to agri-
culture than do borrowers in either the North or
West. While the level of capital assets and net worth
are lower for borrowers in the South than in the
other two areas, the proportion of assets owned is
higher and borrowers on the average are older. Net
cash farm income averages about the same in all
areas but nonfarm income is substantially lower in
the South. This latter observation may reflect that
off-farm jobs are less available in the South than in
other regions.

TABLE 1L-Selected characteristicS of new FHA
borrowers receiving operating loans by cash re-
ceipts and region,' fiscal year 1966

Characteristic South North West

Cash receipts under 810,000:
Percent of borrowers in
group

Average age years..
Owned assets ...dollars..
Debts do.
Net worth do..
Equity ratio ...percent..

88 71 70

Average per borrower
95 38 90

11,200 18,300 22,700
9,250 10,300 11.900
6,950 8,000 11 300

62 99 50
Net cash farm income

dollars.. 1,200 1,100 1,000
Nonfarm cash

income do. 1,700 3,000 2,900
Total net cash

income do. 2.900 9.100 3,9004--
Cash receipts over $10,000:

Percent of borrowers
in group 12 29 30

Average per borrower
Average age years.. 93 90 92
Owned assets ,...dollars.. 31,000 95,900 98,000
Debts do. 19.900 28,900 29,200
Net worth do.. 16,100 17,000 18,800
Equity ratio. ...percent .. 52 37 39
Net cash farm

income . dollars.. 7.800 6,800 7,900
Nonfarm cash

income do.. 1,200 1.200 1,500
Total net rash

income do. 9,000 8,000 9,900

' Regions are defined as follows:
North, 18 States including Minn.. Iowa, Mo., Ill., Ind.,

Ohio. W. Va.. Pa.. N.J., and those to the north.
South, 13 States including La., Ark., Ky., Va., Md., Del.,

and those to the south.
West. 19 States including N. Dak.. S. Dak.. Kan., Nebr.,

Okla., Tex., and those to the west.

in
the
ace
str
wit

liese comparisons suggest that many borrowers
he South would likely continue to farm even in
absence of the farm operating loan. However,
ss to FHA credit may help them develop a
nger farm unit. In the. North and West, farmers
i sales under $10,000 are younger, have lower

equity ratios, and substantial amounts of nonfarm
income. These characteristics suggest that many
borrowers in these regions are getting established
in farming and in the absence of the loan might have
expanded their nonfarm activities.

Characteristics of white and nonwhite borrowers
in the South

About one-fifth of all new borrowers obtaining
operating loans in fiscal year 1966 were nonwhite
and more than 90 percent of these were located in
the South. As a result of this concentration of non-
white borrowers in the South, nearly two-fifths of
the new borrowers in that region were Negro even
though the 1964 Census of Agriculture reported that
nonwhite farmers made up less than 15 percent of till
farm operators in the South. But this comparison
does not necessarily indicate that nonwhite farmers
have satisfactory access to FHA credit. Nonwhite
borrowers obtained operating loans which average
less than one-half that made to white borrowers in
the same age-asset class (table 12). However, some
of this difference in size of loan probably reflects
different -opportunities for whites and nonwhites to
obtain control over additional amounts of land,
which frequently forms part of the base for the
operating loan. Also whites and nonwhites may tend
4o engage in different systems of fanning having
different credit requirements.

A more adequate appraisal of the amount of
credit obtained by Negro and white borrowers re-
quires information on the productivity of capital
and the economic capacity of the farms operated by
Negroes and whites to profitably utilize additional
amounts of capital. While little or no data of this
nature are available, one indication is provided by
the ratio of cash farm receipts to cash farm ex-
penses. This ratio averaged about the same on farms
operated by nonwhites as on those operated by
whites and suggests that the marginal productivity
of capital was similar.

Summary and conclusions

The analysis of the largest FHA credit program
indicates that 70 to 80 percent of the new borrowers
in recent years either were not farming or had cash
receipts of under $10,009. Even though the majority
of borrowers were on low production farms, most
did not appear to belong to a chronically low income
group. This is especially true in the North and West
where borrowers with sales of under $10,000 tended
tc be young-average age under 40-and the aver-
age nonfarm income was about $3,000. These char-
acteristics suggest the hypothesis that in the absence
of the FHA operating loan program many might
have been able to satisfactorily orient their liveli-
hood toward the nonfarm economy.

In the South, however, the average age for bor-
rowers with sales of under $10,000 was higher, 45,
and they received mucl '2ss nonfarm income. These
borrowers appear to be more established and to some
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TABLE 12.CharacteristieN of new FHA borrowers receiving operating loans in the South by age, assets.
and color, fiscal year 1966

Class Borrowers
Owned
assets

Net
worth

Equity
ratio

Net
cash
farm

income

Non-
farm

income

Total
net
cash

income
Acres Operating

operated loan

Under 35 years old:,
Assets under 83,000:

Number Percent Number

White 173 $1,600 8800 50 $1200 $1,800 S3,100 60 55,400
Nonwhite 99 1,600 1,100 69 1,000 1.000 2,000 50 2.520

Assets $3,000 to 59.999:
White 386 6,100 3,500 57 1.600 2.300 3,900 100 5,460
Nonwhite 93 5,800 3,700 64 1.600 1.600 3.200 100 2.660

Assets $10.000 and over:
White 556 24,700 12,200 49 2.300 3.100 5.400 140 6,270
Nonwhite 43 16,700 0,700 58 1.900- 2.400 4.300 110 4,580

Age 35 to V .
Assets under $3,000:

White 142 1,800 800 44 1500 900 2.400 00 3.170
Nonwhite :17 1.700 1,200 71 1.100 700 1.800 50 1,740

Assets $3,000 to $9,999:,
White 526 6,400 4.300 67 2,200 1.600 3.800 120 3,740
Nonwhite 580 5,800 4,000 69 1.300 1,100 2.400 80 2,240

Assets 810,000 and over:
White 1206 26,500 15,200 57 3.000 1.800 4,800 171 5,840
Nonwhite 301 18.000 10,900 61 2.200 1,500 3,700 120 3,320

Age 55 and over:
Assets under $3.000:

White 56 2,000 1,600 80 2.200 600 2.800 80 2,340
Nonwhite 226 1.700 1,400 82 900 500 1.400 50 1,020

Assets $3.000 to $9,999:
White 233 6,200 4,600 74 1;400 900 2,300 100 2,639
Nonwhite 381 6,000 4.600 77 1.200 700 1,900 80 1,490

Assets $10.000 and over:,
White 376 24,300 15,100 62 2.100 1,400 3,600 190 4,370
Nonwhite 235 17.100 11,900 70 2200 1.100 3.300 120 2,510

extent "locked-in" the farm sector perhaps because
of limited off -farm opportunities in the South. The
farm operating loan- appears to offer an important
means for boosting the incomes of these borrowers.
As the operating program appears to include bor-
rowers with less flexibility and opportunity for ob-
taining off -farm work in the South, the program
may be making a larger contribution in alleviating
current, as well as evolving, farm poverty situations
in the South than in other regions.

About two-fifths of the nearly 12,400 new 1966
borrowers for which information was available re-
ported total net cash incomes of less than $3,000 in
the year prior to obtaining their operating loan.
Over 60 percent of those with lower net incomes
were located in the South. Borrowers with less than
$3,000 total net rash income accounted for over half
of all borrowers receiving operating loans in the
South, whereas the proportion of borrowers report-
ing similarly low net incomes in the North and West
was about 30 percent.

An aspect requiring more careful analysis con-
cerns nonwhite borrowers. A comparison of white
and nonwhite borrowers of the same age and assets
in the South indicates that nonwhite farmers obtain
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loans that are only half the size obtained by white
farmors.

It is believed that borrowers with cash sales above
810,000 largely had financial management problems.
The operating loan program with its supervisory _

assistance affords a method for these borrowers to
consolidate or restructure their debts, or both, as
well as to obtain more credit in order to continue
their operations. While a substantial portion of the
total dollar amount of loans granted is received by
these farmers, many of whom are located outside
the South, it does not appear that refinancing larger
farms has become a dominant part of the program.

Farm Ownership Loan Program

Ownership loans are made to farmers to purchase,
improve, or enlarge their farms. At the outset, loans
under this program were made for the purpose of
increasing the number of owner-operated family
farms. The program was subsequently broadeped
(1946( to include loans for farm enlargement find
development. Later authorization (1956) allolWed
loans on less than family size units and permi$ted
refinancing of existing debts. While the program
accounted for over one-fifth of the credit granted by



FHA in fiscal year 1966, it is a small source, about
5 percent, of the total dollar volume of farm real
estate mortgages recorded in recent years.

A sharp expansion of this loan program occurred
beginning in 1961. The number of borrowers receiv-
ing ownership loans rose from a 1949-60 average of
just over 3,500 to 4,700 in 1961 and between 11,200
and 13,300 in each year thereafter. Average annual
dollar amounts of loans granted through both the
direct and insured program rose from under $50
million to $93 million in 1961 and an annual average
of $220 million from 1962 through 1966. The expan-
sion after 1960 boosted FHA farm ownership loans
share of total farm mortgage recordings from about
2 percent in virtually every postwar year to 5-6
percent starting in the early 1960's.

The major source of information used to indicate
the kind of farmers receiving credit under the farm
ownership program pertains to borrowers receiving
a loan in fiscal year 1966. Selected data about char-
acteristics for nearly 8,100 new borrowers-those
not having an FHA loan-are used.

Characteristics of new borrowers

Over 70 percent of new farm ownership borrowers
in fiscal year 1966 had cash sales of less than $10,000
or were not farming in the year prior to obtaining
their ownership loan. As was true with new bor-
rowers obtaining an FHA operating loan, these bor-
rowers are part of a low production segment of
farming but most do not appear to be part of a
chronically low income group. While net cash farm
incomes were low for all groups except those with
sales of $10,000 on more, average nonfarm incomes
were generally substantial, particularly for those
with sales of less than $5,000 or who were not farm-
ing. As a result, total net cash income in the year
before receiving the ownership loan averaged $5,600

for all borrowers and $3.900 for borrowers with
farm sales of under $5,000.

About 45 percent of the new borrowers in fiscal
year 1966 reported sales under $5,000 in the year
prior to obtaining their loan (table 13). The 1964
census indicated less than two-fifths of all conuner-
cial farms were in this group. The concentration of
borrowers in this sales class suggests that the pro-
gram is primarily oriented to smaller farmers. Many
of these farmers can develop their farm as a viable
unit only if they obtain a sizable injection of new
resources in the form of land or buildings or for
development purposes. The average size of loan for
this group of borrowers was $13,400 and most of
this money was used for acquiring additional re-
sources. Over four-fifths of the initial loans made
in fiscal year 1966 were for purchasing land-farm
enlargement or development. The remaining loans
were for refinencing debts. In earlier years the por-
tion for acquiring or developing resources was
smaller.

Other characteristics also suggest that most bor-
rowers are not part of a chronically low income
group but are actively engaged in getting more
firmly established in farming. About two-thirds
were under 45 years of age and about the same
proportion had more than atteighth-grade educa-
tion. Over one-half of all new borrowers owned
property worth less than $25,000 and three-fifths
extended their control over resources by renting
land. If these distributions are compared with char-
acteristics of all farm operators, it is apparent that
farm ownership loans are concentrated among
former renters, younger farmers, and those with
more years of education (table 14).

Negro borrowers comprised only 6 percent of total
new borrowers in 1966. While virtually all were
located in the South, they account for less than 15

TABLE 13.-Characteristics of new FHA borrowers in the year before receiving a farm ownership loan,
grouped by cash Aim, sales, fiscal year 1966

Annual cash farm sales'

Characteristic

Operator
not

farming
Under
$5,000

$5,000-
$9,999

510,000
and over

All
borrowers

Borrowers:
Number 472 3,619 1,773 2,219 8,083
Percent 6 '45 22 27 100

Age years.... 32 41 41 40 40
Owned aasets dollars.... 11,400 18,400 30,500 48,400 29,100
Debt do. 4,200 7,800 14,200 24,300 13,800
Net worth do. 7,200 10,600 16,300 24,100 15,300
Equity ratio percent.... 63 58 53 50 53
Net cash farm income dollars.... 300 500 2,800 7,500 2,900
Nonfarm income do. 4,900 3,400 1,700 1,200 2,700
Total net cash income do. 5,200 3,900 4,500 8,700 5,600
Site of operating loan do. 16,690 13,400 20,040 26,490 18,720

' Data pertaining to assets,_debts. and income arc rounded to nearest $100.
Some farm income for operators classed as not farming at the time of the loan may reflect farm income received

earlier in the year or income from farm work.
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TABLE 14. Percentage of all farmers and of FHA
borrowers receiving farm ownership loans in fiscal
year 1966, by aye, ownership, and education

Chmacteristic
All

farmers 1
FHA

borrowers

Age:
Under 45 35 67
45 and over 65 33

All ages 100 100

Ownership :
Full owners 58 35
Part-owners 25 32
Tenants = 17 27

All tenures 100 = 100

Education:
8th grade or under 49 34
9th grade or higher 51 66

All grades of education 100 100

' Age distribution from 1959 Census of Apiculture, tenure
and education from 1964 Census of Agriculture.

= Includes managers.
Includes 6 percent of all borrowers who were not farming.

percent of all borrowers in that region. The propor-
tion of Negro borrowers is substantially smaller
than in the operating loan program. Negroes ob-
taining ownership loans tend to be older than white
borrowers-70 percent were over 45 and less than
30 percent have had more than 8 years of education.

Farm ownership loans by regions

Borrowers obtaining farm ownership loans in
1966 were fairly evenly distributed among the three
regions. (For description of the three regions, see
footnote to table 11.) While over half of the bor-
rowers obtaining opera& g loans from FHA were
located in the South, 36 percent of the farm owner-
ship borrowers were in the South. The remaining
ownership borrowers were about equally divided
between the North and the West.

A mid-1956 study (1) indicated that over 45
percent of all FHA borrowers with outstanding
ownership loans were located in the South at that
time.

A comparison of data from the two studies (each
applicable for only a single year) indicates that
some shifting of the program away from the major
low income region during the past decade may have
occurred. Broadening the program to include loans
for farm enlargement and refinancing has probably
made these types of loans more useful to farmers
in the North and West.

Summary

Data new borrowers obtaining farm owner-
ship loan: fiscal year 1966 indicate that a minor-
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ity of recipients were in a lower income class. Total
net cash income averaged $5,600 for new borrowers
obtaining ownership loans. However, not all of the
total net cash income is available for family living
expense:. Sonic must be used for debt repayment.

As shown in table 13, total net cash incomes are
lower among borrowers with smaller farm sales than
among those with larger sales. Approximately two-
thirds of all borrowers obtaining farm ownership
loans in fiscal 1966 had sales of under $10,000. Total
net cash income for borrowers in this group aver-
aged more than $4,000. With total net cash income
averaging this amount, if would appear that no more
than half of these borrowers (sales under $10,0001
or 30 percent of all new borrowers would have net
incomes which would fall in a poverty class.

These observations suggest that a small portion
of the total credit supplied by this program flows
directly to farmers with chronically low incomes.
However, considerable amounts may go to farmers
on the verge of being in a low income class and to
those with heavy debts. Viewed in this way the
program makes a contribution in alleviating farm
poverty by helping farmers to acquire resources so
that they will not slide into a low income class.

Rural Housing Loan Program

The FHA was authorized in 1949 to make loans
to fanpowners to construct or repair houses and
farm buildings. A major revamping of the program
occurred in 1961 when nonfann rural people were
made eligible for the loans. This was the first Pro-
gram to be administered by the FHA which ex-
tended its activities to nonfarm people. In more
recent years -the /program was extended to provide
housing loans for senior citizens, farm labor, rental
units for the elderly, and for other special purposes.

In the decade prior to the 1961 revamping, the
annual average volume of loans made was $28 mil-
lion. The amount fluctuated from zero in fiscal year
1955 to more than $50 million in 1958 and 1959. In
the 5 years after 1961, the annual- average exceeded
$160 million, and in fiscal year 1966 the total was
$266 million. A considerable amount of this recent
expansion occurred after 1965 when Congress more
than tripled the funds available and added an in-
sured loan program.

In order to simplify the discussion of the rural
housing program, this analysis focuses only on "reg-
ular" loans made under section 502 of the Housing
Act. This portion of the rural housing loan-program
accounted for 80 percent of the total ntnnber and
90 percent of the dollar volume of loans made in
fiscal year 1966 (table 15). One-half of the exclu-
sions are loans made under the senior citizens loan
program. Loans under this program were made to
persons 62 years of age or olderthe average was
69and almost two-thirds were made in the South.

Focusing on the great bulk of the rural housing
loansthose made under the "regular" provision of
section 502about 15 percent were secured by farm



TABLE 15.Number and amount of rural housing
loans made during fiscal year 1966, by program
and farm-nonfarm security

Type of program
Number
of loans

Amount
of loans

Million
dollars

F:it m tract 4,212 31.9
Nonfarm tract 21,640 2072

Total of "regular" loans
made under section 502 25,852 239.1

Senior citizen 3.253 15.1
Emergency 194 1.7
Self -help 86

Total of "special" loans
made under section 502 3,533 173

Total. section 502 29385 256.4
Section 503, association loans 4
Section 504. repair loans 2.640 22
Rental housing for elderly 81 43
Labor housing' 22 3.5

Total rural housing 32,132 266.4

' Excludes 4 grants totaling $22 million.

tracts and the remainder by nonfarm tracts. The
proportion secured by farm tracts ranged from 10
percent in the East to 20 percent in the Midwest.
However, it is likely that FHA makes more loans
to farmers for housing than these figures indicate.
A number of houses are built on small tracts split
off from the main farm unit and thereby classify as
nonfarm, and some loans for housing are made to
farmers through the farm ownership loan program.
Despite this weakness in the method of identifying
farm housing loans, an indication of the income

characteristics of homeowners with farm and non-
farm rural housing loans is shown in table 16.

About two-thirds of the rural housing loans se-
cured by farm tracts were received by borrowers
having less than $4,000 total net cash income.4 In
contrast, less than 15 percent of the loans secured
by nonfarm tracts went to persons with incomes of
less than $4,000. For both groups, income is defined
as net cash farm income plus cash income; ft_vin_all
other sources. Because cash costs of living are lower
for farm families than for rural nonfarm families,
the economic posture of farm and nonfarm bor-
rowers may not be as different as the data in table

)6 suggest.
Evidence that borrowers securing their loans with

farm and nonfarm tracts have similar "real in-
comes" is provided by the FHA classification of
borrowers with "low to moderate incomes" and
those with "above moderate incomes." This classi-
fication is made by FHA in assigning interest rates
to ruralhousing loans. Those in the low to moderate
class can obtain insured loans at 5 percent while
those in the above moderate income class pay the
same rate as families receiving home loans insured
by the Federal Housing Administration. The cur-,
rent rate is 6 percent plus one-half of 1 percent for
insurance. Family budgets showing only enough
cash above living expenses to repay. debts are
classed as having low to moderate incomes. Bor-
rowers showing surplus funds above living expenses
and debt repayment are classed as having above
moderate incomes. As this classification takes into
account differences in living expenses associated

Available data do not show the number of borrowers
with net cash income below $3:000. Therefore. this part is
7lot entirely eomparable to other parts of the paper which
nmall employed the under-$3.000 level as nu indication of
low income.

TABLE 16.Distribution of borrowers receiving section 502 rural housing loans, by total net cash income
and security, fiscal- year 1966 2

Security and type of program

Distribution (percent)

Number of
loans

Under
$4,000

$4,000
$5,999

$6,000 and
over

All income
classes

Farm tracts:
' Insured 3,172 65 17 18 100

Direct 1,040
____

72
___

16
________.

12 100
__

Total 4212 67 17 16 100

Nonfarm tracts:,
Instired 18,123 11 35 54 100
Direct 3,801 16 38 46 100

Total 21.924 12 35 53 100

Total farm and nonfarm tracts 26,136 21 32 47 100

ye
I Total net cash income is defined as net cash farm income plus income from all other sources received by borrower in
r before receiving loan.
°Based on loan obligations. Numbers differ slightly from those given in table 18.
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with family size and place of residence, it may be
more indicative of relative status than are measures
based solely on income.

When the above definitions are used. 90 percent
of all borrowers had low to moderate incomes. This
proportion was virtually the same for housing loans
secured by farm tracts and for those secured by non-
farm tracts. Regardless of the income classification
used, it appears that a large portion of the rural
housing loans secured by farm tracts are obtained
by persons whose income approaches a minimum
level of adequaey. This is less true for borrowers
who had rural housing loans secured by nonfarm
tracts.

Considering both farm and nonfarm borrowers,
the rural housing program seems to be oriented to
the group of younger people who usually buy houses.
The average age of all recipients was 35 in fiscal
year 1966. More than one-third of all borrowers
were under 30 and in the East and South the pro-
portion approached two-fifths.

According to the -1960 Census of Housing about
6.4 million occupied housing units in rural areas
that were judged "inadequate" (table 17). While
current needs are probably smaller than these data
indicate, the relative contribution made by the FHA
rural housing loan program in meeting this need is
small. Only about 25,000 initial loans were made in
fiscal year 1966 under the "regular" loan program,
though subsequently an additional 7,000 senior citi-
zen, repair, and other "special" housing loans in-
creased the total to about 32,100. This comparison
of rural housing needs and number of loans made
from this one source helps account for the rapid
growth of the rural housing loan program and sug-
gests that future expansion of the program is needed.

Based on the distribution of borrowers receiving
initial "regular" loans in fiscal year 1966, housing
loans appear to be geographically distributed ac-
cording b needs (table 17). However, somewhat
more rural housing loans were made in the South
relative to needs-than in other regions. The distribu-
tion of loans made in fiscal year 1966 was virtually
the same as reported by Hathaway (4) for housing

loans outstanding at the end of 1958. Expansion of
the program during the past 8 years has apparently
not altered the geographic allocation of fimds very
much. Nor has it affected repayments. The relative
number of borrowers behind schedule in their pay-
ments did not change much between 1961 and 1966.
The average for the 6-year period was 8 percent.

Summary and implications

The rural housing loan program was designed for
those who couldn't get credit elsewhere. Attractive_
interest rates and terms have contributed to the
growth of the program, but it seems that the main
reason for the rapid expansion of loans is that the
program makes credit more readily available to
help meet the housing needs of rural people. While
the program does not contribute directly to improv-
ing incomes, it does provide a source of credit for
upgrading rural housing and thereby improves the
quality of rural living.

This brief look at the characteristics of farm bor-
rowers obtaining loans from the major part of the
housing program indicates that two-thirds of the
farm borrowers had total net cash incomes under
$4,000. However, only 15 percent of all loans are
secured by farm tracts. Thus even with a liberal
allowance for the inclusion of some farmers among
borrowers with their loans secured by nonfarm
tracts, less than one-fifth of all rural housing loans
appear to be reaching low income farmers. However,
an additional amount secured by nonfarm- tracts
goes to farmers and farm laborers and some loans
for housing purposes are made to other farmers
through the ownership loan program. These observa-
tions indicate that most borrowers, farm and non-
farm, are young; two-thirds have net worths under
$5,000; and nearly 90 percent have an income and
family living expenditure pattern allowing little or
no cash surplus. Thus, judged by these borrower
-characteristics,- housing needs in rural areas, and
the rapid growth of the program, it appears that
the housing program provides important amounts
of credit to rural people who would otherwise find
it-difficult to improve their housing conditions.

TABLE 17. Number of rural farm and nonfarm housing units and FHA initial rural housing loans, by regions

Region

Occupied
housing
units'

Inadequate
housing
units'

Rural housing
loans, fiscal
year 1966'

Distribution of
Inadequate

housing Rural housing
units loans

Thousands Thousands Thousands Percent Percent
Northeast 2,444 717 2,291 11 9
North Central 4.582 1,839 5,492 29 22
South 5,961 3,309 15,192 51 62
West 1,717 579 1,719 9 7

Total, U.S 14,704 6,444 24,694 100 100

I Data from 1960 Census of Housing.
'Estimated number of houses classified as deteriorating, dilapidated, or sound but without complete plumbing.
'Includes initial direct and insured "regular" rural housing loans.
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Economic Opportunity Loan Program

The Economic Opportunity loan program was
added to the array of FHA activities in 1965. The
major purpose of the program is to help low income
rural families develop enterprises that would enable
them to raise their level of living. Funds must be
used primarily to increase earning capacity and
hence are largely incurred for financing capital
assets. While major programs of the FHA, such as
the farm ownership and farm operating programs,
are designed to help farmers obtain resources to
establish a viable farm capability of providing an
adequate standard of living for the family, this pro-

! grain has a more limited objective. Credit is ex-
tended to borrowers so they can more nearly reach

; their potential even though that potential may be
low.. Eligibility requirements virtually assure that
all of these loans go to poverty families.

This section of the report provides a brief descrip-
tion of the recipients in order to indicate (1) how
far the program has reached into the poverty class,
(2) the proportion going to farmers and nonfarmers,
and 131 accomplishments of the program in terms
of its objective of raising the level of living of
borrowers.

Over 17,000 Economic Opportunity loans were
made in fiscal year 1966, of which slightly more
than half were for agricultural purposes (table 18).
Nearly two-thirds were to individuals with gross
cash incomes from all sources of less than $3,000
though the portion below this income level was
higher for those obtaining loans for agricultural
purposes than for those obtaining loans for non-
agricultural purposes. Income available for family

living is even lower than these income figures indi-
cate as no deduction has been made for farm
expenses.

About three-fifths of all Economic Opportunity
loans in fiscal year 1966 were made in the South.
The distribution of recipients by income class, assets
owned, and net worth all show that in the South a
higher portion of loans went to those with the lowest
income or smallest amount of resources than did in
other regions. In both the East and Midwest, Eco-
nomic Opportunity loans did not seem to reach as
far into the poverty class as they did in the South
and West.

The limited potential of most farm recipient.: is
indicated by the %mil amount of physical and
human resources they have acquired. Over half had
equity in property of less than $3,000, about two-
thirds were 46 years of age or older, and well over
half had less than a seventh-grade education (table
19).5 The combination of low current income and
inadequate_ human and capital resources indicates
that most farm recipients have little potential for
increasing their level of living by amounts which
would provide any more than a minimum standard
of living.

The same picture of limited potential emerges for
farm laborers and nonfarm unskilled workers re-
ceiving Economic Opportunity loans. Only for a
group of recipients classed as nopfUnn professional
comprising about one-fourth- of all Economic
Opportunity borrowers- -does a picture emerge indi-

' These hatlicteiisties of Economic Opportunity borrowers
all' obtained from a special tabulation of 8212 loans made
to all borrower.4 in early 1966.

TABLE 18.Distribution of Economic Opportunity loans, by regions and gross rash income of borrower in
fiscal year 19661

Borrowers Total gross cash income
All

income
classes

Purpose and region
Number

Percent
distribution

Under
$3,000

$3.000-
$4,999

$5,000
and over

Agricultural purposes:
Percent Percent Percent Percent

East 243 3 32 38 30 100
Midwest 1,245 14 44 3C 20 . 100
South 5,541 61 76 21 3 100
West 807 9 58 32 10 100
Island territories 1,218 13 98 2 (2) 100

Total 9,054 100 72 32 6 100

Nonagricultural purposes:
East 939 12 38 41 21 100

Midwest 1245 15 42 36 22 100

South 4,417 55 61 30 9 100
West, 974 12 53 36 11 100

IslanCteiritories 444 6 57 22 21 100

Total 8,019 100 64 33 13 100

' Cross income is the sum of total cash receipts from farming. income from nonagricultural enterprise and all other
off-farm income.

2 Less than 0.5 percent.
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Tt 19.Selected characteristics of borivwers, by occupation, obtaining Economic Opportunity loans
during the early part of the 1966 fiscal year

[Percent of borrowers]

Occupation

Characteristic Farmers

Farm
laborers

and
managers

Nonfarm
professional

Nonfarm
unskilled

lidtkation (highest grade completed):
Under 6 55 57 28 37
7 or 8 27 21 29 32
High school or mote 18 22 43 31

Total 100 100 100 100

Age
_-

Under 33 11 30 25 28
34-45 22 27 35 32
46 and over 67 43 40 40

Total 100 100 100! 100

NO t h eh :
Under 53.000 '51 84 60 68
53.000-S4.999 24 10 19 17
S5,000 and over 25 6 21 15

Total 100 100 100 100

Total number in group 3,189 482 2,259 2,282

eating more than a limited potential for boosting
their level of living. While most persons in the group
have accumulated little net worth, many ,tend to be
young and have more education than other occupa-
tional groups receiving Economic Opportunity
loans.

A rough indication of the kind of gains -which
might accrue from the program is obtained by com-
paring family living expenses of borrowers with
loans for agricultural purposes in the year before
the loan to living expenses budgeted for a typical
future year which includes_ the effect of the loan.
This comparison indicates a modest_upward shift
in the distribution of borrowers (table 20). For
example, about 83 percent of the borrowers with
agricultural loans reported family living expenses
under $2,000 in the year prior to the lean. Living
expenses of this amount_ were budgeted in the typical

year for 77 percent of the borrowers. Using these
data, estimated median family living expenses might
be expected to increase from $1,200 to $1,450, a
20-percent gain. While this appears to be a worth-
while increase, annual gains may be modest as the
budgeted year may be 2 years away and any gain
must be adjusted for increases in living costs.
Budgeted increases in living expenses for borrowers
obtaining loans for nonagricultural purposes were
larger than for borrowers obtaining loans for agrt
cultural purposes.

It is too early to infer much from the repayment
record on Economic Opportunity loans, as the pro-
gram is just getting started: Of the total funds
advanced, 6 percent were scheduled_ to be repaid
in full by July 1, 1966. Of the number falling due
up to that date only 10 percent were delinquent and
they accounted for 13 percent of the total principal

TABLE 20.Family Ming erpens "s for borrowers with Economic Opportunity loans made during 1966
fiscal year

!Percent of borrowers reporting]

Purpose of loan and year

Family living expenses

Under
$1,000

All family
$1,000- $2,000 living expense
$1.999 and over groups

Agricultural purposes:
Reported by year before loan 38 45 17 100
Budgeted for typical future year 19 58 23 100

Nonagricultural purposes
Reported for year before loan 15 48 37 100
Budgeted for typical future year 5 38 57 100
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amount. However, 23 percent of the borrowers with
outstanding credit had delinquent installments,
though the portion was somewhat lower for farm
borrowers.

Comparison of a few characteristics of 8,212 re-
cipients of Economic Opportunity loans with char-
acteristics of 1,630 applicants who were not granted
loans indicates that incomes, ages, and level of edu-
cational attainment were not greatly different. In
each income class a higher proportion of Negro
applicants than white applicants received Economic
Opportunity loans. This limited comparison sug-
gests that if the program were expanded and ex-
tended to more applicants, it would not likely incur
sharply higher rates of delinquency provided iputs
of advisory personnel were increased by at least a
comparable amount.

Summary

The Economic Opportunity loan- program has
been in operation only since early 1965 and it is
much too early to appraise the results being
achieved. Froth available datamuch of the data
from the early worths of the program which may
not be typical of its cut lent operationthe follow-
ing observations can be made:

(1) In most areas the program is reaching the
hard core- of rural poverty families. However, the
program serves relatively more farm poverty fami-
lies in the South than in either the Northeast or
Midwest. Partly because the program -is relatively
more important in the South than in other regions,
the economic status-of borrowers in the South is
substantially lower than in other regions. Negro
borrowers account for nearly one-fourth-of the total
number receiving loans for agricultural purposes
and virtually all of these are located in 16 Southern
States. Available data indicate that Negroes have
satisfactory access to Economic Opportunity loans,
and average amounts of sredit obtained per bor-
rower are not greatly different than for white
borrowers.

(2) In absence of aid through the Economic Op-
portunity loan program (or some other program)
available socioeconomic characteristics indicate that
many-borrowers would probably make little prog-
ress in improving their_living standards.

(3) Budgeted increases in family living expenses
for a typical year after the loan is made show only
moderate gains, which suggests that the level of
living of many borrowers will remain near a poverty
level. These small gains are in part related to the
average size of loan, about $1,700 in fiscal year 1966.
The maximum size of loan permitted was raised
from $2,500 to $3,500 in December 1966.

Looked at from a loner run view, the relative
efficiency of aiding this group throug11.0.3kian pro-
gram will have to be appraised. Among the questions
bearing on this appraisal is whether this type of
credit program can be adequately administered by
the same agency and personnel who primarily make

other types of loans. This may be particularly im-
portant when the criteria and expectations for other
FHA credit programs may differ substantially from
the Economic Opportunity loan program.

Adjusting Credit Programs for Chronically
Low Income Farmers

The 1960 Sample Survey of Agriculture showed
that 1,550,000 operators, 48 percent of all farm
operators in the U.S., had total net cash incomes
of under $3,000. However, about 325,000 operators
with net cash incomes of under $3,000 were not
judged to be in the chronically low income class.
These were omitted either because they owned sub-
stantial amounts of resources or because it appeared
that adversity in the survey year reduced earnings
temporarily. This left 1,225,000 operators-38 per-
cent of all. farm-operatorswho were identified as
having chronically low incomes (table 2).

Older Chronically Low Income Farmers

About two-thirds of the 1;225,000 fanners iden-
tified as belonging to the chronically low income
class were -either 65 yea:s of age or older or _had
been on the same farm for over 10- years. Their
average,age was nearly 60 and the average value of
land and buildings operated was about $12,000.

Even though additional inputs may yield rela-
tively high returns on some of these farms, it ap-
pears that the remaining span of productive years
was too short, or the size of most units operated by
these farmers was too small, or both, to profitably
utilize enough resources to boost their incomes by
very much. Therefore, increasing the flow of- pro-
duction or investment credit to this large group of.
chronically low income farmers would not seem to
be a very satisfactory approach for increasing their
incomes.

While credit for productive purposes is not likely
to help much in. improving levels of living of this
older group of chronically low income farmers, some
thought might be given to developing a special type-
of loan program which permits the older operators
to-convert accumulated equity in owned resources
into cash for current-use. A loan for these purposes
would not be repaid periodically but would be re-
paid- from the proceeds of the estate. Such a pro-
gram might help older farmers make the transition
from active farming similar to special credit pro-
grams that help young farmers get established in
farming. While thi* approach seems worthy of ex-
ploring, the amount of cash that such a loan would
produce may be small as owner-equity in farm real
estate averaged less than $7,500 in 1960 for the
older farmers with chronically low incomes.

Thus, even considering the latter proposal, indi-
vidual-type loan programs do not seem to offer a
very satisfactory approach for alleviating poverty
of these older farm operators. Instead of assigning
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much of a role for credit as a way of aiding this
group of low income farmers, other approaches such
as larger social security and welfare payments may
prove more satisfactory.

Younger Chronically Low Income Farmers

About one-third, 400,000, of all chronically low
income farmers were younger operators- average
age 44. Relatively more operators in this group re-
ported using credit than in the older group with low
incomes, but the portion in debt was still well below.
that for operators of more viable farms or with
higher total net cash incomes. Of those younger
farmers using credit in the lower income group,
debts were heavy relative to owned real estate or
to total net cash income.

Improving farm incomes may be a reasonable
approach for many of these younger farmers. The
lm level of off-farm incomesless than $700sug-
gest- that available off-farm opportunities were
limited in 1960. Even with generally lower nonfarm
unemployment rates in years since 1960, it_is likely
that many in this group would find it difficult to
locate suitable nonfarm work. But improving farm
incomes is also difficult, as most need substantial
amounts of additional farm resources and their
credit base is small. Not only was tote: net cash
income low but many were tenants and the amount-
of owned resources was small.

Other factors, however, suggest that credit cou-

pled with management advice and supervision can
help many in this group improve their farm incomes.
The relatively heavy use of credit by those in debt

-suggests many are already actively attempting to
boost their farm earnings. Moreover, ratios of cash
receipts to cash expenses or cash receipts to the
value of capital invested in land and buildings are
about the same as for farmers with higher net in-
comes. These ratios suggest tlot returns to addi-
tional inputs may also be as high as for farmers
with net cash incomes of $3,000 or more. Therefore,
expansion of the flow of credit and inputs of man-
agerial advice to this group, so that they can acquire
resources to make their farms more productive, ap-
pears to be one useful approach for improving their
income.

More than other credit institutions serving
farmers, the Farmers Home Administration has
Combined managerial aid and supervision with
credit. 'While most of their borrowers are younger
farmers, this analysis indicates that only about 35
percent of all new borrowers obtaining loanS in
fiscal year 1966 from the four major individual FHA
loan programs were farmers with total net cash in-
comes of less than $3,000 in the year prior to ob-
taining their loan. About one-fourth of the total
funds loaned to all new borrhwers through the four
programs went to new farm borrowers with low
incomes (table 21). With the exception of the Eco-
nomic Opportunity loan programs, the majority of
funds loaned under each FHA program in fiscal

TABLE 21. Estimated proportion of initial FHA loans received by farm borrowers with low incomes, fiscal
year 1966

Farm operating Farm ownership' Rural housing

Item
Number of
borrowers

Million
dollars

er of
bo..owers

Million
dollars

Number of
borrowers

Million
dollars

Total loans made (initial plus subsequent loans). 64,743 275 14,279 233 26.136 239
Less subsequent loans made 46,488 159 2,747 27 943 3
Total initial loans made to farm, rs and non-

-farmers" 18,255 116 11.532 206 25,193 236
To farm borrowers with low net nisi incomes:

ERtimated percent of total io:^' loans
m 41 29 30 20 20 20

Ntibioer or dollar amount 7,485 34 3,460 41 5,039 47

Economic Opportunity Total of four programs

Number of
borrowers

Million
dollars

Number of
borrowers

Million
dollars

Total loans made (initial plus subsequent loans) 17,073 27 122,231 774
Levi subsequent loans made 1,646 1 51,824 190
Total initial loans made to farmers and non-

farmers 15,427 26 70,407 584
To farm borrowers with low net cash incomes.

Estimated percent of total initial loans
made' 53 53 34 23

Number or dollar amount 8,176 14 24,160 136

' Loans made during 1966 fiscal year but excluding $1.0
million of loans made with corporation funds.

3 Based on real estate loan obligations for fiscal year
1966.

Ahout 85 percent of all rural housing loans (initial plus
subsequent) were secured by nonfarm tracts and 47 percent
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of all Economic Opportunity loans were for nonagricultural
purposes.

Estimated proportion represents total number of new
loans or dollar amount of funds received by farm borrowers
with total net cash incomes of under $3,000. See the report
on FHA loans.



year i9ti6 did not reach farmers with chronically
low incomes.

Even though this study shows that a large num-
ber of new farm operating and ownership borrowers
in fiscal year 1966 may have had incomes above a
poverty level, credit obtained from these two pro-
grams helps prevent many from falling into the
chronically low income class. As the main objective
. these two programs is to establish viable farms
capable of providing adequate family incomes, prob-
ably many new borrowers will continue to come
from a, lower middle income group unable to obtain
credit elsewhere, rather than from a chronically low
income or poverty class.

Less than 20 percent of the borrowers obtaining
rural housing loans were; estimated to be farmers
with low incomes. The main reason why the propor-
tion is low is that four-fifths of all rural housing
loans arc .made to nonfarmers. While funds, from
this program do not provide productive resources
for increasing incomes, they do make substantial
contributions to improved living conditions which
in turn may help provide a more favorable environ-
ment for other programs designed to alleviate
poverty. Estimates indicate that rural housing needs
are -large relative to the availability of housing
credit in rural areas from either FHA or private
sources.

Virtuaily all of FHA's Economic Opportunity
loans reach well into the poverty class though many
of the loans were not for agricultural purposes. Over
80 percent of the borrowers receiving loans for agri-
cultural purposes in fiscal year 1966 reported cash
family living expenses of less than $2,000 in the
year before receiving the loan. Thus, even if Eco-
nomic Opportunity loans,,which averaged less than
$2,000 in fiscal year 1966, result in relatively large
gains, many recipients will remain close to a poverty
level for several years unless they also avail them-
selves of other opportunities.

Conclusion

Credit for production and investment purposes is
not likely to play a major role in improving the
income of 825,000 older farmers with chronically
low incomes. For the 400,000 younger farmers with
,hronically Av incomes, credit can help increase
their incomes and level of living. Over half of the
lounger farmers with chronically low incomes had

outstanumg debts in 1960. However, of those with
debts, less than 5 percent were using FHA credit.
While nongovernmental sources provide substantial
amounts of credit to this group, it appears that Gov-
ernment sources will have to assume a larger role if
credit is to be an increasingly important means used
to alleviate their chronic low income. Not only are
loan terms froth non-Government sources likely to
discourage credit use but commercial sources are
not likely to provide supervision and management
advice required by many of these borrowers.

Estimates given in the previous section show that
in one year, fiscal 1966, less than 25,000 FHA farm
borrowers receiving new loans had net cash incomes
which placed them in a chronically low income
group. But this figure overstates the direct role
played by FHA in providing credit to young, low
income farmers. Some of the low incee FHA bor-
rowers were older and others reported low incomes
because of temporary adversity. Moreover, an esti-
mated 5,000 rural housing loans received by farmers
with low incomes do not directly contribute to
improving incomes. These data when compared to
the number of "younger" farmers with chronically
low incomes who might benefit from a program
which supplies credit and managerial aid suggest
that alleviating farm poverty through special gov-
ernmental credit programs of the size operated in
fiscal year 1966 will take a long time.
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Chapter 29

Equivalent Levels of Living: A New Approach to Scaling
the Poverty Line to Different Family Characteristics

and Place of Residence

J. PATRICK MADDEN, economist, National Advisory Commission on Rural Poverty; and JEAN L. PENNOCK,
family economist, and CAROL M. JAEGER, statistician, Agricultural Research Service, U.S. Department
of Agriculture

How- .nany Americans are poor? Which areas
and population groups have the highest incidence
of poverty?- How rapidly is the number of poor
declining? These and other related questions are
at the 1- fart of our economic intelligence and sta-
tistics regarding poverty. All these poverty- facts
and figures are predicated on some objective, quan-
tifiable measure of poverty. At the national level,
deesions regarding overall program size, and allo-
cation of funds, as well as measurement of the
year-to-year effectiveness of programs, are based
on these data. And at the grassroots level, indi-
viduals are often denied the benefits of antipoverty
programs and aid because their incomes are above
some poverty cutoff level of income.

Poverty measurement is asually based on the gap
between current income and some standard- of what
constitutes an "adequate" income. If a family's in-
come is below some specified levelthe poverty
thresholdthat family is deemed to be in poverty.
Two basic steps are involved in establishing the
poverty thresholds for different categories of fam-
ilies: (1) Setting the general level of the poverty
line, and (2) determining a scale by which this
level is varied in relation to family size and type,
by place of residence, or other factors that may in-
fluence the amount of income a family needs to
obtain a nonpoverty level of living, as established
in step 1. In this paper, we will concentrate on the
second step, hoping to devise a method by which a
fair and accurate scale may be established, to be
applied to one of several possible choices of the
general poverty level. Choosing a general level for
the poverty thresholds is a value judgment, and as
such it is beyond the scope of this technical paper.

Even though our method is geared to income, we
recognize that poverty is a complex social and psy-
chological phenomenon, running much deeper than
inadequate income. But as long as poverty statistics
are based on income it will be necessary to have
accurate poverty lines. And if the poverty lines are

to be used in ways that intimately affect people's
lives, such as their use as family eligibility criteria,
then justice requires that these lines be as accurate
and fair as possible.

The purpose of this paper is to critically evalu-
ate the currently accepted official poverty scale, to
propose an alternative approach, and to present
some findings based on this approach. The findings
presented here are very tentative, for this is an
interim report on a continuing study which is far
from complete.

Ideally, the poverty thresholds shoUld perfectly
reflect the money needs of each individual family,
so that the low income aspect of poverty would be
eliminated by bringing each household just above
its respective poverty threshold. Such an idealized
system would, require analysis of individual fam-
ilies, and perpetual day-to-day updating and refine-
ment to take account of arising family problems,
availability of goods and services, fluctuating prices,
changing consumption patterns, and rising overall
standan .f poverty level. The family's wealth posi-
tion and changing value of assets should also be
taken into account. Differences in prices and quality
of food, clothing, housing, and other items should
be taken into account. Quantity variations should
also be accounted forpeople in colder climates
require more fuel, for example. And over a period
of time, changes in required income should be cal-
culated, as prices and quantities change, and as the
nation's standard of poverty rises.

In practice, poverty lines are calculated for a
number of different groups or categories of house-
holds whose needs are relatively homogeneous.
Sample surveys are used to determine the incomes
of the households in each group. The appropriate
poverty threshold is then compared with the income
of each of the sampled households, and the results
are tabulated and summarized to determine the
number and percent of "poverty" households in each
category.
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The Currently Accepted Method

Early in the 1960's the Council of Economic Ad-
visors began using $3,000 of family income as the
general poverty line. Since then a number of refine-
ments have been adopted to take into account the
varying income needs of different categories of
households. The first such refinement was to use
$1,500 rather than $3,000 as the poverty threshold
for single individuals living alone. In an attempt to
further refine the thresholds, Orshansky devised a
set of poverty scales that takes into account the
number of family members, the age and sex of the
family head, and the place of residentfarm or
nonfarm. This poverty scale was designed to center
at the $3,000 level previously set by the Council.1
-A-nonfarm family of four, for example, would need
$3,200 to be above poverty, in 1965. A nonfarm
family of seven would need $5,205 (2).2

The poverty thresholds have been officially
adopted by many government agencies, and the
tabulations based on these thresholds are widely
recognized and quoted. Many State and local wel-
fare agencies have also adopted the Orshansky
poverty thresholds as eligibility criteria, despite the
fact that she has warned that they were not de-
signed for this purpose and they are not appro-
priate.

Others have attempted to devise an alternate set
of scales.3 This paper is based on yet another such
attempt. Little, if any, attention has been given to
the questior of whether the $3,000 level (adjusted
for rising price level) is the appropriate place to
peg the poverty thresholds. Is this level really ade-
quate, according to society's concept of a decent
and acceptable level of living? We raise the ques-
tion here, without atter..pting to answer it.

The following is a critical evaluation of the
methods Orshansky used in developing her poverty
scale. This scale is based on the premise that the
proportion of income allocated to food is an indi-

-cator of level of economic well-being. This is a
widely used premise. For example, the scale devel-
oped by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) for
computing the City Worker's Family Budget (in-
come required to maintain urban families differing
in size and composition) is also based on the premise
that families allocating equal proportions of income
to food are at the same level of living. The invariate
proportion is found in the Budget. The income re-
quired by various classes of families is that level

I Miss Orshansky also developed a different scale to be
applied to a somewhat higher general level of income, to
represent the "near-poor."

Italic numbers in parentheses indicate references listed
at the end of this paper.

'See Hathaway (/, p. 38). Hathaway estin ' that farm
families require 86 percent as much ince nonfarm
families to have a comparable welfare or purcnasing power.

See also Watts (7). Watts computed a poverty scale for
rural-urban differentials in the poverty thresholds. He used
rural nonfarm data to represent "rural."
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of income at which families of the specified type
are allocating the specified proportion of income to
food, as indicated in the 1960-61 survey of con-
sumer expenditures.

The nonfarm version of the Orshansky scale is
developed by estimating the average cost of a com-
parable level of food consumption for families in
62 classes based on size and composition, and ob-
taining the required income by multiplying the food
cost by 3, an invariate multiplier (3).4

The food costs are based on the USDA's food
plans (5). These plans, at four consumption levels,
specify the quantities to be selected from among
specified foods for individuals of specified sex and
age. Carrent prices of the plans are revised periodi-
cally. The costs for individuals can be summed,
with appropriate adjustments related to family
size, to provide costs for the family. The economy
food plan, the least costly of the four plans, is the
basis for the generally accepted scale.° The value
of each food plan is multiplied by 3, the multiplier
derived from the average relation of food expendi-
tures to income in the 1J. S. population of families
of two or more persons.

Because farm families produce a part of their
own food, the values of the nonfarm food plans are
reduced to obtain comparable values for farm fam-
ilies. The reduction is now set at 30 percent, in line
with the findings of the 1960-61 survey of consumer
expenditures (4). (When the scale was first. pub-
lished, the differential was 40 percent, the approxi-
mate proportion of the total value of food that was
home produced, as reported in the 1955 Household
Food Consumption Survey.) The value of the food
plan, less 30 percent, is multiplied by 3 to obtain
a required income level for farm families. The
effect is to assume that farm families receive all
their goods and services 30 pe:cent cheaper than
nonfarm families. Tabulated data of the 1960-61
survey indicate this is not a valid assumption. For
some classes of consumption items, such as trans-
portation, for example, farm families actually spend
a greater amount than urban families with the
same income.

One of the principal objectives of the study on
which this paper reports is an examination into the
nature of the proper farm-urban differential and
the development of more realistic relationships.

Equivalent Levels of Living: A New
Approach

The method presented here is different from those
described above in several respects and while it may
be better in some ways, it is still far from the ideal.

' An exception is the two-person family. A ratio of 27
percent rather than one-third was used in this case.

3 A second scale was.also developed, based on the low-cost
food plan, which costs about a third more than the economy
plan.



It is presented here to facilitate further discussion,
critical evaluation, and future refinement. If. after
considerably more work and testing are done, this
method proves to be superior to all others, then it
should be adopted as a new basis for calculating
poverty thresholds, to be used for tabulating census
data. We do not propose these or any other such
poverty thresholds as eligibility criteria to be used
in administering programs for the poor. Such uses
are not warranted by the nature of poverty thresh-
olds.

Assumptions and Concepts

The key assumption of t.):,s method is that two
families are at the same kilo] of living if they can
afford the same level of food expenditure, adjusted
to the cost of home-served food. We assume two
alternative levels of diet adequacy, (1) the econ-
omy and (2) the low-cost food plans, the latter
being a somewhat higher level of consumption. The
amount of income a family needs to afford a given
level of food consumption is assumed to be deter-
mined by the family's "normal income level," as
defined later, the number and age of the children,
age of the head-of-household, tenure (whether the _
family owns or rents its dwelling), the region, and
urbanization.

This relationship is expressed symbolically as
follows:

(1) Fi=---f (Pi,R,U,A,T,S,H )
(2) Pi f (Fi,R,U,A,T,S,H)6
(3) Mt = f
(4) f (Pi,R,E1 ,A,T ,S,H)
(5) Di. f (Pi,R,U,A,T,S,H)
(6) f
(7) Qi -I- Mi C -I- Di + Ki

The terms are defined as follows:
F=7- food consumption. This includes expendi-

tures for food purchased for use at home or to be
carried from home, and for meals away from home,
the value of food or meals received as pay, and the
value of home- produced food. Because the value of
food consumed is related to USDA's food plans
(see above), which assume that all meals are eaten
at home, adjustment to a food-at-home basis was
made by dividing all expenditures for meals away
from home (except school lunches) by 2. The
rationale for this adjustment is that in the 1955
Household Food Consumption Survey, the average
meal away f:om home cost twice as much as the
average meal at home. Because of the subsidy in
most school lunches, however, it was believed that
the cost of school lunches was more like the cost of
a meal at home than a purchased meal, and no ad-

' As explained in the text, equation (2) is obtained by an
algebraic manipulation of equation (1), with F set at a pre-
scribed level.

justment was made to these expenditures. A further
adjustment was made reducing the value of home-
produced food by 60 percent because it has been
shown that 40 percent of the value of home-pro-
duced food substitutes for expendit ire for food and
the remaining 60 percent increases the level of food
consumption for farm families above that of non-
farm families at a comparable level of living (6).
That is. farm families tend to cat better than their
overall level of living would allow in a comparable
nonfarm situation. Therefore, the value of home-
produced food is reduced by 60 percent in calculat-
ing the value of food consumption expenditure. This
adjustment is necessary because of the basic premise
that families at comparable levels of living have
comparable food expenditures, adjusted to the cost
of home-served food.

P. Partial income equivalent. This item in-
cludes those categories of outlay that are relatively
stable from year to year. It serves as a proxy for
permanent or normal level of living. It includes all
expenditures for food at home and away from home
and the value of meals received as pay at the re-
ported level; expenditures for shelter (rent for
renters; real estate taxes, insurance, and mortgage
interest for owners; repairs paid 'for by the family
for both renters and owners) ; fuel, light, refriger-
ation, and water; household operations; house
furnishings and equipment; clothing, clothing mate-
rials, and clothing services; personal care; recre-
ation; reading; education; automobile operation
(but not purchase); other travel and transporta-
tion; miscellaneous family expenditures; gifts and
contributions; and personal insurance.

Excluded from P are three major consumption
categories: car purchase, medical care, and personal
taxes. Car purchase is excluded because of its ex-
treme fluctuation. During a year when a car is pur-
chased the entire purchase price is counted as the
value of car purchase, even though it is paid for in
monthly installments over 2 or more years. Other
durable goods such as furniture could have been
excluded on the same rationale, but they were left
in because of their relatively small magnitude as
compared with car purchase.

In determining the value of P for each of the
specified family type-family size classes, the value
of F is set at the estimated cost of the selected food
plan for the class. The cost was estimated on the
basis of the known number of family members,
average age of head and age-class of the oldest
child. The reported average age of the head was
used in determining the value of his food plan. The
wife was assumed to be in the same age class. A
hypothetical distribution of children in each family
type was developed. The average value for each
class in the North Central and South farm data was
compared to the average of values computed on the
reported composition of the individual families and
accepted for use on this basis in the other region-
urbanizations.
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M = Medical care. It includes payments for
health insurance made by the family and excludes
the value of care received through insurance or
otherwise without direct expenditure.

I= Income. It is money income received in the
survey year, after deduction of personal taxes and
occupational expenses.

C = Automobile purchase, net of trade-in allow-
ances and discounts but including financing charges.

D = Savings. More precisely, this quantity is the
net change in assets and liabilities. It is calculated
as the algebraic sum of increases and decreases in
assets and liabilities. Net increases in assets and
decreases in liabilities represent a net saving during
the year; net decreases in assets and increases in
liabilities represent a negative saving, or net dis-
saving.

K = Personal taxes, including Federal, State, and
local income taxes, poll taxes, and personal prop-
erty taxes.

R = Region, as defined by the Bureau of the
Census: Northeast, North Central, South, and
West.

U = Urbanization, determined by location-of the
principal family dwelling as urban, rural nonfarm,
and rural farm, as defined in the 1960 Census of
Population. Families living on urban farms are in
the urban population. (A separate analysis was
done for each region within urbanization, as dis-
cussed later.)

A = Age of household head, in years.
T= FamilyFamily type as determined on the basis of

relationship of family members and age of the chil-
dren of the family head. In this report, estimates.
are provided for 4 classes: Families of h' "band and
wife only (Type 1) ; and 3 classes of husband and
wife families with own children and no other per-
sons present: with oldest child under 6 years (Type
2); oldest child 6 through 17 years (Type 3); oldest
child 18 years and over (Type 4). (Binary dummy
variables were used to represent family type in the
regressions.)

S Family size, determined on the basis of the
aggregated weeks of family membership of all fam-
ily members. Fifty-two weeks of family member-
ship equals one year-equivalent person.

H = Tenure of the principal family dwelling in
three classes: (1) owners all year, (2) renters all
year, and (3) those who changed tenure during the
year. (Duminy variables were also used to repre-
sent tenure.)

Q = Required income. This quantity is inter-
preted as the income that a family would need to
afford the given level of food consumption (the
economy or low-cost food plan) for that family size
and type, given the usual consumption and saving
patterns of such families in the specified region and
urbanization. Q is calculated as the sum of con-
sumption categories (P M C K) plus sav-
ings (D) . This is based on the identity, income
equals consumption plus savings.
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Method Used

Multiple regression equations were computed
using ordinary least squares to estimate the equa-
tions (1) and (3) to i6). The individual household
interview record data from the 1960-61 Consumer
Expenditure Survey were usedover 13,000 obser-
vations in all. Each observation was weighted by
the population couit it represented. A number of
different algebraic forms were tried. The quadratic
form with binary (zero-one) dummy variables for
family type and home ownership seemed to be as
good as any, and it was selected because of its com-
putational simplicity. This is essentially a covari-
ance regression form. As additional resources are
made available, some of the other equation forms,
notably- the log-log and semi-log forms, will be
tested in the model to see how the choice of equa-
tion forth influences the ultimate outcome.

The estimate of equation (1) computed for the
North Central farm data is as follows:

F = 0.131 + .104P .0112P2 -I- .056S
(0.8) (4.9) (6.4) (3.4)

.0039T1 .054T2 + .0247'3 .029T4
(0.1) (0.9) (0.5) (0.6)

.018T3 .0147's -I- .006H1 .085H2
(0.2) (0.2) (0.1.) (1.0)

+ .00092A 4- .0119PS .00018PA
(0.5) (3.5) (0.3)

R2=-,0.65`. 1

In parentheses below each coefficient is the ab-
solute value of the "Student's t" test statistic for
testing the null, hypothesis that the coefficient is
zero. Regressions of similar form were computed
for each of the equations (3) to (6) for each of the
12 region-urbanizations. In each case the regres-
sion was highly significant, as indicated by the
analysis-of-variance of regression, despite the fact
that the R2 was as low as 2 percent in some cases.
Degrees of freedom were essentially infinite.

A separate set of regression equations was com-
puted for each of the three urbanizations within
each of the four, regions, making 12 separate Sets
of equations. Statistical tests were run to see if the
sets of data could be pooled to form separate equa-
tions for farm, combining all regions and using
dummy variables to represent the regions. The re-
sults indicated that the set of farm observations
from each region was significantly different from
that of the other regions. Similar tests were run to
see if all rural observations could be combined
farm plus rural nonfarm. Again, the results were
:Rich that pooling seemed inadvisable. The same
answer occurred when pooling at the national level
was attempted. In short, the tests showed that each
region-urbanization should be handled separately,
because significantly different regression equations
are obtained in each case.

Within each region-urbanization, a set of income
levels required to afford the economy food plans
was computed for each of 16 size-types, first for



owners, than for renters. Then the entire procedure
was repeated for the low-cost food plans. An iter-
ative procedure was followed. First, the food value,
F, was specified based on family size, type, region,
and urbanization. Thep, equation (1) was alge-
braically transformed to obtain equation (2), with
P as a function of F, and the value of F was substi-
tuted to obtain a predicted value of P. This is
interpreted as the partial income equivalent needed
to afford the food budget specified in F.

Rather than transforming equation (1) to get
equation (2), we would have preferred fitting an
equation directly with F as independent variable
and P as dependent, since we are estimating the
value of P for a given value of F. But this did not
prove to be practical because of the nature of the
data. The reason may be seen when the data are
plotted. When P is plotted on F. the data describe
a curve that extends upward to the right, with an
increasing slope. As evidence of this, we found that
a third degree polynomial in F had significantly
positive coefficients for the F, F2, and F3 terms.
With such a sharply sloping relationship, the pre-
dicted value of-P for a given value of F is quite
unreliable, as we learned-ex poste.

After solving equation (2) for P, this value was
plugged into equation (3), to estimate how much
medical care expenditure, M, would be consistent
with that level of P, gi'ven the specified family size,
type, and. other variables.

The same value of P was -then substituted into
equations (4), (5), and (6), to determine the values
of C, D, and K consistent with the other variables.

Finally, the required income, Q, was calculated
as the sumP-FM-FC+D-FK. This is the in
come needed to afford the food plan (at the econ-
omy or the low-cost level) for a specific size and
type of family. Then Q was calculated for the 15
other types and sizes of family and all 16 required
income levels were weighted to determine a com-
bined average value of required income. This prom-
dure was done separately for owners and renters in
each of the 12 region-urbanizations. Then weighted
average estimates for the region-urbanizations were
derived by weighting together the values for the
selected family type-family size cells in the- propor-
tion in which they occur in the U.S. population
(urban and rural). This procedure per aits com-
parison of needs without regard for differences asso-
ciated «ith the population mix.

Given the recursive nature of this model, it would
have been desirable to use two-stage least squares
rather than ordinary least squares in estimating the
coefficients. However, this would have added greatly
to the time involved in completing this assignment.
As additional resources become available, this and
other refinements may be introduced.

In practice, we found that the model produced
negative savings, or dissavings, in a few family
size-types. We set these negative values at zero in
computing Q. The rationale for doing this is that it

seems unrealistic and inequitable to expect certain
classes of low income families to dissave year after
year as the basis for maintaining a standard level
of living.

Results of the Analysis

The following tentative conclusions may be
drawn from the analysis:

1. Farm families in general, particularly renters,
may require more than 70 percentperhaps 80 to
85 percentas much income as comparable urban
families.

2. The farm-urban ratio varies from one region
to another. For example, the study reported here
showed that the ratio should be 84 percent in the
Southern region; and 81 percent in the North
Central region.

3. Owners and renters may require a different
ratio: In the South, the ratios for farm owners and
renters turned out to be essentially equal; 84 and 83
percent, respectively. But in the North- Central
region, owners required only 73 percent, while
renters required 97 percent as much income as com-
parable urban families to attain the same level of
living, as defined earlier.

4. The ratio may vary from one family size and
type to another. If so, a constant ratio as used in
other poverty scales is not appropriate.

Some of the detailed findings supporting these
tentative conclusions are presented below. Only the
South and North Central regions are shown. A
similar analysis was done for the West and Nort6-
east, and roughly the same relationships were re-
vealed. But a number of very unrealistic answers
appeared, so the result from these two regions are
withheld pending further examination.

These estimates-are further limited to families of
two or more persons, consisting of husband and
wife only or husband and wife and their never-
married children. The exclusion of other families
of two or more persons is necessary because the
published data on the survey do not provide enough
information on the sex-age composition of these
family types to calculate the values of F needed for
evaluating equation (2). Estimates were also de-
rived for single individuals, but these were found to
be unreasonable. Probably the differences in the
consumption patterns of single consumers and fam-
ilies preclude the derivation of valid estimates for
single consumers using pooled data. The calcula-
tions have been limited to families of seven or fewer
persons. Also excluded 4..roin the present analysis
are data for families that changed tenure during the
survey year.

The estimates given here relate to 64 percent of
the U. S. count of families and single consumers.
The remaining 36 percent includes families of the
selected types who were excluded because of size
or because they changed tenure during the year (6
percent) one-parent families (5 percent) ; hus-
band-wife families with persons other than own
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children present (6 percent) ; single consumers (15
percent) ; and all other family types (4 percent).

The income needed (Q) to afford the economy
food plan is shown in table 1, for a selected family
size-type. Q values are shown for the three urban-
izations (farm, urban, and rural nonfarm) for the
North Central and Southern regions. Among home-
owners, an urban family of four whose oldest child
is age 6 to 17 years, would need $4,760 in the North
Central region, $3,214 in the South, to afford a level
of living consistent with the economy food plan,
the food plan underlying Orshansky's poverty scale.
A farm family of comparable size and type in the
same region would require 70 percent as much in-
come as an urban family in the North Central

region, 90 percent as much as an urban family in
the South-$3,325 and $2,899, respectively.

Table 2 shows the same kind of data, though in
greater detail. These data are shown here not as a
proposed "final answer," but rather, as a basis for
showing the degree of detail that is possible using
this approach, and to indicate the variation in re-
sults from one family size and type to another.

The use of an invariate multiplier in conjunction
with the cost oc the food plans in the Departinent
of Health, Education, and Welfare scale and the
use of an invariate ratio of food to income in the
BLS scale is justifiable only if nonfood costs vary
in direct proportion to food costs over the range4:of
family type and size. The estimates of required in-

TABLE 1.-Required incomes for the economy food plan level, family size 4, family type 3 (oldest child
6 to 17 years)

Tenure of dwelling and region Urban
Rural

nonfarm
Rural Ratio of farm
farm to urban

Percept
Owners:

North Central
South

Renters:
North Central
South

Dollars

4,760
3,214

4,404
3,382

Dollars

4,941
3,575.

4.075
3,527

Dollars

3.325 70
2.899 90

3,724 85
3,093 91

TABLE 2.-Required incomes or North Central and South, owners and renters combined, economy food
plan level

North Central South Ratio, farm to urban

Family type' and size
Farni Urban Farm Urban

North
Central South

)o/. Dol. Dol. Dol. Pct.
....

Pct.
Type 1. 2 persons 1,244 1,315 712 764 95 93

Type 2:
3 persons
4 persons

3,305
3,603

3,895
4,232

1,763
2,196

2,566
3,109

85
85

69
71

5 persons 3,754 4,192 2,483 3,443 90 72
6 persons 3,874 4,158 2,732 3,554 93 77

Type 3:
3 persons 2,623 3,864 2,045 2,200 68 93
4 persons 3,437 4,660 2,953 3,261 74 91
5 persons 3,889 5,040 3,284 3,795 77 87
6 persons 4,215 5,090 3,564 4,085 83 87
7 persons 4.849 5,650 3,956 4,670 86 85

Type 4:
3 persons 2,501 3,365 1,677 1,688 74 99
4 persons 4,243 5,260 3,111 3,696 81 84
5 persons 8,197 6,334 3,870 4,759 82 81
6 persons 5,228 6,138 4,006 4,782 85 84
7 persons 6358 7,278 4,782 5,833 87 82

Total. Size 2+ 2,805 3,469 2,040 2,389 81 85

' As defined earlier, type 1 is husband and wife only; type 2 includes children, the oldest being under 6 years; type 3,
oldest (.1ild 8 to 17 years; type 4, oldest child 18 years or older.
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come developed in this study, although too irregular
to indicate the proper relationship of food and non-
food costs, have enough pattern to suggest that the
relationship is not invariate. Table 3 indicates that
nonfood costs rise relatively less than food costs as
family size increases. The differences between these
rates of increase are greater for families with young
children only, than in families with older children.

Conclusion: Further Refinements Needed

Several additional refinements in this method are
needed. These have become apparent as the study
has evolved. A brief discussion of these ideas is
sketched here as the starting place for further
critiques and suggestions.

The equations with savings, car purchase, and
taxes as dependent variables should be improved.
The R2 is rather low, though statistically significant.
Perhaps some reasonable and defensible way can be
found to introduce P, as a proxy for the tem-
porary component of Income. This variable would
give a very good fit to the savings-and car-purchase
data. The reason- is as follows: The temporary in-
come component fluctuates from year to year as a
result of windfall losses and gains. The permanent
component is quite stable. Windfall gains are likely
to he spent on an automobile (C) or-put into sav-
ings (D), and some of it is taxed away (K). Sav-
ings will be less when an automobile is purchased,
so that C and D are inversely correlated. Losses, or
negative temporary income, are reflected in reduced
savings, postponement of the automobile purchase

(or perhaps purchase of a cheaper model), and re-
duced taxes. Thus, the magnitude of C, D, and K
are strongly affected by temporary income, which
may be represented by I P. On the other hand,
food consumption is related more closely to perma-
nent income than to reported income. The bulk of
a windfall gain is spent not on food (if the family
is above the subsistence level) but on durable
goods, savings, and taxes. And when a loss occurs,
the family tends to cut back on items other than
food. For this reason, equation (1) shows food con-
sumption as a function of P, the proxy for perma-
nent, income, rather than reported income. The
same rationale seems to apply to the routine medi-
6-al care expenses, not including emergencies. How-
ever, despite the fact that I P would give a better
fit to the D, C, and perhaps the K equations, there
are serious conceptual problems in using such equa-
tions in the model presented here. Further discus-
sion and study are needed.

The form of the P equation shown earlier for the
North Central farm .households is the same form
as the equations used in calculating the other com-
ponents of required income (M, C, D, and K).
Other equation forms were computed, but their
implied required incomes have not been calculated.

-A somewhat different type of regression model
should also be tried, one that has interaction terms
between each of the family type dummy variables
and the continuous or numeric variables (P; S, and
A). In this way, a different "response" to the con-
tinuous variables could be allowed for each family

TABLE 3.Relative change in cost of economy food plan with change in family size, and estimate of nonfood
needs by family type

I4-person family in each type and in each region urbanization = 1001

Farm Urban
Family type and

size class North Central South North Central South

Cost of
food plan

Nonfood
needs

Cost of
food plan

Nonfood
needs

Cest of
food plan

Nonfood
needs

Cost of
food plan

Nonfood
needs

Husband and wife,
oldest child under
6 years:

4 persons 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

5 persons 114 102 115 112 114 95 115 109

6 persons 126 103 127 123 126 91 127 110

Husband and wife,
oldest child 6 to 17
years:

4 persons 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

5 persons 115 112 116 109 115 106 116 117

8 persons 129 120 131 117 130 103 131 123

7 persons 150 138 152 127 150 113 152 140

Husband and wife,
oldest child 18 years
and over:,

4 persons 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

5 persons 121 122 122 125 121 120 122 131

6 persons 132 121 133 127 132 112 133 128

7 persons 159 147 161 151 159 133 161 157
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type. A similar set of interaction tt.- as should be
tried for the tenure dummy variables, Hi and H2.
Also, C should be used as an independent variable
in the D equations, and D in the C equations.

Issues more basic than analytical procedure
should also be faced. For example, variations in
quality of housing between rural and urban groups
should not be ignored. The 1960 Census of Housing
contains data that show rural housing to be far
inferior, even for comparable income classes. Qual-
ity of other goods and services also varies between
rural and urban sectors, as well as among regions.
Two families cannot be said to have the same level
of living if one has goods and services that are of
inferior quality. The fact that variation exists is
easily demonstrated. How to handle this variation
is a much more difficult task. These and other con-
ceptual_ problems' must be dealt with if a sound
and reliable poverty scale is to be developed.
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Chapter 30

Poverty Projections in Relation to Aggregate Demand,
Economic Growth, and Unemployment

J. PATRICK MADDEN, economist, National Advisory Commission on Rural Poverty

At a time when the antipoverty programs are
facing severe budgetary limitations and the unem-
ployment level has begun edging back up, it is
timely to look at the question of poverty projec-
tions. In particular, it is essential to develop some
idea of what effect the rates of economic growth and
unemployment are likely to have on the overall
number of boor, and-the number of poor in various
subgroups. Are economic growth and full employ-
ment likely to eliminate poverty, or must we look
to massive antipoverty programs?-

Lampman (6)1 developed an elaborate set of
poverty projections to 1970 and 1975. In effect, his
projections showed that unless special :programs
were begun on a grand scale, the poverty situation
would become stagnant,- with little or no improve-
ment in sight for years to come. His analysis did
not consider the effects of alternative national eco-
nomic policies related toAhe growth rate, aggregate
demand, and employment. Other researchers have
examined different aspects of this complex relation-
ship. The purpose of this paper is to discuss their
methods-and findings, insofar as they are applicable
here, and to present the results of a somewhat dif-
ferent approach to the question of poverty projec-
tions.

Recent Studies of Poverty Relationships

One of the best and most widely quoted pieces on
the subject of poverty relationships is the "Trick-
ling _Down" paper by Anderson (2). Using time
series data for a number of population subgroups,
Anderson estimated the elasticity of income with
respect to economic growth for each of several
population subgroups. He fitted a series of regres-
sions relating the annual percentage change in each
group's median income to the annual percentage
change in deflated U.S. per capita personal income.
Families with female head and families with head
over 65, were found to be in the "backwash" of the
economy, in the sense that the median incomes for
these groups are insensitive to movements in U.S.
per capita personal income. Farm families who re-

' Italie numbers in parentheses indicate references listed
at end of this paper.

main on farms also appeared to be "fighting-an up-
hill battle." Butfor nonsvhitesloutside the-South),
the elasticity is very high and highly significant.
Whites and families with male head have elasticities
of 1.0 or greater, indicating their ability to realize
benefits at least proportionate to rising national
median income.

Anderson also plotted group data showing each
group's incidence of poverty (as defined below)
against group median income. The resulting graph
demonstrated that while a group has generally low
incomes and'high incidence of poverty, reductions
in poverty resulting from rising median income
occur rapidly. But as the -group becomes more
affluent, eventually only the hard core poor are left;
and these are largely unresponsi o increases in
the income of the group as a who

Anderson's model is essentially c following:

(1) M it= f (Mt)
(2) Pie = f (Mee)
Where Mu = median income for group i in year t;

Mt= national median income in year t;
(Underlined terms are used through-
out this paper to represent national
aggregate data.)

Pit = percentage of group i in poverty dur-
ing year t.

Throughout this paper, I. have used "poverty"
data based on the admittedly crude poverty cri-
terion, $3,000 family income, as Anderson did in
the article discussed here. This choice was forced
by the lack of a sufficiently long time series based
on a better set of poverty thresholds. However, an
analysis by Aaron (1) suggests that the relation-
ships examined here may not be substantially
affected by this choice. Using aggregate poverty
data based on $3,000, Aaron got essentially the
same coefficients as those obtained by using the
Orshansky poverty thresholds that vary by family
size and by farm-nonfarm residence (10).

Although Anderson's article is useful, it throws
little light on the effects of alternative growth rates
and unemployment rates. Gallaway (4) made an
attempt in that direction using as his model:

(3) Pt =---i(Mt, Ut)
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Where Ur is the national unemployment rate during
year t.

Using time series data for the years 1947-63,
Gallaway fitted a regression and used the resulting
equation to project poverty rates to 1980. His main
conclusion was that the Council of Economic Ad-
visors had overpredicted the number of poor, thus
overstating the seriousness of the need for anti-
poverty programs. The Council estimated that 10
percent of American families would still be in pov-
erty by 1980, based on a 4-percent unemployment
rate and a relatively high 2.93-percent annual rate
of increase in median family income. As an alter-
native, the Council assumed a 6-percent unem-
ployment rate and a 2.18-percent growth rate. The
resulting incidence of poverty was mud) greater:
13 percent. In contrast Gallaway estimated only
6.4 percent and 8.7 percent) respectively, using the
Council's own assumptions. Gallaway's conclusion
was that massive antipoverty programs were -first
of all unnecessary; since economic growth would
largely solve the problem. And secondly, such pro-
grams would, in Gallaway's view, be ineffective
anyway because the 6-percent level of poverty in-
cidence may be approaching the "irreducible mini-
mum below which the value of P (percent incidence
of poverty). cannot be pushed short of direct-sub-
sidy programs."

At face value, Gallaway's- argument -.appeared
convincing. However, Aaron (1) conducted an
analysis which raised several questions as to the
validity of Gallaway'i procedures and results.
First, Aaron demonstrated that aggregate poverty
statistics, representing the nation as a whole, were
too crude a tool for testing the backwash thesis
the idea that poverty will remain despite economic
growth. For example, Aaron showed that white-fam-
ily poverty is more sensitive to economic growth
but less sensitive to the unemployment rate than
is nonwhite family poverty. Furthermore, he
showed that -Gallaway's-results are sensitive to the
form of equation used in theregressions; the semi-
logarithmic form, according to Aaron, tends to
overstate the impact of rising- incomes on the in-.
cidence of poverty.

The model Aaron used is essentially this:

(4) Pit. f (Mt, (le)

It differs from Gallaway's model [equation (3) 1
in that national median income and unemployment
are regressed on the incidence (percent) of poverty
in the ith group, rather than the nation as a whole.
The analysis was done for seven groups, varying by
location of residence (farm or nonfarm), race
(white or nonwhite), and sex of family head.

Aaron concluded that Gallaway's rather optimis-
tic view of the curative role of economic growth by
itself was unwarranted. For example, among the
nonfarm white female-headed families, more than
34 percent would still be poor in 1970, and nearly
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25 percent in 1980, despite high economic growth.
These families accounted for more than a third of
all poor households in 1964.

Analysis of Employment Relationships

Some of Aaron's equations showed the national
unemployment rate to be a significant variable in
explaining the incidence of poverty. This raises the
question, What effect does rising employment have
on the employment in each subgroup?

Muth (9) examined the relation between the un-
employment in various subgroups of the labor force
(by age, sex, and color) and the national unem-
ployment rate. His model was as follows:

(5) rift = f(Ut, re)

Where Te is the time trend.
He used-first differences in estimating his equa-

tions, because the Durban-Watson statistic sug-
gested positively Correlated errors when the original -

data were used. The constant tern] in his equation,
interpreted as the time trend, turned out to be non-
significant. His findings.were consistent with those
presented earlier in the classic study by Simler (11),
namely, that the structural hypothesis may be laid
to rest. More explicitly, Muth found that with the
exception of teenagers, measures that reduce the
overall unemployment rate (U) will do the same
for all group's or workers.

Mooney and Watts (8) studied the relation be-
tween the .national unemployment rate (TI) and
employment among the poor. Their model was this:

(6) E (poor) e = f (Ut)

Where E(poor) is the employment among the
poor, in absolute numbers. A decline in U from 5.4
to 4.5 to 3.5 was taken as representing a hypotheti-
cal rise in aggregate demand. GiVen the date when
their study was done (early 1965), this representa-
tion seems reasonable. But recent experience has
shown that aggregate demand _can climb at a rapid
rate even -while the national unemployment rate is
rising. During September 1967, the unemployment
rate reached its highest level in 2 years, 4.1 percent,
while gross national product (GNP) continued to in-
crease steadily. How could thiktiappen? A plausible
explanation is offered by Arthur M. Ross, Commis-
sion of Labor Statistics (see New York Times, Oct;
12, 1967). Ile attributes all of the increase to an
unusual rise in unemployment among adult women.
The number of women entering the labor force rose
by nearly a millionabout double the usual num-
ber. Many of these women found jobs, but not
enough to overcome the substantial rise in the labor
force. Consequently, the national unemployment
rate increased sharply, from 3.8 to 4.1 percent in 1
monthsupposedly indicating an economic slow-
down.



Meanwhile, other statistical series gave the op-
posite indication. The unemployment rate for adult
men remained near the record low, at 2.3 percent,
and the rate for nonwhite men reached its record
low of 3.5 percent. Retail sales also continued to
advance. It is quite clear from the above that the
unemployment rate alone is a rather weak, some-
times misleading, indicator of aggregate demand
and economic growth conditions.

The analysis by Mooney and Watts (8) serves a
useful purpose, in showing the relation between
national rates of unemployment and employment
among the poor. However, because their model ex-
cludes any specific growth-rate variables, such as
the rate of change in median income or deflated
disposable personal- income per capita, their find-
ingsthat a shift from '5.4 to 3.5 percent unem-
ployment rate would lift 1.8 million out of poverty
must be taken as inconclusive.

Mooney later, in a much more incisive study
(7), examined the effects of overall Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) unemploy-
ment rate on the labor, force participation rate of
various subgroups of the urban poor labor force.

He used 1960 decennial census data on 1,400 pov-
erty tracts in the, 52 -largest SMSA's (those over
500,000 population) to calculate regression equa-
tions. His basic model was this:

(7) Lim = f (Ur).

Where LIR = labor force participation rate. In the
subscript; the index i represents the
poverty tract within the jth metro-
politan area (SMSA) for sex k (male

or female).
Ue = unemployment rate in the jth SMSA

The 1,400 urban poverty tracts were separated
into three types: Predominantly nonwhite, pre-
dominantly white, and racially mixed. Within each
of these types, the male and female data were
analyzed separately, by using equation (7). Then,
for the females, an additional independent variable
was included to represent the demand for female
labor.

Mooney's results supported what he called the
"discouraged worker thesis"the idea that, as un-
employment rises and jobs are harder to find, many
people give up and drop out of the labor force. For
example, an elasticity of 4.52 was found for non-
white married females. This implies that an increase
of 1 percent in the unemployment rate in the local
SMSA leads to a decline of 41/2 points in the labor
force participation rate of nonwhite married
women. During periods of high unemployment,
there may be some nonwhite females who enter the
labor force, as their husbands are thrown out of
work. But at the same time, on balance a greater
number of discouraged females withdraw from the
labor force when jobs become harder to find. These
findings lead Mooney to conclude (with several
qualifying caveats) that during prosperous times,

the average nonwhite family with both husband
and wife present will attempt to lift itself out of
poverty by becoming a multiple-earner family.
Thus the so-called backwash thesisthe idea that
some subgroups are not helped by improving eco-
nomic conditionsseems not to apply to nonwhites.
As the unemployment rate rises, many nonwhite
females drop out of the labor force, and the typical
nonwhite family's poverty is compounded by fre-
quent unemployment of the household head and
fewer breadwinners. On the other hand, Mooney
contends that the backwash thesis has some rele-
vance to poor urban white families with both par-
ents present: proportionately fewer of these people
are drawn into the labor force by a tighter labor
market.

Thurow- has recently completed, a truly elegant
study in which lie analyzed factors affecting em-
ployment gains of certain disadvantaged groups
(12) . His model was this:

(8) En tt=f(E4 it, E4 , U4ee, U!`e. C e, T t, Ilre)

Where EDIT= employment among the ith disad-
vantaged group (e.g., nonwhite adult
males) in year t.

EA ee = employment among the jth advan-
taged or preferred group (e.g., white
adult males) in year t.2

Wee =unemployment rate among the ad-
vantaged group in year t.

Ce =racial compoSition of the labor force
percent nor whites in year t.

T t = time trend.
We = minimum wage/average hourly earn-

ings in year t.

He used seasonally adjusted quarterly data from
1954 to the second quarter of 1966 in computing his
regressions. A multiple linear regression model was
used. To achieve relatively homogeneous groups, he
handled whites and nonwhites separately, and broke
the labor force in each race group into three sub-
groups by sex and age: ,adult males, adult females,
and .teenagers. In using his equations for making
projections, he represented a rise in aggregate de-
mand by a 1-percent drop in -U4, the unemployment
rate for white adult males and femal6s. This proce-
dure is predicated on the assumption that white
employment gains are a reasonable proxy for the
forces embodied in a rising aggregate demand.

Thurow's results indicate that an expansion of
aggregate demand strong enough to raise employ-
ment among the advantaged groups (adult whites)
by 1 percent would "increase employment among
adult nonwhite males by 3.3 percent, among adult
nonwhite females by 1.7 percent, among nonwhite

Nonwhite adult male employment is regressed on whi1.1
adult male employment; nonwhite adult female employment
on white adult female employment; nonwhite teenage em-
ployment on white teenage employment; and general teen-
age employment on adult variables (both male and female)
(12, p. 7).
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teenagers by 3.9 percent, and among white teen-
agers by 2.6 percent" (12, p. 13).' (These projec-
tions ignore the induced increases in the labor force
participation rate.) Concurrently, unemployment
rates for these groups would decline by much more
than 1 percent: 3.1 percent, 1.6 percent, 2.9 percent,
and 1.3 percent, respectively. Thus the disadvan-
taged groups would gain proportionately more than
the advantaged, as reflected by these key employ-
ment statistics.

But what about the overall effects on the number
of poor in these groups? Orshansky (10) has demon-
strated that even though there is a sr -Miler incidence
of poverty among those with jobs, literally millions
of families are-,poor even though the head is em-
ployed at a full-time job.4 Thus, for many people,
getting a job is not tantamount to escaping (.ren-
pocerty, particularly in the low-wage occupations.
For this reason, projections of employment and un-

---eniployment rates such as-those presented by Muth
(9), Mooney (7), Mooney and Watts (8), and
Thurow (12) are only a part, though an essential
part, of the picture. Likewise, projections of pov-
erty rates are incomplete if they ignore variations
among subgroups in regard to unemployment, as
was done by Anderson (2), Gallaway (4) , and
Aaron (1). The model presented below is an at-
tempt to bridge the gap between these two kinds of
analyses,

A Recursive System for Poverty Projections
The mode: for a recursive system for poverty

projections picks up where Anderson (2) left off.
His graphic analysis demonstrated that a subgroup's
poverty rate was related to its median income, and
he statistically tested the hypothesis that changes
in subgroup median income were related to -aggre-
gate demand, as represented by changes in the
national median income. See equations (1) and (2).
In the model presented below, the subgroup's .pov-
erty rate is related to the median income and un-
employment rate of the subgroup, rather than the
nation as Aaron (;) did.

The model may be represented in general form as
follows:

(9) Uie f (Ue)

(10) Mee = f (Mt, Uje)
(11) P., = f (Mit, fig)

Thurow obtained these results by evaltaiting the elastici-
ties at the means. using his multiple linear regression equa-
tions. This leads one to wonder whether different elasticities
would obtain at higher or lower levels of unemployment.
By using at more flexible equation form. such as a nonlinear
model with interaction terms, or perhaps by fitting the data
for high- and low-unemployment years separately, one could
te:4 the hypothesis that the employment_gains of a given
subgroup depend on the current level of employment-
whether we are operating in a relatively slack or tight labor
situation.

' Applying her own poverty thresholds to data from the
March 1965 Current Population Survey, Orshansky showed
that more than 2 million families whose heads worked 50 to
52 weeks during 1964 were nonetheless in poverty.
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In equation (11), the incidence of poverty (Pie)
in subgroup i during year t is hypothesized to be
dependent upon the subgroup's median income and
unemployment rate. In this system of equations, the
national unemployment rate (U) and the national
median income (M) are exogenous variables.

A nuinber of equation forms were tried. The
equations presented below seemed to be adequate
for demonstrating the use of the inodel, though
other forms gave equally good fits of the data.5

Annual time series data for the period 1948-
65 were used in fitting the regression equations
(table- 1) .

The equations estimated for white families are
as follows:

(9-1.3) log Uwe = 0.02134 + 0.01774 Ue
1.0)

+ 0.77586 log Ue

(4.1)

R2..9914
(10-1.3) log Mw: = 0.01533 + 1.00802 log Me

(159.4)
- 0.00402 log Um

(1.0)

R2 =.9995

(11-1.4) log Pwe = 2.28924 - 1.36555 log Mwe
+ 0.05095 log Uwe

(2.7)

R2 = .9939

In parentheses below each coefficient is the value
of the "Student's t" statistic for testing the hy-
nothesis that the coefficient is different from zero.
in each equation, the subscript i is replaced by W
to represent the white subgroup.

When equation (9-1 .3) is translated out of logs,
it ''as the form: Y = al0 "' 202
EU; ions (10-1.3) and (11-1.4) have the more
fa.iiiiiar Cobb-Douglas form:

Y = a X1 "X262

A similar set of equations em_ ploy data for non-
white families:

(9-2.3 log UN: = -0.02776 - 0.08394 Ur
(1.4)

+ 2.02038 log Ue
(3.2)

R2 = .9355

:Ming to Foote (3. p. 64) a recursive s :.em such as
this will provide statistically consistent estimates of the
structural coefficients, if two stage least_ squares is used in
estimating the equations. I have used ordinary least squares,
but if the residuals of filo equations are tincorrelated, this
method will give essentially the same results. Further anal-
ysis will be required.



TABLE 1.=-Duta used for regression equations

National
aggregate

data

Subgroup data'

Whites Nonwhites

U M

Per it Thousands Percent Percent Thousands Percent Percent Thousands Percent

1948 as $4.119 28.5 3.6 $4.281 28.5 5.9 $2.290 64.7
1949 5.9 4.049 30.0 5.6 4.215 30.0 8.9 2.152 67.0
1950 5.3 4.293 27.6 4.9 4.459 27.6 9.1 2.423 61.7
1951 3.3 4.439 25.1 3.1 4.620 25.1 5.3 2.432 61.3
1952 3.1 4.557 23.5 2.3 4.817 23.5 5.4 2.735 55.8

1953 2.9 4.928 22.5 2.7 5.126 22.5 4.5 2.877 52.4
1954 5.6 4.819 23.9 5.0 5.021 23.9 9.8 2.789 53.1
1955 4.4 5.143 21.3 3.9 5.375 21.3 8.7 2.956 50.8
1956 4.2 5.478 19.0 3.7 5.722 19.0 8.4 3.006 49.9
1957. ..... 4.3 5.466 19.1 3.9 5.694 19.1 8.0 3.051 49. i

1958. 6.8 5.457 19.2 6.1 5.691 19.2 12.6 2.9:33 51.0
1959 5.5 5.773 18.1 4.9 6.028 18.1 10.7 :3.109 48.4
1960 5.6 5.904 17.9 5.0 6.150 17.9 10.2 3.390 44.4
1961 6.7 5.967 17.7 6.0 6.246 17.7 12.5 3.321 45.7
1962 5.6 6.135 16.6 4.9 6.421 16.6 11.0 3.422 43.3

1963 5.7 6.358 15.5 5.1 6.659 15.5 10.9 3.525 42.3
1964 5.2 6.569 15.3 4.6 6.858 15.3 9.8 3.838 37.4
1965 4.6 6.763 14.8 4.1 7.052 14.8 8.3 3.917 36.7

Sources: Unemployment data are from the 1966 Manpower Report of the President, p. 166. Rates are for persons aged
14 and over. Income data, from U.S. Bureau of the Census. are in constant 1964 dollars.

lAs explained in the text.

(10-2.3) log M;v = -0.25649 + 1.09914 log Mt
(20.8)

0.06997 log Ulvt
(2.5)

R2 = .9734

(11-2.4) log Pat = 2.18209 - 1.00880 log Mivt
(33.6)-

-0.00541 log UNt
(0.3)

R2 = .9896

Muth (9) raised the question of serial correlation
in the relationship between subgroup and national
unemployment rates. To get around this problem,
he used first differences in estimating his equations.
A somewhat preferable approach is to include a
time variable (T) in the equations along with the
basic data. This was done, and the above equations
were rerun. In each case, the coefficient of the time
trend variable was not significantly different from
zero. Therefore, the lquations shown above, which
exclude the time trend variable, were used in mak-
ing projections.

Comparing the size of the corresponding coeffi-
cients for whites versus nonwhites in equations (9)
and (10), we see that nonwhites have a relatively
greater stake in a favorable economic environmen'
than do whites. For example, a comparison of equa-
tions (10-1.3) and (10-2.3) shows that nonwhites
have a slightly higher elasticity of subgroup median
income with respect to national median income than

do whites. This is consistent with Thurow's findings
discussed earlier, that nonwhites gain proportion-
ately more than do whites, from a rise in aggregate
income. These equations also show that nonwhites
have a higher, elasticity for subgroup unemploy-
ment, which tends to support the same hypothesis.

In ex' mining the third equation of each set
[equations (11-1.4) and (11-2.4)1 we see that the
elasticity of poverty rate with respect to unemploy-
ment has the expected sign and is highly significant
for whites, but it is not significantly different from
zero for the nonwhites. Apparently nonwhite
median income alone gives an adequate fit. Other
equations fitted to these data verify this idea. The
effect of higher nonwhite unemployment is felt
through equation (10-2.3), by suppressingmcnwhite
median income, m jell in turn raises the incidence
of nonwhite poverty in equation (11-2.4).

As a subsidiary part of this analysis, one of
Aaron's (1) contentions was also re-examined,
namely, that national aggregate r werty data, as
used by Gallaway, are inappropria:c for projecting
poverty. The same regression models as those in
equations (9) to (11) were used for white and non-
white data combined. Then hn F test was done on
the residual sums of squares of the pooled versus
the separate equations. The resulting F values were
highly significant: white and nonwhite data should
not be pooled for estimating the equations pre-
sented here. Even a finer disaggreg 'un would oe
desirable-splitting the data for each racial group
still further, by age, sex, faros-nonfa.m place of
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residence, and perhaps other factors as well. But
unfortunately, time series data, cross-tabulated on
such a fine breakdown, are not presently available
for a sufficient number of years. As more detailed
data become available, models such as the one pre-
sented here should be estimated for the more de-
tailed subgroups, such as white teenage males. In
the meantime, however, further analysis can be
(tone with existing data, as discussed later.

In using the recursive model to project poverty
data, the assumed employment rate (U) for year
1970 was plugged into equations (9-1.3) and
(9-2.3) to estimate the unemployment rates tri.
and UN. urro that would occur for whites and non-
whites, re,spectively:These values were then applied
in equations (10-1.3) and (10-2.3), respectively,
along with assumed values of M UM, the projected
national median income in year 1970, to estimate
median income for whites, Mir. 1970. and nonwhites,
MN, um. These values were then substituted into
equations (11-1.4) and 11-2.4), respectively, along
with the appropriate unemployment rates, to cal-
culate a projected incidence of poverty for each
racial group for 1970. Similar projections were made
for 1975. These poverty rates wer,, then applied to
projected population data to obt.... projected num-
bers of white and nonwhite families in poverty in
1970 and 1975, given alternative assumptions re-
garding the state of the national economic environ-
ment.

It is a well-established fact that the rate of eco-
nomic growth and aggregate demand, as refluted in
projected values of national median income, atp not
unrelated to the unemployment rate that occurs
during the same period. Therefore, in using this sys-
tem of equations to make projections, it was desir-
able to use a mutually consistent and reasonable
combination of values for U and M. To this end,
the ,projections published by the Joint Economic
Committee were used (5). These projections were
elaborately and painstakingly developed in the
Office of Business Economics, U.S. Department of
Commerce. Two alternative general economic con-
ditions were assumed. Situation A includes a 3-per-
cent national rate of unemployment, a 41/2-percent
annual rate of real growth in GNP, and a 2-percent
annual increase in the price level. Situation B in-
cludes a 4-percent unemployment rate, and related
levels of the other data, as shown in table 2, along
with the resulting 1970 and 1975 projections of U,
M, and P for whites and nonwhites. The assumed
values of U and M obtained from the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee are by no means the only reason-
able alternatives. Nor are these values necessarily
correct. However, they are used in the present
analysis to provide some reasonably accurate and
hopefully useful estimates of the relation between
the key attribi:tes of the economic environment-
growth and unemployment-and poverty projec-
tions.

TABLE 2.-Basic data and projections to 1970 and 1975

Item 1964

Situation A Situation B

1970 19'75 1970 1975

Unemployment rate ...... . . . .percent 5.2 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
Growth rate of real GNP' do. 5.3 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.0
Annual price rise ' 1.0 2.0 2.0 1.5 1.5
Disposable personal income (DPI) per capita

(1958 dollars)' 2,116 2,640 3,060 2,625 3,015
Assumed ratio of median income to DPI per capita 2... 2.891 2.9 2.9 2.9 2.9

Median income:
1958 dollars 6,116 7,656 8,874 7,612.5 8,74:3.5
1964 dollars' 6,569 8,222.5 9,530.7 8,175.8 9,390.5

Projections
Unemployment rate:,

White . . .percent 4.6 2.6 2.6 :3.6 3.6
Nonwhite do. 9.8 4.8 4.8 7.1 7.1

Median income (1964 dollars):,
White .. . ........ 6,858 8,630 10,010 8,569 9,849
Nonwhite 3,838 5,028 5,913 4,862 5,662

I'overty incidence:
White . percent 15.3 10.8 8.8 11.1 9.1
Nonwhite. do 37.4 29.6 25.1 30.5 26.2

' Source: Joint Economic Committee (6).
'Based on observed ratios for past two decades.

Calculated as 2.9 times DPI per capita.
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' The 1964 implicit price deflation for personal consump-
tion expenditures, 107.4, was used to adjust to 1964 dollars.
Source: The 1967 Economic Report to the President, p. 216.



The unemployment rate in 1964 was 4.6 percent
for whites, and 9.8 percent for nonwhites. Accord-
ing to the projections shown in table 2, white un-
employment would decline by 2 percentage points,
or less than half the 1964 rate, if national unem-
ployment reached 3 percent (as represented by situ-
ation A). Nonwhite unemployment would decline
by 5 percentage points, or slightly more than half-
from 9.8 to 4.8 percent. These findings are con-
sistent with those of Thurow (12) presented earlier.

With the less favorable economic environment
(situation B-4 percent unemployment, slower
growth rate) white unemployment would fall only
1 percentage point from its 1964 level, and nonwhite
unemployment would fall 2.7 percentage points, to
7.1 percent.

The median income for white families in 1964
was $6,858, and for nonwhite families, $3,838. This
left a spread of $3,020 between whites and non-

; whites. By 1975, white median income would rise
to $10,010, assuming situation A, while the nonwhite
median would reach $5,913, leaving a spread of
nearly $4,100 between racial groups. But if situation
B is assumed, white median income would rise only
to $9,849, while nonwhite income would reach
$5,662-thus leaving both groups with less income
and providing an even wider interracial income gal).

In 1964, 15.3 percent of all white families and
37.4 percent of nonwhite families had incomes
under $3,000. For the United States as a whole, 17.5
percent of all families were poor, according to this
admittedly crude index Of poverty. By 1975, assum-
ing situation the incidence of poverty among
white families is projected to decrease by nearly

half, from 15.3 to 8.8 percent, while nonwhite pov-
erty would decline by a third, from 37.4 to 25.1 per-
cent Thus, even under favorable economic condi-
tions, nonwhite': would still have a rather high
incidence of roverty. This occurs despite their
rather sharp employment gains, as noted by
Thurow (12) and by my analysis. Perhaps this is
an indication that many nonwhites get lower pay-
ing jobs, and remain poor.

If situation B prevails, nonwhites will have a
somewhat higher incidence of poverty-1.1 per-
centage points higher than with situation A. But
white poverty would be only 0.3 point higher. Thus,
these projectio.ts indicate that nonwhites have rela-
tively more to gain from full unployment and rapid
economic growth than do whites, as suggested
earlier.

Applying the poverty rates to the projected popu-
lation data, we estimated the number of poor white
and nonwhite families, as shown in table 3. T amp-
man's projections (6) are also shown for compari-
son.° Under situation A, 4.5 million whi+e families
and 1.46 million nonwhite families would be poor
by 1975._ This would reduce the number of poor
families by some 2.4 million, of which 2 million are
,%'hite. But even under this rather favorable eco-
nomic environment, nearly 6 million families would
remain in poverty. This excludes unrelated indi-
viduals.

It would be unfair to Lampman to fail to point out that
his 1-niectior7 were based on data up to 1962, whit- the
analysis preseh.pd here had the advantage of 3 ,more years
of data.

TABLE 3.-Projected number ( or families by color, and change in number, 1964 to 1970 and 1975,
United States

Incume and color 1964'

Families:
White
Nonwhite

millions....
do.

43.081
4.754

Total do. 47.835

Lamp-
Under $3,000 income: man'

White percent.... 15.3 13
Nonwhite do.... 37.4 36

Total do.... 17.5 16

White millions.... 6.590 6.2
Nonwhite do.... 1.778 1.9

Total do.... 8.378 8.1

Change from 1964:
White thousands.... -390
Nonwhite do.... +122

Total' do.... -268

-1970 1975

'472
2 5.3

'513
5.8

52.5 57.1

Situa-
tion A

Situa-
tion B'

Lamp-
man' tion A'

Situa-
tion B'

10.8
29.6

11.1
305

12
33

8.8
25.1

9.1
262

12.7 181 14 10.5 10.8

5.11
1.57

5.25
1.62

6.2
1.9

4.51
1.46

_....._

4.67
1.52

6.68 6.87 8.1 5.97 6.19

-1,480
-208

-1,340
-158

-390
+122

-2,080
-318

-1,920
-258

-1,688 -1,498 -268 -2,398 -2,178

' Source: Ceus Technical Paper 17, Sept. 1967.
'Source: Lampman (6, table 2.8).
'My projections. as discussed in text.
' Calculated as the arithmetic suit of eata for whites and nonwhites.
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Comparing these projections with those resulting
from situation B, we see that a smaller reduction
in poverty would result in the latter case. Because
of the greater unemployment and lower incomes,
about 220,000 additional families would be left in
poverty. Most of these-160,000 familieswould
be white, because of the preponderance of whites
among the nation's poor. The other 60,000 families
would be nonwhite.

Further Work Is Needed

The projections shown here are tentative. They
are based on a rather modest predictive model,
which is not a complete representation of the ex-
tremely complex economic and social structure that
underlies employment, economic growth, and pov-
erty. Much additional study and analysis are
needed in this fascinating and important area of
research. Among other things, the labor force par-
ticipation rate as used by Mooney (7), should be
worked into the model in a meaningful way. Vari-
ables such as education, migration, and distance
from an- SMSA should be considered. Methods
should also be explored for introducing some oper-
atimial policy variables. For example, Thurow ( 12)
used the minimum wage as a variable. Perhaps the
unemployment rate and median income of various
subgroups are influenced by the number of persons
in these subgroups participating in antipoverty pro-
grams, or in manpower development and training
programs. If so, the magnitude of subgroup par-
ticipation should be incorporated into the model, in
a way that n.akes economic sense.

The results could provide policymakers with in-
sight into the overall effects of cutting back or ex-
panding such programs. How rapidly would poverty
in each population subgroup disappear over the next
few years if one of these major antipoverty pro-
grams was (a) increased 100 percent, (b) kept at
its current level, or (c) abolished entirely? What
would be the geographic variation among the vari-
ous regions in regard to the impact of a proposed
curtailment of program benefits? How would the
different racial, ethnic, and age groups be affected?
These and other policy-oriented questions must be
answered. Perhaps the approach presented here will
be a useful starting place for research bearing on
these questions.

Conclusions=

This paper provides projections of the number
and racial composition of poor families to 1970 and
1975. The rather crude poverty line, $3,000 family
income, was used. However, evidence presented
elsewhere (1) suggests that ti.z results may not
have been greatly different if poverty data based
on a more refined set of poverty lines were avail-
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able and were used in the analysis. Thus, it seems
safe to conclude, tentatively at least, that the
equations presented here are a good approximation
of the way the number and racial composition of
the nation's poor are affected by economic growth,
aggregate demand, and unemployment.

With the usual warning to the reader as to the
tentative nature of these findings, we can conclude
the following:

(1) A favorable economic environment, includ-
ing a rapid rate of economic growth, rising aggre-
gate demand, and high levels cf employment, are
essential to reduction of poverty.

(2) Nonwhites in particular are vulnerable to
unemployment and a generally low level of eco-
nomic activity.

(3) By the year 1975, even with a consistentr
favorable economic environment, including 3 per-
cent unemployment, 41/4 percent GNP growth rate,
and 2 percent annual rise in price level, the nation's
poor families would still number about 6 milk..
About a fourth of these would be nonwhite.

(4) Thus, even though a favorable economic en-
viromncnt is necessary, it is far from sufficient. We
must still look to special programs, to prevent fam-
ilies from sinking into poverty and to help poor
families rise out of poverty.

Clearly, we as a nation cannot be satisfied with
past trends, as reflected in the projections silo. n
here. These projections need not become history.
We must find ways to alter these trends. The pro-
jections shown here represent both a warning to
those who handle the nation's economic policies,
and a challenge to those who legislate and admin,
ister antipoverty programs, at all-levels of govern-
mentNational, State, and local. In their hands is
the power and the responsibility to prevent these
projections from becoming history, by initiating
new programs and supporting successful existing
programs that will enable those millions of families
to be above poverty by 1975or sooner.

References

Aaron. Henry. "The Foundations of the 'War on
Poverty' Re-examined." ITnpubl. paper. accepted tor
publication in Amer. Tenn. Rev.
Anderson. IV. Locke. "Trickling D., I . 'Me Relation
Between Economic Growth and the Extent of Poverty
Among American Families." Quart. .lour. Ecru,. 78:
511-524. November 1964.
Foote. R. .1. Analytical Tools for Studying Demand
and Price Strueltties. U.S. Dept. Agr. Handbook
146. Aug. 1958.
Callaway. L. E. "The Foundations of the War on
Poverty," Amer. Econ. Rey. 5.5: 122-131. March 1967.
Joint Economic Committee. V.S. Economic Growth to
1975: Potentialx and Prablemx. S9:11 Cong.. 2d Sess.,
Dec. 12. 1966.
Lamptium. "Population Change 'Aid Poverty Re-
duction. 1947-1975.- In Pored!, Ann.1 Affluence. Leo
Fishman (ed.) 1'1e Univ. Pres.:. New Haven. Conn.
1966.



Mooney..1. D. "rib:in Poverty and Labor Force Par-
ticipation." Amer. Econ. Rec. :18(1): 101-119. March
1967.

Mooney, J. D.. and Watts. Harold. "Employment
Policies and Reduction of Poverty.- Unpubl. paper
inopmed by 0E0. Aug. 21. 1965.
Muth. R. F. The Structural Change Hypothems for
Employment Among Youth, the Aged, and Milan-i-
bex: A Critical Analysis. Inst. for Defense Anal.. Res
Paper P-275. Feb. 1966.

(10) Orshansky. Mollie. "More About the Poor in 1964 "
Soc. Security Bul. May 1966.

(11) Simler. N. J. "Long-Term Unemployment. and Struc-
tural Hypothesis. and Public Policy." Amer. Econ
Rev. 54(6): 985-1001. December 1964.

(12) Thurow, Lester 0. "Employment Gains and the De-
terminants of the Occupation Distribution of Ne-
groes." Unpubl. paper presented to a confelence on
The Education and naming of Racial Minoritic.
rniv. May 12. 1967,



Chapter 31

Adequate Aggregate Demand and the Commitment
to End Poverty

HYMAN P. MnisKY, professor of economics, Washington University

Introduction

This paper has a number of aims. The major one
is. to examine the meaning of the phrase "an ade-
quate aggregate demand" in the light of a commit-
ment to end or drastically limit poverty in the near
future, say by 1976. Thus the main concern is with
the relation between aggregate demand (and its cor-
relate, the level of unemployment) and progress in
the War on Poverty. However, aggregate demand is
also related to other measures of system perform-
ance, and the interrelations between full employ-
ment and other policy goals are explored.

Tla goalend poverty in Americamakes the
size distribution of income an object of economic
_policy. Given that the world is so constructed that
the various goals are not necessarily compatible, the
trade offs mot goals become relevant. There are
two sources of trt. offs. One source lies in the tech-
nical characteristics of the economy and the other
in the nature of communal preferences.

Of particular interest, especially in light of the
way in which the economy retreated from full em-
ployment (luring the late summer of 1966, is wheth(
the American economy is flawed, and if so, how.
standard view is that prices rise at unacceptable
rates wllenever unemployment rates fall below some
threshold. However, the low unemployment rates
which lead to price increasr& are high unemployment
rates from a viewpoint which emphasizes employ-
ment as the essential element in a War on Poverty.
The standard position leads to the disheartening
conclusion that the War on Poverty must be fought
with overall unemployment rates of 4 percent or
more unless, by the time-consuming and costly proc-
ess of training and education, the structural char-
acteristics of the economy eats be changed.

An argument of this paper will be that the really
serious flaw of American eapitaliSm is not any such
inverse relation between unemployment rates and
pr. increases. Rather the meaningful flaw follows
from the effect of successful operation of the system
on the values of financial and real assets and
through them on the willingness to invest. If a
period of sustained tight full employment is neces-
sary to achieve War on Poverty objectives, the same
sustained tight full employment will breed a non-

562

sustainable rate of increase of investment expendi-
tures. Such growth of investment leads to financial
market pressures on liquidity and ultimately to
financial instability.

Aggrngate demand will be adequate, from the per-
spective of the policy goai to eliminate poverty, only
if it is sufficient to generate tight full employment.
There are five ways in which labor market condi-
tions may be related to the extent and trend of
poverty. Most directly affected will be the extent of
poverty due to unemployment and short time em-
ployment. In addition, if tight employment is sus-
tained, the expectation is that wages will rise faster
in the low wage industries than in the high wage
industries. Labor market participation is sensitive
to overall employment opportunities; thus multiple
participation in one family, perhaps taking the form
of drawing old and young into the labor market,
will raise family income. The movement to tight
full employment means a rapid increase in income
which, in turn, means large tax receipts and smaller
welfare expenditures by State and local govern-
ments. This easier fiscal position of "local" govern-
ment can make a more adequate system of transfer
payments possible. Finally, the overall growth rate
of the economy may be sensitive to the extent to
which current output is capacity output; thus tight
full employment may mean a greater rate of growth
of capacity income.

Poverty in an affluent economy is in large part a
question of the size distribution of income and, in
particular, income from work. Unfortunately, little
of real substance is known about the mechanics by
which relative wages, and thus relative incomes, are
determined. Is the size distribution of income a
result of the past employment history of the econ-
omy? That is, will tight labor market conditions
for an extended period decrease the spread of wage
rates, or weekly earnings, by industry?

It is worth noting that the los end of the size
distribution of relative wages can change in two
ways. The low end may be decreased by increasing
low wages relative to high wages us by decreasing
the proportion of employment in the low wage in-
dustries. The existence of a large rural population
living in poverty may act as a reservoir that makes
the elimination of urban poverty very difficult. That



is, the large number of rural poor serves to prevent
both a rise in the low urban wages relative to other
wages and a significant decrease in the proportion
of the urban population in low wage industries.
An economy in which such an infinitely elastic sup-
ply of low wage urban workers exists may be char-
acterized as an enclave economy.

One caveat is necessary before we proceed.
those living in poverty are many whom policy
neither desires nor expects to be in the labor force.
These include the aged, the infirm, the young, and
the mothers of young. The standard of living of
these poor can be raised by improving our system
of transfer payments as well as by better job oppor-
tunities. This paper is not directly addressed to the
proper design of a system of transfer payments
although some thoughts on children's allowances,
negative income taxes, and a proper social security
system are offered.

From the perspective of this paper, rural poverty
is a part of the general poverty problem in the
United States. The special impact of rural poverty
is that to date rural areas have been a source for a
chronic migration to urban areas, and this flow is
expected to continue Thus policies to generate tight
full employment, which-will be the main proximate
policy goal favored here, will have to be framed
with a need for the urban labor markets to absorb
a large and persistent flow from rural areas.

As the gross outmigration per year from rural
America is very large compared to the net outflow
per year, the potential rate of increase in the urban
labor force due to internal migration is much greater
than has been experienced. Thus the job generation
and the level of aggregate demand needed io achieve
any overall measured unemployment rate is greater
than it would have been in the absence of such
Migration.

An Adequate Aggregate Demand
One of the phrases that constantly occurs in dis-

cussions of programs to end poverty is "an adequate
aggregate demand." Usually, in context, "ade-
quate aggregate" demand provides the framework
within which some nonaggregative policy or pro-
gram, that is, a policy or program designed to affect
some structural attribute of the economy, is to take
place. That is, aggregate demand is to provide the
favorable environment within whici. some other
policy or program is to function. A:most .always,
within such discussions, an adequate aggregate de-
mand is taken to be a necessary but not a sufficient
condition for the attainment of some antipoverty
goal. In e. number of previous pieces related to
issues of poverty in America I have raised tl.e ques-
tion of whether achieving alai sustaining a ''ruly
"adequate" aggregate demand would be a sufficient
as well as a necessary condition for the elimination
of a large portion of povertyr(5, 6).1

' Italic numbers in parentheses indicate references listed
at the end of this paper.

\Theiier or not aggregate demand is a( equate
can be determined only if the targets or goals set
for the economy are stated and if some theory or
model of the relationship between aggregate demand
and these goals is accepted as valid. That is, aggre-
gate demand is not a goal in itself. Full employ-
ment, economic growth, reasonable price stability,
and the international stability of the dollar are the
standard set of economic goals whose attainment
has been related to the level of aggregate demand.

Within 'the model of the economy that is "Lc-
cepted" by most working economists there are
"trade offs" among these goals. These trade offs are
due to the performance characteristics of the econ-
omy. As a result of these_"technical" trade offs, a
consistent social consensus which states the relative
values of the various goals is needed if decision-
making is to be rational and stable. Basically, in
our democracy it is the Congress and the President
who in the short run make the social choices. Unfor-
tunately, on many occasions their decision-making
is not based upon clear ideas as to what- technical
trade offs do exist in the economy.

Many who, because of the decisions they make,
should knew better have a "Pollyanna" view of the
uorld: that all good or desired things are mutually
compatible. Often decision-making seems to take
place without regard for the possible existence of
such incompatibilities and as a result considerable
surprise -occurs when unanticipated side effects to
the pursuit of a particular goal take place.

For our purposes -two things need to be done. The
first is to make explicit the nature of the trade offs
that exist,ih the world as it is among major policy
objectives. The second is to inquire how the addi-
tion of another goal, the elimination of poverty,
affects the weight attached to the various other
objectivesi.e., makes them more or less important.

In what follows it is assumed t!'at the size and
rate of change of aggregate demand can be managed
by monetary and fiscal policy. This assumption is
being retained even though the events of 1966, espe-
cially during the second and third quarters, cast
serious doubts c' the efficiency, under all circum-
stances, of monetary and fiscal actions? In addition,
even if monetary and fiscal policies can manage
aggregate demand, there are important effects from
varying the mix of policies. We will tend to ignore
these difficulties, especially as they have been very
well documented.

In addition, it is necessary to emphasize that even
the aggregate policy actionsmonetary policy, gov-

2 During the seccnd and third quarters of 1960 the com-
bination of rapidly in( easiug private investment demand.
the increase-in government expenditures brought about by
the war in Vietnam. the passive fiscal policy; and the re-
liance upon monetary constraint 61 to a near financial crisis
that has been labeled "tee crunch." The crunch apparently
cooled off the inestrneut boom and was followed by a year
of relative stagnation. The open (mention in whether the
eruneh was an accidental or an inherent characteristic. of
American capitalism.
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eminent spending, and tax schedule adjustments
have a structure. A choice among techniques of
managing aggregate demand needs to be made, and
this choice will affect behavioral and distributive
aspects of the economy. Thus the choice of instru-
ments will also reflect the weights attached to dif-
ferent policy objectives.

Trade Offs Among Standard Goals

In the world as it is, a number of trade offs re-
lated to aggregate demand exist among the attri-
butes of the economy. The dimensions of these trade
offs depend upon the structural characteristics of
the economy. For policy makers, these structural
characteristics are real and effective constraints.
This is so even though structural characteristics
may also be subject to control by economic policy.
Typically, changing a structural characteristic
(such as the power and scope of trade unions, the
character of agricultural policy, the organization of
industry, the nature of the financial system, or the
propensity to discriminate and segregate) is a much
more serious and difficult policy step than changing
tax and spending schedules or taking monetary
policy actions. Thus, because structural character-
istics are embodied in fiscal and monetary policy
actions (investment tax credits and differential ceil-
ing rates on various classes of deposits) and also
because they occur as offsets to fiscal and monetary
policy actions- (the various constraints upon direct
and financial investment abroad adopted during the
past few years), structural characteristics er-ttnot be
ignored in making policy relative to aggregate de-
mand. That is, for relevant policy discussions an
economist cannot be cavalier and blithely, by
waving his hand, abstract from the existing set of
institutions and Their behavior patterns.

An often-discussed trade off in -performance
among policy goals related to aggregate demand is
between employment on the one 'hand and price
stability on ..he other.

Within limits, employment is positively related
to aggregate demand. The limit to this relation is
given by full employment. As full employment is.
approached, increases in aggregate demand tend to
raise prices. At full employment further increases
in aggregate den.-nd are absorbed entirely in price
increasesat some level below the full employment
level increases in aggregate demand Jesuit in a rise
both in- employment and in prices. The "Phillips
curve" 3 analysis attempts to measure the relation
between measured unemployment rates and-the per-
centage increas, in wage prices per period. The
argument of the Phillips curve analysis is that be-
yond a certain point, decreases in unt-nployment
will be assoc4.sed with rising :.ages and prices and
that the price, in terms of rising prices, of lowering

The Phillips curse -is a relation between unemployment
anti wage or price increases (8; see also 3, 4; 9).
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the unemployment rate increases at an accelerating
rate as the measured unemployment rate decreases.

Some warnings about Phillips curve reasoning are
in order. First, the rise in pricesor wageshas
been associated not only with the unemployment
rate but also with the rate of change of the unem-
ployment rate. The evidence as to the behavior of
wages and prices in relation to the unemployment
rate derived while unemployment rates were falling
should not be used without further thought to fore-
cast the behavior of wages and prices when unem-
ployment rates are stabilized at sou:: particular*
rate.

Secondly, as will be shown, there has been a
marked change in the structure of earnings by in-
dustry since the end of World War II. The rate of
increase of earnings that was obtaiced in some in-
dustries is sufficiently low so that if this rate were
quite general, the pressures that ter.d to raise prices
through wages would have been much smaller than
actually took place.

In addition, structural characteristics of the econ-
omy=in particular those dealing with labor's geo-
graphical mobility and facilities for occupational
trainingwill determine how easily job vacancies
can be filled. Thus the scope of manpower-oriented-
nonaggregatire policies is determined by their
ability to position the Phillips curve so that a lower
unemployment rate and a higher rate of decline of
unemplbyment are associated with every rate-of
increase of prices.

We conclude that for any economy there is a rela-
tion that depends upon the structural characteristics
of the, economy and that states the cost in terms of
the price increases of ,a giVen level of unemployment
and a given rate of decrease of uneMployment. Dur-
ing expansion, the level and rate of increase of ag-
gregate demand generates a tenefit (measured by
the unemployment rate and the rte of decrease of
unemployment) at a cost (measured by the rate of
increase in prices). The question is -whether the
benefit is worth the cost.

One of the clearest relationships that exist in our
economy is between aggregate demand and the im-
port component of the balance of payments. As -

aggregate demand increases, in particular when a
rapid run up of income that accompib,ies a rise in
the ratio of employed to employable resources takes
place, imports also rise. Thus there is a clear cost in
terms of a tendency toward a deterioration in the
balance of payments of increasing aggregate de-
mand or increasing employment.

Even though the effect of current imp es upon
the balance of payments may he adversely affected
by a decline in unemployment rates, the overall
effect of rising aggregate demand upon the balance
of payments depent,s upon capital movements as
well as trade movemerts. The propensity 'f Ameri-
can business to invest abroadparticularly in the
advanced countries of the worldmay be sensitive
to the level and growth of markets abroad relative
to the level and growth of markets-within the United



_States. Thus, for the United States, during a period
of chronic slack the deficit in the balance of pay-
ments may be heavily weighted by long term capital
exports, whereas a period of rapid growth and high
employment is associated with a decline in capital
exports and a run up in the current imports com-
ponent of the balance of payments.

In addition to the direct effect upon the balance
of payments from rising aggregate demand, which
operates by way of imports and capital movements,
there is an indirect effect running by way of the
price level changes to the balance of payments. That
is, a rise in home prices relative to prices of trading
partners and competitors in a foreign country will
adversely affect the balance of trade. Thus, increas-
ing aggregate demand to lower unemployment rates
will adversely affect time balance of payments via
two paths. It is clear that those who weight the
balance of payments goal heavily will tend to define
as adequate a lower level of a, gregate demand than
Would those who did not cons.der balance of pay-
ments equilibrium as a leading objective.

The particular, structural attributes of interest
with respect to-the balance of payments are tariff
ratesincluding interest equalization equiValents
and-various direct or administrative controls upon
capital- exports and commodity imports. Another
structural attribute related to the balance of pay-
mentsone that will be considered when poliby
iniplications are discussedis the international
monetary system.

The fourth standard goal of aggregate policy is
economic growth. In the policy discussion of growth
and growth rates two things have been confused.
These are the achieved rate of growth of actual
income and the rate of growth of capacity, or'full
employment, income. When the economy moves
from a period of considerable slack, as in 190(1-61,
towards a period in which capacity is= more fully
utilized, as in 1966, the achieved rate of growth of
income exceeds the rate of growth of capacity. The
policy goal of economic growth deals with the
growth of capacity, not with the rates of growth
achieved durirg a shift from a slack economy to an
economy of relatively full employment. Nonsus-
_thimble rates of growth of income can be attained
during a business cycli: expansion as previously idle
capacity is absorbed.

The relation beween aggregate demand ard eco-
nomic growth correctly defined is clear 4f large-scale
excess capacity (unemployment) exists. Under these
circumstances excess capacity acts as a damper on
any scale increasing investment. In addition, the
general low level of profits (especially as measured
by net corporate cash flows) acts as a damper on
the financing of innovations. Thus, large-scale ita-
employment or its equivalent, grossly inadeqrate
aggregate demand, tends to decrease the rafe of
growth of capacity.

However, this does not mean that there is, neces-
sarily a marked difference in the rate of growth of
capacity income during a period of "high 1(Vel stab-

nation" such as 1953-60 and a period of a relatively
full employment such as 1961-66. The evidence that
higher capacity utilization is related to higher
growth rates centers around the rate of growth of
investment as compared to total income or consump-
tion. If investment grows more rapidly, relative to
income, during a period of high level employment
than during a period of ,wore unemployment. then
there is some presumption that capacity is growing
more rapidly,

In table 1 the take off of investment, starting in
the first quarter of 1965 and continuing through the
second quarter of 1966, is evident. Thus during a
year and a half, while aggregate demand was in-
creasing rapidly (note the increasing rate of increase
of the gross national product (GNP; implicit price
deflator), the ratio of investment to GNP was in-
creasing. We can presume that the economi. buoy-
ancy reflected in the rate of growth of Investment
meant that technical progress was being "welcomed"
by investors. All in all,-the evidence of this expan-
sion is that some investment impact can be expected
from a sustained expansion, an impact that might
lead to a rise in the rate of growth of-capacity.
_Table 1 incidentally also illustrates_ an insta-

bility in the pattern of growth of actual income
over the 2 years 1964-66 that Might "explain"- part
of the acceleration in the :ate of increase of prices,
as measured by the GNF deflator, over this period.

The expansion prior to- the first quarter of 1965
exhibited fairly consistent rates of growth of capac-
ity, consumption, and investmentwith investment
being a bit "jumpy." Through most of this period

-government e penditures lagged. Between the sec-
ond quarter of 1963 and the second quarter of 4965
the rate of increase of government spending was
much lower. than the rate of increase of gross na-
tional product. The public sector was not a leading
sector.

Beginning with the first quarter of 1965 and con-
tinuing for six quarters, the rate of increase of in-
vestment expenditures reached clearly unsustain-
able levels: Investment 'annot long continue to
grow at the rates shown h. table 1 while aggregate
capacity grows much more slowly. The rapid growth
of investment activity meant that the incremental
pattern of production and employment was dis-
similar to the initial condition pattern.

Beginning in the fourth quarter of !965 a rapid
increase in government expenditure began. For the
last two quarters (fourth of 1966 and first of 1967)
the rate of growth of government expenditure has
been more than twice as great as the high estimates
of how fast the economy can grow.

Thus the observed growth of income since 1961
can be split into three parts: the first characterize('
by a rather balanced private sector with a lagging
gover.unent, the second during which private inves.-
ment became a leading sector growing at a non -
sustainable rate, and a third during which private
investment slackened precipitously and government
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TABLE 1.-Gross national product, components thereof and the gross national product deflator: annual rates
of changes in year following initial quarter (1958 dollars)

Initial-terminal quarter GNI' Consump-
tion

Investment Govern-
meat

GNI'
price

deflator

02.01-02.62 7.1 4.7 16.5 8.3 1.4
03.61-03.62 6.4 5.0 13.2 5.7 1.2
04.61 - 04.62 5.2 4.6 8.0 5.4 1.1
01.62-01.63 4.1 4.6 1.9 4.5 1.1
02.62-4)2.63 3.5 4.5 2.0 .8 1.3
03.62-03.63 4.0 4.7 3.1 2.0 1.3
04.62-04.63 4.4 3.8 8.7 .9 1.4
01.63-01.64 5.3 4.9 7.5 .1 1.5
02.63-02.64 5.9 5.7 6.2 4.2 1.5
03.63-4)3.64 5.5 6.6 3.1 1.2 1.8
04.63-04.64 4.5 5.9 2.9 .6 1.8
01.64-01.65 5.4 5.9 13.4 1.1 1.7
02.64-02.65 5.1 5.7 11.3 -.1 1.9
03.64-03.65 5.7 5.1 14.2 :3.3 1.7
04.64-4)4.65 7.5 7.3 13.3 5.9 .7
01.65-01.66 6.7 6.6 7.9 6.1 2.3
02.65-02.66 5.9 5.1 11.5 6.4 LS
03.65-0.3.66 5.1 -4.9 4: 8.6 3.3
04.65-04.66 4.1 3.0 4.1 10.0 3.5
01.66-01.67 2.6 2.2 -7.5 12.9 3.3

Source: Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis.
.

became a leading sector growing at a nonsustainable
rate. As the growth of actual .income shifted from
being balanced, to being led by investment, to
being led by government spending, the rate of in-
crease of prices-accelerated.

Of course this acceleration in the rate of increase
of prices was also associated with a decrease in the
Unemployment rate. The raw data seem to validate
a Phillips curve type o; relation-but the attain-
ment of rate of increase of the GIST deflator in-ex-
cess of 2 percent per year occurred only after these
gross structural changes in the growth pattern took
place. For policy considerations, where sharp shifti
in- the composition of output are not contemplated,
the relevant question has to deal with the rate of
increase of prices in a more stable and sustainable
growth pattern.

The structural characteristics that affect the re-
lation between aggregate demand and economic-
growth mainly operate throtigh "tax" system char-
acteristics. Most models of economic growth em-
phasize investment as the carrier of innovOions as
well as the vehicle for expanding productive ca-
pacity. Thus, shifting the composition of total de-
mand by decreasing-the consumption-income ratio
and raising the investment-income ratio becomes a
proximate policy objective. In part, the instruments
to achieve this are rulings relating to depreciation
aflowances and items such as investment tax credits.
The items introduced into the tax side of fiscal
policy to expedite growth tend to be regressive
changes in the progressiveness of the tax schedule.

On the spending side of fiscal policy, emphasis
upon subsidizing research and education-both of
which generate .'-mand for skilled and already
highly paid persons-has been a corollary to em-
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phasizing grov.th as al, objective. In many ways
emphasis upon economic growth will tend to shape
tax and spending policies in favor of the already
affluent.

An emphasis upon economic growth tends to
downgrade job-security-centered objectives of
labor: the tendency is to substitute policy guaran-
teeing jobs in general for policy guaranteeing the
particular job. However, "featherbedding" seems to
be an issue in he United States only when unem-
ployment rates are high. The U.S. labor force seems
willing to accept changing techniques and seems to
demand very little compensation for the loss of job
,security.

The Elimination of Pe, .arty as a Policy Goal

To the standard policy goal of fall employment,.
reasonable price stability, balance of payment
equilibrium, and economic growth a new major
policy goal has been added-end poverty in a -rea-
sonably short -time. I will assume the above is .true
in spite of recent political setbacks to the program.
How does the addition of this goal affect the
"weight" to be attached to the other goals.

If increasing employMent helps reduce poverty
now, whereas economic growth is neutral toward
reducing poverty now and will affect the proportion
in poverty only in the long run, then the weight of
employment relative to growth increases. Thus, the
mix of policies will lean towards achieving more of
those goals which help eliminate poverty and lean
away from a zhicving those goals which either do
nothing to alleviate poverty or worsen the poverty
problem.



The dimensions of the poverty problem have been
stated most often in terms of the number of house-
holds or persons whose income falls below some
standard. Although this minimum income approach
is a simple way of posing the problem, it does lead
to quibbles as to the appropriate "poverty" line. In
addition it has the grave fault that it opens the way
to a fundamentally superficial solution to the seri-
ous problem: give the present poor enough "money"
by way of transfer payments and services in kind
to bring them up to the minimum standard of dis-
posable income.

An alternative is to view poverty as a problem in
the distribution of income. The scope of the poverty
problem is broadened to include the determinants of
the size distribution of income, and policy with re-
spect to poverty becomes policy respect to in-
come distribution.

From the perspective of "poverty" income, dis-
tribution problems can be broken into two parts.
The first part is the Ricardian "faetoral" distribu-
tion of income between the classical trio: land,
labor, and capital. The seeond part is the size dis-
tribution of earnings from labor. The problem thus
becomes the determination of relative wages
among different industries and occupations.

Adding the elimination of poverty to the policy
objectives affects, the significance of other policy
goals in two ways. First, there is the direct relation
between the goal and the extent of poverty. Second,
there is the relation between the particular goal and
income distributionin particular the distribution
of income from labor.

Tight Full Eniployment

Introduction

In the light of the campaign against poverty the
importance of full employment as a policy goal in-
creases. The American economy operated with eon-
sidereble labor market slackeven accepting a very
modest definition of employment goalsstarting in
1954 and continuing through .1965. The income gap
between iotential and actual income was greater-
even in 19tie than would have been needed to move
alhtlicce then living in poverty well above the "line"
used to define poverty. That is, the lot of those-living
in poverty could have been substantially improved
without requiring the lot of anyone Ase to deterio-
rate.

To the extent that the War on Poverty has social
as well as economic targets, the importance of full
employment as a policy objective is enhanced. The
value to society of jobs for the chronically unem-
ployed may be significantly greater than the value
of output produced; employment has external_soeial
benefits. That is, it may be better to eliminate pov-
erty by means of income from jobs than to eliminate
poverty by transfer payments. The above proposi-
tion is taken as a postulate in what follows, as is

the proposition that general and by right transfer
payments are preferable to special and by discretion
tease transfer payments. The rationalization of
these postulates lies in sociology and ethics.

In 1965 some 6.7 million families (11.5 million
households) were "poor" by the stan...ad definition.
Of these poor families, some 4.8 million were headed
by a male and some 1.9 million were headed by a
female. Of the 4.8 million poor families headed by
a male. some 2.7 million were poor in spite of the
fact that theim head worked at a full-time job dur-
ing the year. About 1.7 million of these male heads
of families were employed full time during the year.

Almost half of the families living in poverty in
1965 would certainly have benefited from better
labor market conditions, and some 60 percent of
these families would have benefited -only if income
from jobs were raised. The other 40 percent would
have benefited directly from lower unemployment.

Between 1962 and 1965 the overall unemployment
-rate fell from 5.5 to 4.5 percent. In the January 1964
Report of the Council of Economic Advisors, Some
9.3 million families were listed as living in poverty
in 1962._The January 1967 Report lists some 6.7
million familie3 living -in poverty in 1965. The re-
duction of the aggregate unemployment rate and
economic growth -was-associated with a redUetion
by some 28 percent of the number living in poverty
w r a 4-year period. In spite of the reduction in the
number of families living in poverty, it remained
true in 1965 that at least half of the families living
in poverty do so either because of unemployment or
because of low inzemes from jobs.

Given that the poverty problem remains largely
a question of job opportunities, the precise defini-
tion of the employment objective remains an open
question. Definitions of full employment in terms,_
of wage-price and unemployment relations are quite
common. This aggregate Phillips curve approach has
tended to generate definitions of full employment
that lead to slack- labor market conditions. From
the perspective of the War on Ptherty, a better defi-
nition of the full employment objective would be
in terms of labor market conditions. Perhaps a use-
ful definition would be that full:employment exists
whenever, over a broad spectrum of occupations and
demographic attributes of the population as well as
a large proportion of the geographical regions, more
jobs are open at going wages than the number of
unemployed workers. This definition of full em-
ployment is in terms of desired labor market condi-
tions. It will he called tight full employment in what
'follows. It allows for inconsistency to exist between
employment and'priee level goals, whereas defining
target unemployment rates in terms of the Phillips
curve does notAn addition, the Phillip,: curve ap-
proach seems to begUile ptlieymakers and analysts
into cutting the employment goal to fit the price
level stability cloth.

For practical purposes it is more convenient to
define full employment in terms of a target-
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TABLE 2.-The poor and their work experience, 1965'

Work 414767rave of head of household

Poor households
(millions)2

Poor families

Number
(millions)

Incidence of
poverty

(percent)'

Male
head

Female
head

Male
head

Female
head

Male
head

Female
head

Total 6.1 5.4 4.8 1.9 11 37
Aged (65 years and over) 1.8 2.4 12 .3 21 29
All others 43 3.0 3.6 13 10 40

Did not work in 1965 .7 1.5 .5 .8 38 66
Ill or disabled .4 .2 .3 1 42 (4)
Other reasons 3 13 2 .8 33 66

Worked at part-time jobs .5 .5 .4 2 34 44
Worked at full-time jobs 3.0 1.0 2.7 .5 8 23

Employed 39 weeks or less .8 .4 .6 2 23 49
Employed 40-49 weeks .4 .1 .4 .1 13 24
Employed 50 weeks or more 1.8 .4 1.7 2 6 15

0-3 children 1.0 .1 1.0 .1 4 11
4 or more children .7 .1 .7 .1 17 65
South' .9 .2 .9 .1 11 24

White"! 5 .1 .5 (`) 7 11
Nonwhite ' .4 .1 .4 .1 36 51

Rest of country 5 .9 3 .8 .1 4 10
White' .8 .2 .7 .1 4 8
Nonwhite' .1 .1 .1 (*) 10 22

-Source:, 1967 Economic Report of the President. p. 139.
Numbers in this table are based on the Current Popula-

tion Survey- An enlarged survey of the poor, now in prog-
re,:s. may show somewhat different results due to sampling
error and the use of _different interviewing techniques.

Households are defined here as the total of families and
unrelated individuals.

2 Poor families as percent of the total number of families
in the category.

measured unemployment rate, accepting a particular
measurement technique-as generating,-if not a-good
count, at least" a good index. The Council of Eco-
nomic Advisors has taken- as an "interim" _goal a
4-percent measured unemployment rate. By their
measurement technique the United States was at
the interim full employment target in the fourth
quarter of 1965 and remained at or below this target
throughout 1966. In what follows it will be argued
that a 2.5 to 3.0-percent measured unemployment
rate is a better definition of full employment. By
this definition even in 1966 there was a significant
gap between potential and actual income.

The Measure of Tight Full Employment

There are as yet no generally available job va-
cancy data which can be used to estimate the posi-
tive or negative excess, of vacancies over job open-
ings by race, region, sex, and skill categories. Thus
it is necessary to guess at the unemployment rates
which should prevail in order to generate tight full
employment.

One way to determine the limits to attainable
employment rates is to examine the _experienc. .

other countries. Table 3 presents unemployn,
rates for 1960-62 for five European countries re-
estimated to conform to the U.S. definitions. Aside
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' Percent not shown because of small number of families.
' Estimated by Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare.
"Less than 50,000.
Note. Poverty is defined by the Social Security Adminis-

tration poverty- income standard; it takes into account
family size, composition, and place of residence.

Detail will not necessarily add to totals_ because of
sounding.

from Italy, all of these countries exhibited rates
suLstantially lower than the U.S. interim target
rates of 4 percent.

Gordon (2) suininarized his findings on unem-
.ployment rate targets as follows:

Today in Western Europe 2 per cent unem-
ployment is the target most frequently men-
tioned. Wnen translated into Amet.-an defini-
tion. this may mean an unemployment rate from
something below 2 per cent to perhaps 3 per cent
as a maximum. J.irtually all countries are very
loath to announce an official quantitative target.
But various scraps of evidence permit one to infer
the appioximate goal in some of the leading
'European countries today, expressed -in terms of
American definitions, about as follows:

Per Cent
France 2.0-25 _
Germany 1.5-2.0
Sweden 1.2-1.5
United Kingdom

The applicability of -the European experience to
the United States depends upon assuming that labor
market operating conditions are similar. One argu-
...lent that could be made centers around the hetero-
gmeity of the United States labor force. Fortu-
nately, data are available on the structure of un-
employment rates by a variety of demographic and
skill classes. By setting reasonable targets for such



'1 ABLE 3.-European unemployment rates re-estimated to conform to U. S. definitions, 1960-62

Year
United

France Germany Italy Sweden Kingdom

1960 1.9 1.0 4.3 1.6 2.4
1961 1.8 .5 3.7 1.5 2.2
1962 1.8 .4 3.2 1.5 2.8

Average. 1.8 .6 3.7 1.5 2.5

Source: Adapted from Gordon (9).

demographic and skill classes and assuming that the
structure of unemployment rates does not change
radically, implications of the various targets for
the overall rate can be drawn.

The structure of unemployment rates for each
year is defined as the set of specific class rates
divided by the overall rate for the year. The varia-
tion in the pattern of these rates o--er years indi-
cates the stability of the structure. These specific
class relative rates for various demographic and
skill groupings for each year of the current expan-
sion (1961 through 1966) are shown in tables 5,
6, and 7.

Over this period the overall unemployment rate
Was reduced from 6.7 percent in 1961 to 3.8 percent
in 1966. Before examining the specific rates one
warning might be in order. The war in Vietnam has
led to an increase in the size of the armed services.
As a result many of the most employable of the
younger white and nonwhite males are not _in the
civilian labor force. 1n addition, the uncertainty be-
cause of the war raises the cost to the employer of
hiring a draft-eligible male. Thus the- pattern of
unemployment rates for younger males may reflect
special circumstances rather than general market
behavior as overallunemploymen4 rates are lowered.
- Before continuing, it is worth noting that the re-
duction in the aggregate unemployment rates did
not proceed smoothly oVer the period. The first, year
of the expansion witnessed a 1.2-percentage point
decrease in the unemployment rate whereas in the
t-wontl year an increase of .2 percentage point oc-

cuffed. The 3 years following 1963 saw a succession
of decreases in unemployment rates: a reduction of
.5 percentage point in 1964 was followed by reduc-
tion of .7 percentage point in 1965 and again in 1966.
This stop-go reduction of unemployment rates
placed more pressure on prices in the economy than
would have occurred if the decline had been steadier.

Table 5 gives relative unemployment rates for
males and females by marital status. It is evident
that some change in relative unemployment rates

-for this classification of the labor- force did occur.
Unemployment for married men with wife present
was reduced from about .7 of the 6.7-percent rate,
of 1961 to .50 of the 1966 rate of 3.8 percent. Other
relative unemployment rates did not change as
markedly except for the rate for single females,
which increased to 2.05 of the 1966 unemployment
rate of 3:8 percent,- four 1.30 of the higher 1961
unemployment rate of 6.7 percent. This change in
ratio reflects the fact that while the overall rate was
falling rapidly, the rates for single women fell
but .9-percentage point.

Married men with wife present area stable, reli-
able core of the labor force. Our target for this sub-
group should not be significantly lower than the best
of the European experience. Thus a target rate for
this group of about 1.2 to 1.5 percent-7equivalent
to the total Swedish target-seems reasonable. This
would generate an overall target, using 1966 relative
rate, of from 2.4 to 3 percent.

In table 6 the relative unemployment rate by
sex and color are given. The expansion has seen some

TABLE 4.-Unemployment rates and changes in the rate and rates of firowth of grois national product,
1961-66

Aggregate
Year unemploy-

ment
rate

Claw
in the

unemploy-
ment
rate

Rate of growth of-
GNP GNP

Current, 1958 price
prices prices deflator

1961... 6.7
1962. 5.5 -1.2 7.7 6.5 1.2
1963. ..., 5.7 +.2 5.4 4.0 1.3

1964 5.2 -.5 7.0 5.3 1.6

1965 4.5 -.7 7.8 5.9 1.8
1966 3.8 -.7 8.6 5.4 3.0

Soucee Unemployment data: 1967 Economic Report of the Preident. Rate of growth data: Federwl Reserve Bank
of St. Louis, Triangles of U.S. Economic Data, Feb. 3. 1967.



TABLE 5.- Unemployment rates relative to overall rate, by sex aml marital status, 1961-46

Sex and marital status 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965- 1966
3

Male:
Total .970 .964 .930 .904 .889 .868

Single 1.955 2.036 2.175 2.212 2.244 2263
Married, wife present .687 .655 .597 .539 .53.' .500

Widowed, divorced, separated 1.537 1.800 1.684 1.712 1.600 1.474

Female:
Total 1.075 1127 1.140 1.192 1.222 1290

Single 1299 1.436 1.561 1.673 1.822 2.053

Married, husband present .955 .982 .947 .981 1.000 .974

Widowed, divorced, separated 1.105 1.164 1.175 1.231 1.200 1237

significant. changes in the structure of unemploy-
ment among these demographic classes. For each age
group-of white males between the 20=24 year group
and the 55-65 year group there has been a sharp
fall in the relative unemployment rate. Similar sig-
nificant reductions in the relative unemployment
rates for non-whites in the 25-34 through 55-64
year age groups occurred. Given that the relative
rates for botli white and nonwhite males declined,
it follows by arithmetic that the relative rates for
females= rose.

Given the structure of relative rates, a reasonable
target would be to achieve for white males between
ages 25 and 54-the heart of the labor force-unem-
ployment rates as good as the best European rates.
If we take the German unemployment rate of 1960

as a target for white males 25 through 54, the overd,,
unemployment rate, given, 1966's relative rate,
would be about 2 peke-ea.

If a 4- percent :Unemployment rate is adopted as
the target for nonwhite males aged 25 to.J54,...then
the target overall rate would be about 3.4 percent.

Table 7 gives the relative unemploymentsates by
occupations of the experienced- labor force. The
expansion saw a decrease in the relative tinemploy.7
matt rates of craftsmen, foremen, and kindred
workers; operative and kindred workers; and
laborers, except farmworkers. The expansion seem-
ingly reversed the trend tou rd higher bliie collar
unemployment rates. WhereLs the unemployment
rate of these blue collar classes decreased relative
to the overall unemployment rate, the unemploy-

TABLE 6.-Unemployment rates relative to overall rate, by sex and color, 1961-66

Color, sex, and year
Total,

16 years
and over

16 and 17 18 and 19
years years

20-24
years

25-34
years

35-44
years

45-54
years

55-64
years

65 years
and over

White male:
1961 .851 2.463_, 2:254 1.493 .731 .597 .657 .791 .776
1962 .836 2.74(3 --', 2.309 1.455 .691 .564 .636 .746 .746
1963 .825 3.123- 2.491 1.368 .684 .509 .579 .702 .719
1964 .788 3.096 -- 2.577 1.423 .577 .481 .558 .7(X) .692
1965 .800 3.267 2.533 1.311 .578 .511 .5!1 .689 .756
1966 .737 3.200 2.342 1.079 .553 .447 .447 .658 .790

White female:
11161 .070 2.537 2.030 1.254 .085 .856 .716 .642 .552
1962 1.000 2.836 2.054 1.400 .982 .818 .673 .618 .727
1963 1.018 3.175 2.316 1.208 1.018 .807 .684 .614 .526
1964 1.058 3.288 2.538 1.365 1.000 .865 .692 .673 .654
1965 1.111 3.333 3.978 1.400 1.067 .911 .667 .600 .600
1966 1.132 3.816 2.816 1.395 .974 .868 .711 .579 .711

Nonwhite male:
1961 1.910 4.627 3.567 2.782 1.925 1.597 1.522 1,567 1.403
1962 1.982 :3.982 3.964 2.655 1.909 1.564 1.509 1.746 2.164
1963 1.842 4.737 4.807 2.719 1.667 1404 1.246 1.298 1.772
1964 1.712 4.981 4.442 2.423 1 481 1.192 1.135 1.558 1.596
1065 1.644 6.022 4.489 2.067 1.378 1.133 1.133 1.200 1.156
1966..... .. 1.658 5.921 5.395 2.079 1.290 1.105 1.079 1.158 1.290

Nonwhite female:
1961 1.761 4.642 4.201) 2.911 1.657 1.597 1.105 .940 .970

1962 2.000 5.055 5.673 3.309 2.091 1.618 1.201 .655 , ;73
1963 1.065 7.035 5.597 3.281 2.053 1.439 1.070 .842 .632
1964 2.039 7.019 5.615 3.519 2.154 1.500 1.173 .731 .42'3

1065 2.044 8.400 6.178 3.044 1.867 1.680 .978 .867 .689
1966 2.263 9.158 7.684 3.316 2.132 1.111 1.111 .868 1.053
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TABLE 7.--Unemployment rates of experienced workers relative to overall rate. by major occupation groups,
1961-66

Occupation group 1961 1962- 1963 1964 1965 1966

Profess;onal, technical. and kindred workers 299 309 316 .327 .333 342
Farmers and farm managers .060 .055 .088 .096 .089 .105
Managers, officials,- and proprietors except farm .269 .273 263 269 244 283
Clerical and kindred workers .687 .709 .702 .712 .711 .737
Sales workers .702 .746 .737 .654 .733 .711
-Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers .940 .927 .842 308 1300 .737
Operatives and kindred workers 1.433 1364 1.298 1250 1.222 1.132
Private household workers .881 ..891 -.912 .943 .93" .947
Service workers, except private household 1.105 1.164 1.088 1.173 1.222 1263
Farm laborers and foremen .851 .782 .965 ;115 1.067 1.079
laborers, except farm and mine 2.164 2.255 2.123 2.039 2.100 1.921

' No rates were given for the group "Persons with no previous work experience."-

ment rate among the white collar jobs- profes-
sional, technical, and kihdred Workers; clerical and
kindred workers; and sales personnel=inereased at
least slightly. The argument that there arc employ-
inent oppottunities_ only for the educated was not
,bortie out by experience in the expansion

If the policy target is to reduce the unemploy-
ment rate of the highly trained and educated pro-
fessional, technical, and kindred workers to the
average unemployment rate in Germany in -1960-
62, then the overall rate will be about 1.7 percent
with 1966 relative rates. If the policy objective is
to reduce the unemploymen',; rate for laborers, ex-
cept farm and mine, to 4- percent, theb the overall
unemployment rate would be about 2 percent.

That isi in terms of both the unemployment rates
other advanced countries have achieved and the
setting of attainable targets for unemployment
rates in reasonably homogeneous subclasses of the
labor force, aii-overall sate in the neighborhood of
2 to 3 percent does not seem like a heroic policy
target. However, as will be pointed out, some struc-
tural changes may be required before this overall
rate can be achieved.

'Okun's Law

What I choose to call Okun's law (7) states that
for each percentage point decrease in unemployment

there will be approximately a 3- percent increase in
GNP. The evidence from the expansion:of 196146
is on the whole consistent= with Okun's law, although

= it may indicate that a somewhat smaller increase
in GNP-per percentage point decrease in unemploy-
mentrates takes place.

c--tTable 9 shows that if for each year we subtract
twice the decrease in the unemployment rate ifrom
the rate of growth of actual real GNP, we obtain
estimates of the growth of -capacity GNP That
clusters clearly around 4.3 percent. If' we multiply
the decrease in unemployment by 3 rather than 2,
we get estimates of the growth of capacity GNP
that average 3.7 perceht, but the annual estimates
have a much wider dispersion. The evidence seems
to indicate that a 1-percent point reduction in the

TABLE 8.-Reasonable target rates of unemployment

Base class
Class Overall
target, rate

Percent Percent
Married men, wife present 1.2 to 1.5 2.4 to :1.0
White males, age 25 to 54 1 2.0
Nonwhite males, age 25 to 54 4 3.4
Professional, technical and

kindred workers .6 1.7
Laborers, except farm and mine 4.0 2.0

TABLE 9.-Relation between growth in actual gross national product and decrease in unemployment, 1962-66

Terminal year
Rate, of growth
of actual GNP
in 1958 dollars

Change in the
unemployment

rate

Rate of growth of capacity assuming
GNP of-

3 percent per
percentage

point -
unemployment

2 percent per
perce:.tage

point
unemployment

1962
1963
1

1

1

A erage

Percent Percent
65 -12 2.9 c 4.1
4.0 + 2 4.8 4.4
5.3 - 3.8 4.3
5.9 -.7 3.8 4.5
5.4 -.7 3.3 4.0

3.7 4.3
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unemployment rate requires-a-real-Aggregate de-
mand growth of some 2 or 3 percent more than the
rate of growth of capacity. There is no indication in
table 9 that carrying unemployment rates down to
3.8 percent saw any change in the general nature
of the relation embodied in Okun's law.

Thus to continue to reduce unemployment rates
at the rate of .5 to .7 percentage points per year
would require a rate of growth of real- aggregate
demand averaging about 5.5 percent per year.
Given the tendency for the GNP price deflator to
rise, this niay mean that a risein aggregate demand
at a rate of 8 percent per year for 2 years beyond
1966 is needed to bring unemployment rates down
to or below a 3- percent overall rate.

If a =2.5- percent measured unemployment rate had
ruled in 1966 rather than the observed 3;8 percent,
.then by Okun's law, as modified above, GNP would
have been some 2.6 to 3.9 percefit larger. GNP in
1966 was $740 billion. Even at -the _loir unemploy-
ment rates-of 1966, the cost in terms of GNP Of the
slack_ relative to tight full employment was in the
neighborhood of 419 to $29. billion. This is much
greater than the $11 billion that presumably it
would take in transfer payments to lift all now liv-
ing- in poverty well above the poverty line.

It might be argued-that the northern European
countries were able to maintain such low unemploy-
ment rates because they operated with a large num-
ber of imported workerS. First of all, there is noth-
ing wrong with imparted workers- or bracero pro-
grams if they are carried out in the context of tight
labor markets.

In addition, one very large element of flexibility
is built into the American economy because of the
chronic migration from the rural-areas to the urban
areas. The gross outflow per year is very large but
the net outflow, because of returns to rural areas,
is quite modest; therefore, a sizable increase in the
rate-of increase of the industrial labor force is pos-
sible if the urban retention rate rises. The level of"
urban retention rates seems closely related to urban
job opportunities. A rise in aggregate demand that
might; under other circumstances, lead to inflation-
ary pressure would under these circumstances lead
to -faster absorption of formerly rural population
into the urban society. Thus, a tighter urban labor
market would go far to eliminate rural poverty.

Size Distribution of Earnings

The move from the current slack full employment
to a tight- full employment will directly benefit
those who are in poverty because of unemployment
or part-time work. It will not directly benefit those
who are in poverty.7even though they worked full
time at a job. For these poor, either a rise in 'their
earnings from work or some scheme of wage sup-
plements is necessary. The expectation is that some
of the employed poor will benefit from tight full
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employment as they move into higher wage jobs.
However, some of those who move from being un-
employed to employed will move in jobs that

"yield poverty incomes.
Therefore, one facet of any serious concern about

poverty is a concern about the size distribution of
income. As long as a substantial portion of those
living in poVertyor even close to povertydo so
in spite of working full time during the year, the
root of this component of poverty lies in the exist-
ence of jObs that pay too little.

Various explanations Of the differentials in wage
earnings among industries and occupations have
been proposed. The current or recent fashion is to
explain differentials in earnings in terms of the
differences in investment. These investments in
humans could be on-the-job training, or craft train-
ing, or general education.

However, before we venture a conventional -reply
to the question of the determinants of-relatiye earn=
ings, it is perhaps best to look at some data. This is
especially- so because of the wide difference in -the
average weekly earnings of workers in differentin..,..
-dustries as well as the changes that occurred in
relative earnings during the postwar period.

Our analysis of relative wages takes 1948 as its
initial observation. The year 1948 is too close to the
end of World War II, with its elaborate wage and
price controls, to serve as- a model for relative
wages. However, 1948 was the terminal year for a
protracted period of tight full- employment. From
1948 through-1961 the trend was toward higher un.7
employment -rates. The expansion of 1961=66 saw
aggregate unemployment rates fall from 6.7 to 3.8
percent. The question is whether the slack affects
relative earningsand whether the gradual tighten,
ing over a 6-year period also affects relative earn..
ings. Does chronic labor market slack _widen The
range of earnings among occupations, whereas sa
long period of labor market tightness narrows. the
spread?

The analysis examines relative earnings in the 21
two-digit manufacturing industries plus mining,
contract construction, wholesale trade, and retail
trade. For each year the wage in each of the 25 sec-
tors is divided by average earnings in all manufac-
turing to get relative wages.

In 1948, weekly earnings in four industries (table
10)£ were in excess of 120 percent of the average
earnings, and three industries exhibited earnings
that were less than 80 percent of the base. In sharp
contrast, in 1966 weekly earnings in six industries
were in excess of 120 percent of all the manufactur-
itig earnings and earnings in six industries were
below 80 percent of the base. In other words, kti
1948 of the 25 industries, 18 were in the range
weekly earnings in-all manufacturing ±20 percen
in 1966 only 13 were in this range. (If ± 10 perce
of all the manufacturing earnings is used as tt e
central group, in 1948, 12 of the 25 industries were
in the range whereas in 1966 only 9 were.)



TABLE 10.-Average weekly earnings as a ratio to aver-age weekly earnings in manufacturing, 1948. 1953,

and 1960-66

Industry 1948 1953 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966

Mining 1234 1.178 1.175 1.157 1.143 1.148 1.143 1 148 1.158

Contract construction 1228 1226 1259 1.278 1268 1276 1282 1283 1293

Manufacturing 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

Parable Goods 1 A60 1.087 1.086 1.086 1268 =1 A89 1 089 1.092 1A84

Ordnance and accessories 1.078 1.108 1208 1.224 1207 1208 1187 1.218 1209

Lumber and wood products .896 .862 .821 .832 .820 -821 327 -821 .825

Furniture and fixtures .919 .893 .838 .827 .821 .821 .820 .816 .813

Stone, clay, and glass products 1.001 .995 1.031 1.031 1.020 1.026 1.024 1.023 1.018

Primary metal industries 1.151 1.198 1.221 1243 1 240 1251 1262 1248 1230

Fabricated pieta, products 1-060 1.085 1.096 1.092, 1.085 1.084 1.081 1.083 1.084

Machinery 1136 1.173 1.165 1.163 1.170 1.166 1.181 1.185 -1202

Electrical equipment 1.026 1.000 1.011 11/23 1.009 .995 .987 .986 .969

Transportation equipment 1.162 1.210 1242 1228 1 265 1271 1263 1283 1267

Instrmitents and related products:. .989 1.030 1.040 1 .049 1.033 1.019 1.006 1.007 1.010

Miscellaneous manufactures .904 873 327 321 .814 806 .799 .792 .791

Notidurable Goods
:Food and kindred produCts

-.931
-.920

.887

.901
.895
.959

.897
-.961

.889
.951

382
.946

.882

.943
.882
931

.877,

.925

Tobacco manufactures 689 .675 .723 .751 .739 .741 .738 .743 .758

:Thuile mill products 822 .754 708 :704 .706- .696 _ .712 .728 .731

Apparel and related products BM 691 .627 .628 633 .626 .624 .620 613

-Paper and allied -products 1.030 1.019 1.060 1.076 1.056 1.063 1A64 1A64 1.063

Printing and publishing 1226 1.167 1.147 1137 1118 1111 1.110 1.101 1.092

Chemicals and allied products t 1.041 1.053 1.150 1.156 1.141 1.132 1.128 1.118

Petroleum and related' products 1304 1282 1322 1346 1.314 1322 1 298 . 1290 1288

Rubber and plastic prodticts 1.004 1.031 1.031 1.041 1.036 1.011 1.018 1.021 .995

-Leather and leather products .773 .722 .674 .680 .669 .662 .669 A69 667

=Wholesale and retail trade .827 .703 .788 .785 .777 .778 .721 .713 .704-

_Wholesale trade 1.009 .978 1.011 1.013 1)96 .998 996 .988 990

-Retail trade .784- .705 .695 £93 .682 .682 .62E .620 .611

Not only has there been a-marked thinning out
of :the middle of the range of weekly earnings 1.)y

industry, but the minimum average weekly incomes
as a ratio to the average has decreased. In 1948
only weekly earnings in Tobacco manufactures
were below 70 percent of the average. In 1966 three
industries exhibited_ Weekly earnings lower than 70
percent of all manufacturing: these were Leather
and' leather goods, Apparel and related manufactur-
ing, and Retail trade.

-A surprising aspect of the developments in rela-
tive earningS over the post-World War H period
deals-with the change in relative earnings. Appal.,
ently the rich became richer and the poor poorer.
Over this period, at least among the industries ex-
amined. Of course, richer and'poorer is in a relative
sense.

Of the 10 industries with the highest relative
earnings in 1948, 7 increased their relative earnings,
1 exhibited no serious change, and 2 (Mining and
Printing and publishing) had substantial relative
declines. In spite of their decline relative to all
manufacturing during this period, earnings in Min-
ing and Printing and publishing were at 116 and
109 percent, respectively, of the average for all
manufacturing in 1966.

Of the eight industries with the lowest relative
-wages in 1948, seven experienced a substantial de-
cline in their relative wages by 1966. The exception
(Tobacco) had the lowest average weekly earnings

in 1948- (69 percent of all the manufacturing-aver-
age, earnings). By 1966 this ratio was 76 percent,
and Tobacco manufactures were fifth from the hot-
tom in weekly earnings.

Some of the declines in relative earnings were
really substantial. Earningi in Apparerfell' from 82
to 61 peicent of the average for all manufacturing,
Furniture from 92 to 81 percent, Leather from -79

to 67 pert.ot, Textiles from 82 to 73-percent, and
Lumber fell from 90 to 83 percent. In addition, Re-
tail trade fell from 78 to 61 percent and Miscellane-
ous manufactures from 90 to 79 percent:

The seven industries that ranked -from 11th
(Paper and allied products, relative earnings 103
percent), to 17th (Food, relative earnings 92 per-
cent) in 1948 tended to show but slight changes in
their relative earnings in the period to 1966. The rel-
ative earnings of Electrical equipment dropped 6
percent; all the others remained approximately un-
changed in relative earnings, that is the terminal
relative earning was ±3 percent of the initial rel-
ative earnings.

Thus over the period 1948-66 the rich tended to
get richer, the poor poorer and those in the middle
tended to hold their own.

The increase in the spread of relative earnings in
the United States since 1948 seems to be due mainly
to the relative retardation in the increase in earn-
ings in what were already low wage industries. The
relative retardation of two high earning industries
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in 1948 (Mining and Printing and publishing) are
perhaps due mainly to technological changes,
although the relative retardation of earnings in
Mining is a part Of today's rural poverty scene.

That Petroleum refining maintained its relative
wages is also of minor interest. =If- we ignore
Tobacco, Printing and publishing, Mining, and
Petroleum; for the rest of the industries the change
in the percentage --points of =relative earnings' be-
tween 1948 and.1966'is highly correlated with rela-
tive earnings in 1948 (see table 11).

Many of the industries in which relative wages
declined between 1948_and 1966 were sick industries.
-for part or all of this period. In the case of the Tex-
tile, Apparel, Leather, and Furniture industries, one
response to their difficulties_ was a rather large-scale
Migration Of plants out of the metropolitan
centers and their historical areas toward- small
-towns and -the South: _-

A theorem seems to fall out of the experience of
the .postwar period. Marked declines in relative
earnings- in an industry will be accompanied -by
changes in the location of the plants in the industry.

If such migration in fact took -place-and if it
did- go -towards regions where large postwar out-
migrations from agriculture were taking place-then
three facets stand out:

(l) The cost of migration was less, being to a
nearby industrial job rather than to a distant loca-
tion. This lower cost tended-to induce migration out

TiBLE 11.-Relative earnings (1948) and change in
relative earnings (1948-66) by industries

Industry
1948

relative
earnings'

Change in
relative

earnings,
from 1948

to-1966

Contract construction 1.228 +.065
Transportation equipment 1.162 +.105
Primary metal industries 1.151 +.079
Machinery 1.136 +.066
Ordnance and accessories 1.076 +.133
Fabricated-metal products 1.060 +.024
Chemical and allied products 1.041 +.077
Paper and allied products 1.030 +.033
Electrical equipment 1.026 -.057
Wholesale trade 1.009 -.019
Rubber and plastic products 1.004 -.009
Stone and quarry 1.001 +.017
Instruments and related

products .989 +.021
Food and kindred products .1120 +.005
Furniture and fixtures .919 -.106
Miscellaneous manufactures .904 -.113
Luniber and wood products .896 -.071
Textile mill products .822 -.091
Apparel and related products.... .822 -.209
Retail trade .784 -.173
Leather and leather products .773 -.099

Earninrs in relation to Manufacturing, as given in
table 10.
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of rural areas and to lower the retention rates of
the urban centers.

(2) The probability that the migrant exchanges
rural and agricultural poverty for industrial and
urban poverty or near poverty was greater than if
the same number of jobs had been created in these
industries in their old sites.

(3) In the absence of immigration, employment in
these industries would have-declined in relative-size.
If appropriate effects. to sustain dein-and and em-
ploymerit had been undertaken, then job/openings
in high wage industries would have been greater
than observed.

From table 12 it seems apparent that whereas
most of -the spreading of the range of relative earn-
ings-the rich getting richer and the poorer-
took place 'behreen 1948- and 1960, the relative im-
provement in labor-market conditions between 1960
and_1966 did not reverse the trend. If the range of
relative-weekly earnings is-too broad,--from a social
policy view, then' it may not be sufficient to rely
upon aggregate demand _generating policies to- re-
terse the trend: Of course, during the 1961-66 period
only a- very half,heartede attempt was made to
achieve full eMployment and it may be that a sus-
tained period of tight full employment is needed
to achieve a desired narrowing in the range of rela-
tive earnings,

The maintenance of the wide range of relative
earnings is evidence that the supply curves of labor
to the low relative wage industries remain highly
elastic as the overall unemployment rate is--de-
creased. -This may reflect -their locational
tages: with the continuing migration out of rural
areas, the advantageously located low wage indus-
tries may in fact be operating with a high reservoir
of labor, responsive to job opportunities at un-
changing relative wages.

An additional point is worth noting. The 1960-66
period was the era of wage-price guidelines which
stated "acceptable" wage_ increases as a percentage
change: this_ type of wage increases would tend- to
stabilize the relative earnings patterns.

To summarize: It appears as if the range of rela-
tive weekly earnings increased over the postwar
period. This increase may have been a response to
the rising slack in the labor market that dominated
the scene through 1960. The modest tightening of
the labor market since that date has -not reversed
the Widening of the range of relative earnings. Thus
if the concern about poverty can be translated into
a concern about relative earnings it may be neces-
sary to supplement aggregativc economic policies
with policies designed to narrow the range of earn-
ings from jobs.

Price Stability

In our discussion of price stability, we ignore the
impact of rising prices upon the nonpoor. Price
stability may affect the two classes of the poor-



TABLE 12.-Relative earnings and ranking of relative earnings, 25 industries, 1948,1960, and 1966

Industry
Relative earnings Rank of relative earningk

1948 1960 1966 1948 1960 1966

Petroleum and related products 1.304 1322 1288 1 1 2

Mining 1234 1.175 1.158 2 6 7

Contract construction 1228 1259 1293 3 2 1

Printing and publishing 1266 1.147 14)92 4 9 9

Transportation equipment 1.162 1.242 1267 5 3 3

Primary metal italbstries 1.151 '1222 1230 6 4 4

Machinery 1.136 1.165 1202 7 7 6

Ordnance and accessories 1.076 1209 1209 8 5 5

Fabricated metal products 1.060 1.096 11)84 9 10 10

Chemical and-allied products 1.041 1.150 1.118 10

Paper and allied products 1.030 1.060 1.063 11 11 11

Electrical equipment 1.026 1.011 .969 12 15 16

Wholesale trade 1.009 .990 13 15 15

Rubber and plastic products
a 1.004 1.031 .995 14 13 14

Stone and quarry 1.001 1A31 1.018 15 13 12-

Instruments and related products .989 1.040 1.010 16 12 13

Food and kindred produCts .920 .959 -.925 17 17 J7_

Ftitnititre and fixtures .919 .838 .813 18 IS 19

Miiiiellaniotus manufactures .904 .827 .291 19 19 20

Lumber and wood products .896 .821 .825 20 20 IS

Textile- mill products .822 .708 .731 21 22 22

Apparel and related products .822 A27 .613 22 25 24

Retail- trade .784 A95 AII 23 23 25

Leather and leather products .773 .674 .667 24 24 23

Tobacco manufactures A89 .723 .758 25 21 21

ithose who actually or potentially receive income
from jobs, and those who arc mainly dependent
on transfer payments-in quite different ways.
To the extent that rising prices are a correlate of
tighter labor market conditions, the improvement
in -job and income opportunities for the preiwntlin-
employed and low wage employed is more than
ample compensation to them for whatever hard-
ships modestly rising prices bring. (Even the price
rise of 1966 was modest by world standards.) For
those who receive income by transfer payments,
there is evidence that in the long run many of_the
transfer payments by right (social security,
veterans pensions, etc.) keep up with price level in-
creases. However, in the short run there is a lag
which lowers the real income of these poor.

There is no evidence that the generosity of the
public with respect to "case load" or discretionary

= transfer payments is such that a quick adjustment
for price increases takes place. If such budgeted
programs are not adjusted, once again some of the
poorest are adversely affected by price level in-
creases. _

The casual or easy linkliiMiklkleret-iffelVaser
to overall labor market tightening, however, is sus-
pect. The price increase of 1966 was not a wage push

= inflation-in fact, for much of the labor force real
wages went down-and it was not a delayed re-
sponse to excessive wage increases earlier in the
expansion. There was nothing in labor market con-

' ditions, as measured by overall unemployment rates,
that made for a-rapid run up in food prices during

- the year. Until the effects of special product and

labor market circumstances are taken into account,
too much weight should not be placed upon the
price -level increase of 1966 as- an argument with
respect to the relation between overall unemploy-
ment rates and prices.

From -the perspective of the War on Poverty,
some building of a consumers price level adjustment
into social security, and other paynients (both by
right and discretionary transfer) would be highly
desirable. If this were done, then a portion of the
adverse effect that modest- inflationary pressures
have upon the poor will be offset.

It is worth noting that the GNP price deflator has
shown a tendency to rise from between 1.5 and 1.8
percent per year even with slack labor markets. At
most the special rise in the deflator caused by the
labor market tightening of 1966 was the difference
between 3.3 percent and 1.5 or 1.8 percent. This is a
modest price to pay for the reduction in the number
of families living in poverty that has taken place in
the expansion.

All in all, price stability is downgraded in im-
portance from the perspective of a serious commit-
ment to end poverty, especially if some price ad-
justments for transfer payment receivers can be
regularized. However, to the extent that the War
on Poverty is serious and the belief that income
from jobs is preferable to a high level dole (even if
it is called a negative income tax) then, if the re-
lation between tight full employment and price
level increases as stated in most empirical Phillips
curves is valid, some serious experimentation with
wage and price controls may be necessary.
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Another aspect of the wage-price problem as re-
lated to the War on Poverty requires attention.
Some inflationary pressure from wages on prices is
good from the perspective of the War on Poverty.
In the section on Size Distribution of Earnings it
Was pointed out that the ringe of relative earnings
has widened since 1948 and that the expansion of
1961-66 has witnessed no perceptible reversal of the
trend; if anything the trend tics continued. Some
pressure to push low wages up relative to high and
average wages seems desirable. Such pressure,
could come from the market or, if necessary, from
incomes policy. However, inasmuch as regular wage
increase= reflecting productivity increases are the
now normal expectation for organized high wage
workers, this required narrowing of the spread of
relative wages can come about only if wages in the
low wage industries increase faster than productiv-
ity. Thus the price of the product of low wage in-.
dwaries Will-need to rise, relative to other prices.
Any price level increase because of this effect is an-
inherent part of any attempt to decrease poverty
by way of employment.

As one of the low wage industries is retail trade,
such a rise in prices may have a large impact on
the consumers price index: the paths of consumer
and wholesale prices will diverge. In addition, see-
torah consumer price indices that arc heavily
weighted with low-wage industries and occupations
will-rise relative to sectoral wholesale mice' indices
where low wage industries arc relatively iMportant.
Thus, for example, for the War on Poverty to be
succes14ful, automobile prices and wages-should rise
at a slower rate than teitile and garment prices and
wages.

Thus the addition of the War on Poverty to the
set of policy goals dOwngrades the importance of
price stability as a policy goal, especially if the rise
in prices has a structure that-reflects a "pushing up"
of the present low wages.

Economic Growth
As Anderson has shown, economic growth by it-

self is not a very prothising path for the quick
reduction of poverty (1). To fir, extent that low
wages and near poverty incomes depend upon the
absorption of the rural poor into an urban poor, a
great deal of growth in income can take place with-
out reducing the population in poverty. This is true
to time extent that the urban poor contribute more
to measured GNP than do the rural poor. Because
of the chronic surplus of labor from the rural sec-
tions, the United States in part may be an enclav'
economy, similar to many underdeveloped econ,
omies. In an enclave economy, as long as the reser-
voir of rural poor is full, a great deal of progress
without any substantial improvement in the lot of
the poor can take place.

That is, the supply curve of low wage labor in the
urban rectors is infinitely elastic at some markup
over the going earnings of the rural poor. As long
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as the reservoir of rural poor is not empty. economic
growth will take the form of shifting workers from
being rural poor to being urban poor.

If the supply price of labor in the urban sectors
results in a poverty or near poverty standard of
life, then even though there may be measurable and
significant improvements in life standards, all that
has happened is that urban poverty has been sub-
stituted for rural poverty.

Tax policies have a shape es'well as a size. Fiscal
measures can be used to affect income distribution.
To the extent that increasing the rate of growth is a
serious policy, objective, the shape of the tax pro-
gram is affected. Tax measure, such as the invest-
ment tax credit, rapid depreciation, and even per-
sonal income-tax adjustments favoring high income
earners, receive favorable consideration under the
heading of improving growth prospects. From the
perspective of the War on Poverty, increasing per-
sonal income tax exemptions, lowering consumption
taxes,and increasing = transfer payments are -desir-
able. It may be true that not much can be done by
way of Federal tax changes directly to improve the
lot of the poor. But much can be done indireetly if
Federal income tax revenues can be used to support
government expenditures that tend to equalize-real
income by furnishing to all income in kind- and to
substitute Federal Government financing for regres-
sive State taxes.

From the perspective of the War on Poverty, eco-
nomic growth as a policy objective takes on many
of the attributes of a pie-in-the-sky promise. Noth-
ing directly done to support growth will yield quick
benefits to the poor. For example, if education and
research are promOted to accelerate growth, the im-
mediate impact of a rise in such expenditures will
be an increased demand for the labor of the already
alfluent_Economic growth as an instrument to fight
poverty has little virtue it really is a "trickle
down upon them" view of how to fight poverty.
Thus, from this perspective, economic growth as a
policy objective is downgraded, because all of the
growth-inducing measures that are usually sug-
gested, aside from tight full employment, have a
perverse effect upon the relative well-being of the
present poor.

On the other hand, economic growth is an attri-
bute of the highly innovative American economy
when it functions normallyand full employment
does seem to emphasize the innovative aspects of
the American economy. Thus, nothing need be done
to especially induce growth if time economy is func-
tioning at full employment. As full employment is
upgraded as a policy goal with the War on Poverty,
a byproduct of the war may be a more rapid growth
in capacity GNP than has been achieved, without
any special growth-inducing incentives.

Balance of Payments
Within any set of tariffs and other direct con-

straints on making dollars available to foreigners,



the balance of payments acts as a constraint upon
income. That is, within any structure affecting
international trade and capital movements, there is
-a maximum level of income and rate of change of
',rims that is consistent with balance of payments
equilibrium. If aggregate demand is WO high for an
extended period, a deficit will accumulate that will
make it impossible for the United States to satisfy
the commitment to pay gold.

Front the perspective of the War on Poverty, the
target aggregate demand needs to be high enough to
generate and sustain a 3-percent unemployment
rate. Such a rate initially may be accompanied by
a somewhat more rapid increase in fifices than we
have averaged during 1964-65. These conditions,
eskcially given the war, in Vietnam, should lead to
a larger deficit in the balance of payments than has
been achieved in the past few years. Given the pre-
carious gold position, even assuming the gold cover
requirement is removed, latelti_t movement toward
tight full employment will- cause difficulty in meet-
ing the gold standard commitment.

Under these circumstances something will have
to give way. The alternatives are: (1) to slacken on
the aggregate demand tarp. t, (2) to change the
structural elements which help determine imports
and capital movements, and (3) to change the
monetary rules. If the War on Poverty is serious,
then alternative (1) is irolvailable.

There really is little to choose between raising
tariffs and tightening foreign capital movement
constraints (withdrnwing our troops from abroad is
not taken as possible here) and changing the mone-
tary rules. Whatever losses in efficiency that would
result from constraining tariffs and capital move-
ment regulations are not sufficient to compensate
for the benefits of the higher GNP and the social
benefits of tight full employment. Thus, a "liberal"
presumption against interfering with free inter-
national trade becomes of secondary importance
where the cost is a significantly lower aggregate de-
mand. Certainly when it came to capital move-
ments, "liberal* an" was easily abandoned.

However, free international markets and aggre-
gate demand unconstrained by balance of payments
considerations are possible if the rules governing
the international monetary system are changed.
Basically this would mean abandoning the gold
standard - -which is a goal that has little domestic
payoff.

From the perspective of the war on poverty,
_whether the abandonment of the gold standard
takes the form of paper gold or freely fluctuating
exchanges is not a matter of indifference. If the
global amount of paper gold to be created is limited
by some rule or determined by some central bank
to central banks, there would still be Rime maxi-
mum aggregate demand consistent with the rules of
the paper gold world. If this maximum is too low
to achieve the target unemployment goals, then the
price will be an abandonment of War on Poverty
targets.

Freely fluctuating exchanges are consistent with
the determination of aggregate demand by domestic.
employment needs. In order to make capital move-
ments easier, and to promote the use of the dollar
as an international currency. the Treasury for a fee
should sell insurance compensating foreign owners
of dollar balances for any increase of the GNP de-
flator by more than 1..5 percent per year.

That is. it seems, from the point of-view of the
War on Poverty, that the objective of balance of
payments equilibrium is downgraded. A free prod-
uct and capital market plus fluctuating exchanges
seem marginally better than stricter import controls
plus capital movement controls and fixed exchange's.

Summary on Policy Trade Offs
The effect of adding the elimination of poverty

to the objectives of economic policy is to increase
the weight attached to full employment as a goal.
If, in the absence of the commitment to end pov-
erty, a particular trade off existed now between 'full
employment and some combination of price level
increases and balance of payment position, with the
addition of this new objective, tighter full employ-
ment at the expense of more rapid price level in-
creases and a deteriorated balance of payments
position is acceptable.

Aside from directly helloing those in poverty who
acquire jobs as a result of tighter full employment,
tighter full employment aids in-the War on Poverty
by raising State and local tax revenues and decreas-
ing welfare rolls. Both of the above will enable the
relevant governments to either improve income in
kind or raise welfare payments.

In addition, excess demand conditions over a
broad spectrum of jobs will aid in upgrading
workers. Workers presently in low-paying jobs can
move up the occupational ladder. Fulsome job
opportunities will help generate additional families
with more than one income earner. This can lift
families well above the minimum poverty line.

The existence of excess demand for workers in
better paying jobs should, if no infalitely large
reservoir of very low income people existed, raise
wages and weekly earnings in the presently low-
paying jobs faster than wages in general rise. How-
ever, as long as the huge reservoir of potential
migrants from rural America is full, the upward
wage pressure on the present low wage occupations
may not take place. Thus there may be a need for
special programs to affect relative wages.

In order to validate past decisions to invest and
for technical progress not to force- unacceptable
losses upon the owners of inherited capital, which
in a progressive society embody techniques that are
no longer best usages, aggregate demand must grew.
As long as aggregate demand grows, technical dy-
namism and large-scale gross investment, such as
takes place at full employment, guarantee that pro-
ductive capacity will grow. That is, adequate aggre-
gate demand, defined as demand sufficient to gen-
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erate. tight full employment, is necessary both to
validate past growth-generating behavior and to
insure present behavior conducive to-growth. Thus.
economic growth is a byproduct of a lull employ-
ment policy. In fact, the flaw in capitalism dis-
cussed in the next section centers around the run-
away behavior of the propensity to invest if full
employment is sustained over an extended period
of time.

To-the extent that corporate gross profits provide
a large share of the financing for gross investment
and that households which receive appreciable in-
comes from property tend to save a large portion of
their-Income, a concern about increasing the-growth
rate indicates that moves to decrease the share of
gross profits after taxes in gross national product
are out of order. Thus, attaching significance to
growth as a policy goal will not conflict with the
War on Poverty as far as the size and rate of change
of aggregate demand is concerned. It may conflict
with the goal- to eliminate poverty with respect to
income distribution.

The income distribution goals of the War on
Poverty center around three items: (1) raising low
wages relative to high wages, (2) larger transfer
payments to those not in or not expected to he in
the labor force, and (3) elimination of taxes that
fall most heavily on the poor.

The-weight attached to growth as a policy ob-
jective will not necessarily affect the objective of
raising low wages relative to high wages. The
greater the weight attached to growth the greater
the desire to ease taxes in general and profit tax-
ation in particular. Thus there may be a conflict
between goals relative to transfer payments and
taxes.

That is, inducing growth may conflict with the
War on Poverty in terms of the desired structure
of the tax system.

The Flaw in American Capitalism
American capitalism is flawed. However, the

major flaw may not be that encompassed by the
Phillips curve analysis, which entertains the pos-
sibility that satisfactory unemployment levels are
associated with unsatisfactory rates of increase of
prices. Satisfactory, of course, means consistent
with the achievement of specified social goals
whether they be ethical or pragmatic. From the per-
spective of this paper, satisfactory means rapid
progress toward the elimination of poverty. There
is nothing in our experience through 1966 that
proves that a balanced growth of aggregate demand
relative to productive capacity when there is slack
in the labor force, as measured by an excess of un-
employment over tight full employment, will lead
to rapid price increases. We have not had sufficient
experience with the growth of aggregate demand at
the same rate as capacity with tight or even slack
full employment to venture a good guess as to how
prices behave under those circumstances. What we
have observed is that unbalanced growth of aggre-
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gate demand, which requires a shuffling of resources
among sectors, combined with frequent changes in
the way demand is unbalanced, which requires re-
shuffling of resources, leads to an increase in the rate
of increase of prices.

To the extent that there is such a Phillips curve
problem, even radical structural changes are con-
sistent with the essential nature of American capi-
talism. Certainly the labor market policies adopted
to date, which may or may not turn out to Shift the
Phillips curve in the appropriate direction. have-
not changed anything essential.

The flaw in American capitalisn: centers around
the financial system, and the financial system is an
essential attribute of the economy. American-
capitalism is an intensely financial system. The
relative free entry into industry, the rapid changes
in industrial structure, and the emphasis upon in-
novations are all-in part due to, and are reflected in,
the financial structure.

In a private financial system, the portfolios of
households, business firms, and financial organiza-
tions all reflect speculations as to the future pros-
pects -for the economy. Some of the available menu
of assets offer income in kind in the-form of safety,
other assets require the owners to take a full -meas-
ure of the uncertainty that is inherent in the per-
formance of a decentralized economy which histori-
cally has been subject to quite severe business
cycles. When the prospects of the economy look
very good, as they did, for example, at the end of
the soaring year of 1965, all portfolio holders shift
from preferring portfolio assets with "protective"
features to portfolio assets that are expected to
prosper from the now taken-for-granted prosperity.

For business firmsas well as for households
(but this is not essential) portfolio assets include
real capital. In times of assured prosperity, port-
folio preferences of business shift in such a way
that large additions to their real capital stock is
desired. Over 1964, 1965, and much of 1966 the
American economy acted as if it were starved for
capital. Investment in each of these years increased
at a nonsustainable rate. An enterprise economy
of this type might be characterized as "euphoric."

The essential flaw in American capitalism is this
propensity for business investment to take of into
a cumulative, nonsustainable explosion. The trigger
to this explosion is a past of very good times which
leads to a general reevaluation of business pros-
pects.

The War on Poverty requires that tight full em-
ployment be achieved and sustained. But once it is
certain that tight full employment will be sus-
tained, then all enterprises would suddenly find
they want much more capital than they have. Given
the certainty of tight full employment, the gross
profits of the firm are assured. Under these circum-
stances, managers will be very willing to finance
the acquisition of new capital by emitting liabil-
ities which, in a world where uncertainty loomed
larger, they would never tolerate.



However, it is not only new investment that is
affected by such emphasis. The investment decisions
of the past leave a financial residue. These instru-
ments carry yields that reflect the views about the
relative riskiness of the different ventures and
financial assets at the time they (the instruments)
were emitted:These assets now have to be priced
to reflect current views about expectations. The
security that safe assets offered is now, in a world
where uncertainty has been attenuated by the guar-

_ antee that prosperity will be sustained, of little
value compared to the higher income offered by
assets- whose owners take their chances on the per-
formance' of the economy. The price of very safe
assets- falls; the price of risky assets rises.

The pressure on interest rates comes from two
sources. One is the desire to invest larger and larger
shares:of total output The second is-the change in
the desired asset structure by ultimateS and inter-
mediaries as a result of the new view about the
future of the economy.

The end result of such an investment boom is a
large4cale decrease in liquidity. Even in the ab-
sence of Federal Reserve constraint, but as long as
the Federal Reserve does not turn into an engine of
runaway inflation, the end result of the ever greater
pinch in liquidity will be a financial tremor or
trisis. The financial crisis forces a revaluation of
desired assets and liabilitiesincluding the desired
stock- of capital. The breaking of the investment
boom can lead to a- reciprocating set of feedbacks
between income and financial sectors that ends in
a deep depression, unless large-scale fiscal stimu-
lants are undertaken.

Thus the sustained tight full'employment that is
required for the War on Poverty to succeed may be
impossible to achieve with the financial system of
American capitalism.

Notes on a Program Against Poverty
The conclusion of the preceding section is pretty

dismal, fitting for an essay rooted in the dismal
science. We are of necessity working with an eco-
nomic system -that is not perfect. We therefore
should expect that any program aimed at some
proximate policy goal, such as sustained tight full
employment, will have side effects that adversely
affect not only other dimensions of the system but
also the ability to attain the proximate policy goal.
Sustained tight full employment will set up a
euphoric situation that may set in motion balance
sheet adjustments that may tend to tear the very
fabric of the financial system to shreds. If 1966 is
evidence of anything, it is evidence that the econ-
omy has difficulty in assimilating a sustained ex-
pansion, let alone sustained full employment.

I will not venture into the morass of a program
to reform the financial system so that it no longer
is inconsistent with tight full employment. A plan-
ning constraint, such as investment licensing, and
a constraint on using the financial market (capital
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issues licensing) might dampen the entliusiastiz
response. However, these direct controls on the run-
away tendency to invest will fundamentally change
the nature of the economy.

I also do not believe that the problem of 1966
was due to too much fiscal ease, so that monetary
policy had to do too much of the job. This conven-
tionally wise diagnosis of what happened in 1966
assumes that the sustained expansion of 1961-65
plus the guarantee by authorities that this progress
could be sustained indefinitely had nothing to do
with the pressure on financial markets.

The ingredients for a correct aggregate economic
policy exist in the -experience of the last three
quarters (third and fourth quarters of 1966 and
first quarter of 1967). A financial system tremor
occurred which by itself would have resulted in a
deep and fairly long depression in investment. The
impact of the leveling off and decline in private
investment was offset by a large increase in govern-
ment spending. The net result has been stable un-
employment levels and no decline in aggregate de-
mand. True, the radical shift in the composition of
demand has brought with it pressure on prices, but
that is a small cost for the real output that was not
lost.

What we need is a fiscal equivalent to an- escalat-
ing war whenever runaway propensities to invest
via financial repercussions lead to financial distress
and instability. The financial difficulties are an
essential part of the mechanism; the policy prob-
lem is to prevent the financial system problems
from- generating significant downward pressure on
resource use.

If the government acts as a true employer of last
resort, with reserve employment programs in being
at all locations where unemployment can conceiv-
ably be a problem, then government expenditures
will respond by increasing rapidly whenever un-
employment becomes a reality. To date the auto-
matic fiscal stabilizers act mainly on the tax
receipts side; by employer-of-last-resort programs
they will also act on the expenditure side.

It has been argued that the expansion to date
(end of 1966) has not had the effect of rectifying
the broadening of relative wages that has occurred
since 1948 and that special measures may. leneeded.
An obvious measure would be to gradually increase
the ratio of the wage at which employer-of-last-
resort jobs are available to the average wagei.e.,
decrease the range between the statutory minimum
and the average hourly wage, and guarantee jobs
to all at the statutory minimum. It may be that
policies which restrict wages above the average to
a maximum increase of some 3 percent per year
while the minimum wage rises by some 5 perc .nt

4.. per year will be an important weapon in rectifying
the wage structure. Continuing this program of
differential rates of increase for a number of years
will lead to a ratio of minimum to average of 80
percent rather than perpetuating the present more
extended range.
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If such pressure upon low wages results in unem-
ployment in the private sector, the public employ-
ment sector needs to fill up the breach.

There are no shortages of useful and important
jobs that such an employer of last resort can under-
take; all that is needed to get a -list of such jobs is
to ask any mayor, or county supervisor, or school
board head.

- The employer of last resort should litti.e a youth
employment arm. By a combination of school years
and vacation jobs, all youngsters in school 14-years
old or over, male and female, should be guaranteed
alnitiimum of $600 per, year for 14-year-olds (ris-
ing to $900 per year for 18-year-olds) , College stu-
dent guaranteed employment- Mould be geared to
college room and board rates.

Under all circumstances youth income should be
included as taxable income of the head of the house-
hold.

For youths +who choose to drop out of formal
schooling, the Youth arm of the employer authority
should provide both full-time eMploythent and job
training programs combined with part-time employ-
ment.

- There are two aspects of the transfer payment
programs that require marked revision. Many of
the programs now in effect were introduced during
the 1930's, a-period of chronic in is unemployment.
They were designed in good part to reduce the size
of the labor force. There is nothing sacred about the
existing retirement ages or the school-leaving ages.
Of immediate issue is the adequacy of social secur-
ity. Options should be available for a worker to
delay retirement in exchange for larger benefits
upon retirement. The ceilings on earnings while re-
ceiving full benefits should be revised- to allow for
regular part-time employment or seasonal full-time
employment. Participation in the labor force of the
healthy and alert aged should be at their option
aggregate demand policy should be relied upon to
generate-the requisite number of -jobs.

Much is being said about a negative income tax
as a means of supplementing the earned income of
those who earn too little and as a substitute for
welfare payments for those not in the labor market.
If_ the negative income tax is really to aid those
with low incomes, the marginal tax rates on income
earners will of necessity be high. Thus it will have
a large disincentive component.

A simple alternative to a negative income tax is
a children's allowance. Recent computations indi-
cate that many families are in poverty because of
family size and the cost of maintaining their larger
families. These computations indicate that the
"cost" of an additional child is from $600 to $750
per year. A family allowance of 825 per month per
child under 14 would cost about 816 billion per year
gross. If the receipts from the family allowance are
considered a part of taxable income, then the net
cost would be somewhat lowersay 814 billion.
Thus the cost of a family allowance would be some
2 years' fiscal drag at present income and tax rates.
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The virtue of a family allowance is that the Fed-
eral checks will go to allrich and poor, Negro-and.
white, alike. There will not be any preponderance
of receivers over payers for any particular social,
ethnic, or other class. As it will be a part of the
tax base, the subsidy to the poor will be greater
than to the well to do.

The defect of the children's allowance is that it
will still leave some room for "case work" welfare.
However, by belonging to each child by right it also
will not have any disincentive effects with regard to
labor market participation by parents.

The ability to eliminate poverty depends not only
upon the growth of potential-GNP but also upon a
higher ratio of actual to potential GNP than we
haVe achieved to date. The maximization of aggre-
gate demand, and thus-Of income from jobs, is the
quickest way to constrain poverty.

The elimination of poverty is more than a mini-
mum income goal. More deeply it is an- attempt to
foster the integration of the present poor and their
descendants into society. This means that - income
from what is considered useful work is the main
way to achieve the antipoverty goals. But-this, in
turn, requires that we invent new types=of jobs
and it is the function of the 'employer of last resort
to define new jobs which are available not only to
the present poor who are now in the labor force but
also to many of _the present poor who, because of
the peculiar nature of our income maintenance
policies, are not now in the labor force.
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Chapter 32

Negative Income Taxation as a Method
of Income Maintenance

. .
CHRISTOPHER GREEN, assistant professo,. of economics, North Carolina State University

The War on Poverty- has nat....rally stimulated
interest in how well public programs aid low income
people. One result, of this increased interest is
kreater knowledge of both the strengths and the
liiiiitations of existing programs. Another result is
interest iii,new kinds of income transfer propOsals
such as family allowances and a guaranteed mini-
inuin income. In this -paper I have Fivestigated one
method of guaranteeing a minimum income: nega-
tive income taxation. The first section of the paper
describes several negative income tax plans. The
second section presents estimates, for 1961, of how_
well-the system of public income transfers met the
needs of low income families -in rural and urban
areas. The third section looks at negative income
taxation as an alternative to sonic existing pro-
grams and then examines alternatives to negative
income taxes. The fourth section describes the fac-
tors determining the cost of a neotive income tax
plan and then provides some estimates of the costs
of representative plans. The fifth section briefly
summarizes the main findings.

Negative Income Tax Plans

Negative income taxation is a method for trans-
ferring income to low income families or persons.
In the last few years there have been several in 3-
posals to use the income tax system as a means of
improving family income security. There are two
basic versions of theie negative income tax pro-
posals. One version begins by establishing a break-
even level of income (the level of income at which
negative taxes are reduced to zero) and a schedule
of negative tax rates. Actual negative income tax
proposals have adopted a tax filer's exemptions and
standard deductions or a family's poverty line as
break even levels. Tax filing units or families whose
income is below these levels would be eligible to
receive negative income tax allowances. If the ex-
emptions-deductions approach is followed, a tax-
payer whose income makes him eligible for allow-
ances would receive payments on an annual basis
equal to some percentage (this percentage is
equivalent to the negative tax rate(s)) of his un-

used exemptions and deductions. If poverty lines-
are adopted, a-poor family would be eligible to
receive negative income-tax payments equal to-some
percentage of its "poverty income gap," i.e., Ow gap
between its income and the income it needs in order
not_to be poor.' The,povetty-line.approach has the
advantage- of confining, at least in principle, nega--.
tive income tax payments -to persons or families
defined as-poor. The exemption and deduction ap-
proach has the advantage that it ties in more closely_
with the definitions and concepts of existing income
tax law.

The other version of negative income taxation
begins by specifying some level of -basic allowance
for which each member of a family is eligible. A
tax schedule is then specified which indicates the
amount by which the basic allowance is reduced
for each dollar of other income. This version of the
negative income tax is similar to a proposal en-
titling income tax- filers and their dependents to a
tax credit in lieu of personal income tax exemptions.
One proposal, advanced by James Tobin, consists
oCa basic allowance of $400 -for each taxpayer who
substitutes the Tobi income tax schedule for the
present income tax s nedule and income tax exemp-
tions (16, 17).2 Tobi , adopts a tax schedule with a
single 33%-percent rate and merges his plan with
the present income tax system by providing that the
331/4-percent tax rate applies only up to -the income
level at which the taxpayer's tax liability under the
Tobin plan equals the taxpayer's tax liability if he
adopted the present income tax schedule. Above this
income level taxpayers will minimize their tax liabil-
ity by adopting the present to. gcliedule. Tobin's
plan thus assures that no taxi er will pay more
taxes than he pays at present (unless, of course, his
income increases). However, the Tobin plan, like,the

' more extensive 41Pseription and discussion of negative
ineoue taxation inns he found in Green (7, ch. 4) and in
Green and Lautiattan (S). lltalir nutulx.rs in parentheses
intlieate references listed at the end of this paper.)

/Tobin would exrhule the aged from the plan and assure
all of the aged a romparable guaranteed minimum imam
under social solidly.
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first version negative income tax plans, leaves open
the question of how the payments will be financed.3

A variant of the second version negative income
tax plans is a proposal advanced by Ro 1ph (12) .

Rolph would replace all personal income tax ex-
emptions and some deductions with a $400 tax
credit for each dependent claimed on the income
tax return. If a taxpayer's gross tax liability' ex-
ceeds the total value of the tax credits he is allowed,
he would pay taxes equal to the difference between
the tax liability and the credits. If the tax liability
is less than the tax credits, then the taxpayer would
receive payments from the government equal to the
deficiency. Rolph explicitly builds a self-financing
mechanism into his proposal by advocating a pro-
portional income tax schedule (to replace the pres-
ent progressive income tax schedule) with a tax rate
high enough to finance both the tax credit plan and
other government expenditures normally. financed
by individual income tax revenues.5

Rolph's tax credit version of negative income
taxation and negative income taxation in general,
have much in common with what, elsewhere, I have
termed "social dividend taxation." Under social
dividend schemes all families, rich and poor alike,
would receive periodic payments which, on an an-
nual basis, would amount to a guarantee of a pov-
erty-free minimum income.° The very heavy cost of
social dividend schemes is met by a tax levied on
all income, and. the level of the tax rate(s) deter-
mines the "net cost," i.e., the amount of income that
is redistributed by the plan.?

Negative Income Taxation as Income
Maintenance

Negative income taxation focuses upon reducing
the poverty income gap, u:.ich presently amounts
to about $11 billion.° It does zo by adopting an
income Ost in determining eligibility for receiving
negative income tax allowances. Thus a central
feature of negative income taxation is that the
benefits are income-conditioned. A family's income,
in relation to its size, determines the family's eligi-
bility for and the level of the payment it may re-

' The natural growth of revenues due to the income elas-
ticity of personal and corporate income taxes could be used
to finance part of the costs of negative income tax plans.

' Gross tax liability is found by applying the income tax
schedule against the taxpayer's income.

Rolph (12, pp. 161-162) estimates the tax rate would
need to be 25 to 30 percent.

°Green (7 ch. 4). The idea of a "social dividend" is trace-
able back to the writings of the Englishwoman, Lad, tthys-
Williams. during the 1940s (including 13; 14, pp.
121-137).

'The "gross cost" of a plan providing 48 million t..milies
with an average of 83,000 apiece and '2 million unrelated
individuals with $1,500 apiece is about $160 billion.

'Using Census Current Population Survey data for 1965
I estimate the poverty income gap at $11.4 billion. I did not
make any downward adjustment for the lower poverty
thresholds of farm families.
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ceive. Negative income taxation represents one form
of income maintenance and stands in some contrast
to other types of income maintenance." The contrast
arises not only out of a difference in methods of
transferring income (a negative income tax is
unique in its use of the tax system as a direct in-
come transfer device) but is explicable in terms of
the conditions for eligibility to receive transfers.

The major components of the present public in-
come maintenance syst,m1 (1) social insurance,
which includes of . vor, disability, and
health insurance Ho , and unemployment
compensation IUCI; t2) public assistance; and
(3) veteran's pensions and compensation. None
of these programs transfers income nn a uni-
versal basis, i.e., makes need, as measured
by, say, income the only eligibility condition for
receiving payments. The social insurances partially
replace the income loss usually experienced by the
aged and the in.% oinntarily unemployed. While age
and unemployment are often causes of poverty they
are by no means the only ones. In some contrast to
the social insurances are the categorical public as-
sistance programs. They make assistance payments
Which are designed to supplement the meager in-
come or other resources, if any, of families who lack
an able-bodied earner.'" At any one time only about
a quarter. of the poor population receives public
assistance. Although one cause of povertywhich is
partially ameliorated by the public assistance pro-
gramsis labk of an able-bodied earner, it is cer-
tainly not the only cause of poverty. Finally, bene-
fits under the veterans' programs are based on
status as a veteran which obviously makes the pro-
grams less than universal.

In addition to the p-rograms which are supposed
to maintain family income by means of cash trans-
fer, there are programs which are supposed to main-
tain income security by means of higher prices.
Minimum wage legislation and agricultural com-
modity price supports are examples. These are not
ordinari'y included among our income maintenance
programs. In contrast to negative income taxation,
minimum wages and price supports are dubious
antipoverty measures because they are unlikely to
help those persons whose poverty arises out of
their low productivity.

°'Income maintenance" appears to be a popular label for
those social welfare programs which directly transfer income
to persons and families.

10 The categorical programs which are administered locally.
but are financed in part by Federal revenues, include: old
age assistance (OAA), aid to families with dependent chil-
dren (AFDC). aid to the blind (AB). and aid to the perma-
nently and totally disabled (APTD). In addition. there is
general assistance (GA) which is financed completely by the
States and localities and which makes assistance available
(in those States which have a GA program) to indigent per-
sons in general. However, at any one time there are only
about 650.000 recipients (in 300.000 "cases") of GA. Also
some States have an AFDC-UP program which allows
families with an unemployed parent (father) to receive aid
to dependent children.



Data Base for Estimating Distribution of
Income Transfers

One way in which to evaluate a negative income
tax plan is to exam;r- !.at t' ic existing system of
income transfers di poor. Unfortunately,
there are no very re .c ca indicating the dis-
tributior of various types of transfers to the poor
and nonpoor." Thus I have had to draw on data
from special tabulations of the Survey of Consumer
Expenditures, 1960-61." Estimates based on these
data understate what presently is done for the poor.
First, this is 1967 and the data are for 1961. Since
1961 there have been some improvements in the
level of OASDHI benefits and in some States in the
level of public assistance payments." Second, the
BLS data do not include nonmonetary transfers
such as the value of surplus food and medical serv-
ices. Third, the BLS survey, like any survey of
income, understates the income received by fam-
ilies. For example, the BLS data indicate $2.6 bil-
lion and $2.7 billion in public assistance and in un-
employment coupensation payments respectively.
Hov . the Social Security Administration (SSA)
report .at in 1961, public assistance payments

,amounted to $4.1 billion and unemployment com-
pensation to $4.0 billion."

Estimates based on the -BLS data must be used
with some care. Income information was obtained
for 1960 and 1961 from a total of 13,728 consumer
units. The relevant sample size is, however, smaller
when breakdowns are made by urban-rural and by
rural nonfarm-rural farm groupings. This means
rho when one is looking at the average amount of a
particular transfer payment received by one of the
six sizes of families for which information is avail-
able in one of the 10 income brackets used by the
BLS, he may be looking at a mean based on very
few actual observations. To the extent that this is
the case, the standard errors of some of the indi-
vidually estimated means may be large.

The estimates I have made in this paper are not
fully comparable with the estimates I made in
Negative Taxes and the Poverty Problem (7).

" Relevant data from the Stirs ey of Economic Oppor-
tunity, taken by the Bureau of the Census for the Office of
Economic Opportunity, had not been released at the time of
the preparation of this paper.

"U.S. Treasury Department, Office of Tax Analysis, spe-
cial tabulations of the Survey of ConAimer Expenditures,
1960-61, of the Bureau of Labor Statistics. The Office of Tax
Analysis was kind enough to make the tabulations available
to the National Advisory Commission on Rural Poverty.

" For example, total public monetary transfer payments
amounted to $40.8 billion in fiscal year 196e compared with
$29.4 billion in fiscal year 1961. U.S. Department of Health,
Education. and Welfare, Social Security Bul., Vol. 29, Oc-
tober 1966, p. 2.

" Part of, but not all of, the difference can be explained
by the inclusion in the SSA figures, but not in the BLS fig-
ures, of administrative expenses and vendor medical pay-
ments in public assistance and expenses of the U.S. Employ-
ment Service in unemployment compensation.

There I made no adjustment in the poverty lines
for farm operators. Here I have made an adjust-
ment which is shown in table 1. The poverty lines
used in this paper for the urban and rural nonfarm
population are the same as the ones that I have
used elsewhere. The poverty lines for the farm
population are 70 percent of the urban and rural
nonfarm lines. In this paper, in calculating the
number of poor families in the divided income
brackets, I used a method of nonlinear interpola-
tion. In my earlier work I used a linear inter-
polation method. In calculating amounts of income
in the divided income brackets I used judgment in
both this paper and in my earlier work.

TABLE 1.Poverty -lines adopted in this paper

Urban-
Size of family rural non- Rural

farm' farm 2

1 $1,500 $1,050
2 2,000 1,400
3 2,500 1,750
4 3,000 2,100
5 3,500 2,450
6 or more' 4,500 3,150

Roughly the same as the poverty lines adopted by the
Social Security Administration cOrshansky (11)].

270 percent of the urban-rural _nonfarm poverty lines.
2 Assumes an average family size of seven.

The Incidence of Poverty and Its Reduction
by Transfer Payments

In 1961, how many families were taken out of
poverty by income transfers? To make the estimates
it was necessary to use adjusted gross income
(AGI) as a proxy for before-transfer or factor in-.
come. The number of families who were poor on the
basis of AGI could then be compared with the
number of families who were counted as poor on
the basis of total money income (TMI)." Table 2,
column 1, shows that in 1961, 23.8 percent of all
consumer units were counted as poor before receiv-
ing transfer income. The after-transfer poor (who
correspond to "the poor" as we ordinarily use that
term) made up 15.2 percent of all consumer units."
Thirty-six percent of the before-transfer poor were
pulled out of poverty upon the receipt of transfer
income.

The special tabulations, based on the BLS survey, pro-
duced estimates of income and numbers of families by
family size and by both money income and AGI classes.

" The basic income-expenditure unit in the BLS survey is
the "reconstructed economic family." It consists of persons
dependent upon a pooled income for major items of expense
and usually living in the same household. In contrast, the
Bureau of the Census defines families as units of two or
more individuals related by blood, marriage, or adoption,
and residing together. "Unrelated individuals," according to
the Census definition, are persons who are not living with
any relatives.
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Table 2 indicates that in 1961 the incidence of
poverty in rural areas was substantially higher than
it was in urban areas (see columns 4 and 5). On a
before-transfer basis 33.4 percent of rural families
were poor compared to 20.2 of urban families." On
an after-transfer basis the percentage of rural fam-
ilies who were poor was more than double the per-
centage of urban families who were poor-24.3 and
11.7 percent, respectively. Transfers pulled 41.8 per-
cent of urban families out Of poverty compared to
27.3 percent of rural families who were poor before
receiving transfers but not poor after receiving
transfers.

Table 2 also allows a comparison between rural
farm and rural nonfarm families. It indicates that
the incidence of poverty among farm operators was
not as great as the incidence among rural nonfarm
consumer units. Just why this so is not clear.
Perhaps the lower poverty lines for farm operators
overstate the real differences in money income
needed by rural nonfarm and rural farm families.

Table 3 tells- us something-about the percentage
of families; urban and rural; who received public
transfer income in 1961." Table 3 show that rural

"A x= test was used to test the hypothesis that the indi-
vidual sample means were significantly different from the
overall mean. The e value win; significant at more than the
.001 level. Perhaps part of the explanation is that, on the
average, there is a lower cost of living in rural areas than
there is in urban areas.

The figures are in ranges of totals because the BLS data
does not give the number of families receiving some form
of transfer income. Rather it give:, the-number,of families
receiving broad classes of transfers such as: (1) pliblicthene-
fits and pensions, which include OASIM, other public and
private pensions (received mainly by government em-
ployees), unemployment compensation, and workmen's com-
pensation: (2) public assistance and private' nonfamily
assistance, and (3) veterans' pensions and compensation.
Some families may have received more than one type of
transfer payment.

farm families were less likely to receive public
transfer income than were nonfurm (urban and
rural) families. This is especially the case when we
look in rows 2 and 3 at the percentage of before-
and after-transfer poor families who received some
form of public-transfer income. Overall, at least 62
percent and perhaps as much as 89 percent of the
before-transfer poor are reported as receiving some
transfer income in 1961 (see row 2). The rural non-
farm and urban figures are more or less the same as
the combined rural-urban figure. However, a maxi-
mum of 56 percent and a minimum of 10 percent of
the before-transfer rural farm poor received trans-
fer income in 1961. The same result appears when
we turn to row 3 and the-after-transfer poor. Rural
farm families again fare worse than their nonfarm
counterparts.

Transfer Income Recei'ved by the Poor

What percentage of total transfer payments were
received by poor families? Table 4 presents some
estimates, again with a rural-urban breakdown. In
the top half of table 4 are estimates which exclude
interfamily cash gifts; the bottom half of the table
includes cash gifts in the definition of transfer in-
come. Perhaps from the point of view of public
policy the top half of table 4 merits more attention.
This half shows that the before - transfer -poor re-
ceived 53 percent of all public transfer income. The
nonpoor received 47 percent-of public transfer in-
come. The after-transfer poor families received less
than a quarter of total transfer income received by
families. Between a quarter and a third (29.5 per-
cent) of transfer income pulls otherwise poor fam-
ilies out of poverty.

Interestingly, the shares of the urban poor and
rural farm poor in total transfers made to urban

TABLE 2.-Incidence of poverty. and its reduction by inrome transfers, 1961 1

Type of family
All families
urban and Rural

rural nonfarm
Rural All rural Urban
farm

(1) Before - transfer poor as a percentage of all families.... 23.8 34.9 28 1 :33.4 20.2
(2) After-transfer poor as a percentage of all families 15.2 25.6 19.9 24.3 11.7
(3) Percentage reduction in poor families 36.2 26.7 29.7 '27.:3 41.8

Source: Data from U.S. Department of the Treasury, Office of Tax Analysis. based on the special tabulations of the
Survey of Consumer Expenditnres 1960-61, of the Bureau of Labor Statistics. U.S. Department of Labor.

' Income transfers include interfamily cash gifts. Table 2 is a composite of some estimates in tables 7 through 11 in
appendix A.

TABLE 3.-Percentage of families receiving transfer income, 1961

Type of family
All families
(tura! and

urban)
Rural Rural

nonfarm farm
Total Urban
rural

(1) All families receiving transfers 32.0-43.1 36.4-49.4 24.3-32.9 33.6-'5.6 :31.4 -42.1
(2) Before-transfer poor 62.1-89.0 60.0-85.3 40.046.1 56.1 J.7 65.8-94.7
(:3) After-transfer poor 50.7-75.5 50.1-73.0 25.1-35.6 45.4-66.0 54.9-83.1

' Interfamily cash gifts not included in transfer income. Table 3 is a composite of some estimates in tables 12 through
16 in appendix A.
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TABLE 4.-Percentage of transfer income received by the poor. 1961 1

Type of family
All families
urban and

rural
Rural

non-farm
Rural
farm

Total
rural

Urban

Percentage of total public transient received by: 2
(I) Before-transfer pcor families 53.1 64.4 52.5 62.5 49.6
(2) After-transfer poor families 23.6 33.5 17.3 40.9 20.9
(3) Families made nonpoor by transfer 29.5 30.9 35.2 31.6 28.7
Percentage of transfers received by the before-

transfer poor whieli contributed to making them
nonpoor (3)+ (1) 55.5 48.0 67.0 50.5 58.8

Percentage of total public transfers and inter-family
gifts received by:

(1) Before-transfer Poor families _50.7 63.7 50.5 61.7 46.8
(2) After-transfer poor families 22.5 32.8 17.1 30.4 19.7

(3) Families made nonpbor by transfers 28.2 30.9 33.4 31.3 27.1

Percentage of transfers received by the before-
. -transfer poor which_ contributed to making them

nonpoor (3)+(1) 55.6 48.5 67.0 50.7 58.0

' Table 4 is a composite of some estimates in tables 17 through 21 in appendix A.
= Includes private institutional aistsine to persons (e.g. church dimity) because the BIS figures lump public and

private as..iistance together, but excludes inter-family cash gifts.

and rural farm families, respectively, do not differ
very much. However, the shares received by the
rural nonfarm _poor are higher. Almost two-thirds
of the transfers to rural nonfarm families were re-
ceived by the before-transfer poor and a third by
the after-transfer poor.

The percentage of total transfer payments which
helped' pull families above their Poverty lines
ranged from 35.2 percent for the rural farm group
to 28.7 percent for the urban group: The percentage
of transfers received by before-transfer poor fam-
ilies which contributed to making them nonpoor
ranged from 48 percent for- the rural nonfarm-group
to 67 percent for the rural farm group. There does
not seem to be any obvious explanation for these
differences.

What kinds of transfers were received by the
poor? Table 5 contains estimates of the percentage
of transfer income from the major income mainte-

nonce prograufs which was paid to poor families.
Table 5 indicates that per dollar of payment the
public assistance programs do the "most" for the
poor. Over 90 percent of public assistance payments
were received by the before-transfer poor. A little
over three-fifths of OASDI payments were received
by the before - transfer poor, but OASDI is more
helpful than is public assistance in pulling- before-
transfer Nor families out of poverty (see rows 3,
6, and 9). Less than half of veterans' payments and
only a little over a third of unemployment com-
pensation was received by before-transfer poor
fainilies. In each case the percentages are somewhat
higher for the rural poor than they are for the urban
poor.1° For the after-transfer poor public assistance
was again the most important source of antipoverty

'" Breakdowns for the real nonfarm and rural farm groups
may be found in tables IS and 19. appendix A.

TABLE 5.-Percentage of total transfer income from major programs received by the poor, 1961 '

Type of family OAS1)1
Unemploy-
ment eom-
pensat ion

Public.
assistance

Veterans'
pensions
and com-
pensat ion

Total
t ransfers

Urban and rural:
(1) Before-transfer poor families . 62.3 35.6 92.4 44.9 53.1

(2) After-transfer poor families 23.2 15.5 67.3 10.4 23.6
(3) Families made 'unmoor by transfers 39.1 20.1 25.0 34.5 29.5

Rural
(4) Before-transfer poor families.. . ....... 69.8 42.7 42.7 57.7 62.5
(5) Aiter-transfer poor families. 31.4 20.3 75.4 17.5 30.9
(6) Families made nonpoor by transfers... 38.4 22.4 17.4 40.2 31.6

Urban:
(7) Before-transfer poor families 59.4 33.1 02.3 38.5 49.6
(8) After-transfer poor families 20.1 13.8 64.6 6. 20.9
(0) Families made nonpoor by transfers 39.3 19.2 27.6 31.6 28.7

' Table 5 is a composite of estimates in lines 6. 7, and 8 of tables 17, 20, and 21, appendix A.
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transfer income from the standpoint of the per-
centage of each dollar expended on the poor. About
two-thirds of all public assistance payments were
received by the after-transfer poor, while less than
a quarter of OASDI payments and less than a sixth
of UC and veterans' payments were received by the
after-transfer poor."

While public assistance is, per dollar expended,
the most important inc nie transfer program meet-
ing the needs of the pat OASDI is the most im-
portant income transfer from the stand-
point of the number of dodars received by poor
persons and families. Table 6 indicates that over
half of all public transfer income received by the
before-transfer poor, both rural and urban, is in the
form of OASDI benefits. OASDI is also the most
important program contributing to keeping other-
wise poor families out of poverty (see lines 3, 6 and
9). Less than 20 percent of transfer income received
by the before-transfer poor was in the form of
public assistance. The importance of public as-
sistance increases 'somewhat wheri we turn to the
after-transfer poor, but even here OASDI payments
make up approximately half of the transfer income
received by the poor. Table 6 indicates that public
assistance is somewhat more important in urban
areas than it is in rural areas.

Negative Income Taxation as a Substitute
for Existing Programs

Negative income taxation is conceived both as a
substitute for and a supplement to the present array
of social welfare programs. For example, negative
income tax allowances might reduce the importance

"Two-thirds is a surprisingly low figure, given the gen-
erally low public assistance standards set by the States.

of the income security function of, and therefore
the justification for, minimum wage. legislation and
agricultural commodity price supports. Public as-
sistance could be substantially reduced, if not elimi-
nated, if a negative income tax plan were adopted.
Table 5 showed that about 90 percent of all public
assistance was received by before-transfer poor
families. If a negative income tax plan were adopted
there is a strong case for making public assistance
-where needed-supplemental to negative income
tax payments.21 Negative income taxes would be
received by all of the poor whereas public assistance
is received by only a quarter of all poor persons.
However, some public assistance would Rill need to
be paid if no poor families are to be made worse off
by the adopti6n of a negative income tax. For ex-
amples, it is estimated that .in about two-thirds of
the States AFDC payments to families with no in-
come (or other resources) exceeds the maximum
negative income tax payment made by a negative
tax plan which fills half of-a poor family's poverty
income gap (18, pp. 28-29).

Table 5 indicates that a sizable percentage of
OASDI, unemployment com'peiisatioh (UC), and
veterans' payments are received by nonpoor fam-
ilies. Many families presently receiving these types
of transfer income would be made worse off if the
social insurance and veterans' programs were elimi-
nated in favor of a negative income tax plan. Yet
many of these same families cannot be considered
affluent-even if they are not poor. The preceding
tables make clear that the present system of income
maintenance is not aimed solely at those individuals

Green (7. ch. 7, pp. 8091.) This could be accomplished
by excluding public assistance from the definition of income
for the purpose of calculating negative income tax payments.

TABLE 6.-Percentage distributoin of transfers to the poor from major programs, 1961

Item OASDI

Unemploy-
ment Public
com- assistance

pensation

Veterans'
pensions
and com-
pensation

Other
transfers'

Total
transfer

payments

Percentage transfer payment to total
transfer payments received by:

Urban and rural:
(1) Before-transfer poor families 58.6 72 18.4 11.1 52 100.0

(2) After-transfer poor families 48.6 72 30.1 5.8 83 100.0

(3) Families made nonpoor by transfers 65.6 7.4 9.0 15.4 2.6 100 0

Rural:
(4) Before-transfer poor families 56.5 7.4 14.4 15.1 6.7 100.0

(5) After-transfer poor families 512 7.1 23.6 92 8.8 100.0

(6) Families made nonpoor by transfers 81.5 7.7 5.4 20.8 4.6 100.0
Urban:
(7) Before-transfer poor families 58.8 7.3 202 9.3 4.4 100.0
(8) Af.er-transfer poor families 472 73 33.6 3.9 8.0 100.0

(9) Families made nonpoor by transfers 672 7.4 10.5 132 1.8 100.0

' Table 6 is a composite of estimates in lines 10, 11, and 12 of tables 17, 20, and 21, appendix A.
'Other transfers include old age. survivors, and disability insurance under the railroad, Federal civilian employee, and

State and local employee programs. It also includes workmen's compensation. It excludes cash gifts as well as interest on
State, locai, and national debt.
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and families defined as poor. Our income mainte-
nance system protects chiefly against loss of earn-
ing power (OASDI and UC are most important in
this respect) and does least for those with some but
very limited earning power.

The main advantage of a negative- income tax
plan is that it protects against limited earning power
without eliminating incentives to work. In this re-
spect it complements the social insurance programs
and- the 0E0 training, -education, and community
programs which are aimed at raising the produc-
tivity of poor people. The public assistance pro-
grams are designed to confine assistance payments
to categories of families without -an able-bodied
worker?- However, these families could be handled
as well under a negative income tax plan with, per-
haps, some supplementing from public- assistance.
Moreover, a negative income tax is designed to sup-
port incentives to work whereas the implicit 100 -
percent -tax rate in = public assistance programs will _
eliminate any monetary incentive to work 2a Haus-
man has investigated the earning potential of AFDC
mothers and AFDC-UP fathers (9). He estimates
that 73 percent of AFDC mothers and 41 percent of
AFDC-UP fathers were not likely to have increased
their total income if they had been employed -in
1965 (9, tables 1, 2).24 That is, the earning poten-
tial-Of these families was less than the level of pub-
lie assistance for which they were eligible. For these
families there is no escape _from the 100 - percent tax
rate.22 Hausman -contends that it is Important to
differentiate between- the "employability" and the
"self=sufficiencY" of ptiblic assistance recipients. In
his study Hausman produces the results of a survey
of 131 New York AFDC mothers. It is estimated
that perhaps as many as 40 percent of those sue-
veyed are employable even though most are not
self - sufficient (9, table 3). This means that, although
the assistance recipients might have worked full
time, they could not have earned more than what
society deems a minimum income as. reflected in the
maximum public assistance payment for which they
are eligible.

Negative Income Taxes and Incentives to Work

While it is clear that a 100-pereent tax rate elimi-
nates a monetary incentive to work, it is not at all
clear whether a negative income tax plan with, a
50- percent negative tax rate involves sufficient

=2AFDC-1'1' and GA are exeeptions which tend to prove
the role.

" However. to the extent that public assistance supple-
ments negative income tax payments, the 100-percent "tax
rate' conies into play. Earnings equal to the amount of
supplemented public assistance will be taxed at a 100-percent
rate.

" Hausman's estimates include the possibility of some un-
employment during the year. On the assumption of employ-
ment 50-52 weeks, the estimates are 60 percent and 28
percent for AFDC and AFDC-UP families. respectively.

"Some States exempt the first dollars of earnings.

monetary rewards to assure that consequent. reduc-
tions in the supply of work effort are negligible.
The problem that arises when one considers a nega-
tive tax rate is that there is both a substitution
effect and a lump-sum income effect tending to
operate in the direction of more leisure and less
work. The marginal tax is positive and produces a
substitution effect by reducing the price of leisure
relative to vork. The average tax rate, where an
income transfer is concerned, is negative. It will
take less work to maintain the same income posi-
tion as that which was attained before adoption of

_negative taxes. Thus, the income effect may also be
expected to be favorable to more leisure, although
the possibility doei exist that by raising the income
of low income families a negative income tax plan
may increase the "taste" for income. If this is the
case, the income effect may be favorable to work
effort, offsetting wholly, or in part, the leisure-
inducing substitution effect.

Studies of the reaction of uppei income groups to
high average and marginal income tax rates indi:-
eate that income taxes have a negligible effect on
work effort (1, 2, 151.2° The evidence from these
studies implies either that the income effect of the
(positive) average tax rate tends to offset the sub,
stitution effect _produced by high marginal tax rates
or that nonpecuniary' factors play an important
role in the decision by high paid persons whether
to work more or less. Unfortunately, the amount of
evidence on -the reaction of .low -income groups to
high tax rates is quite limited. It is true, of course,
that the poor do not pay high (positive) income
taxes. But many do receive transfer income from
programs which contain high implicit tax rates.
Until recently, little attention has been given to
the work incentive effects. of public transfer pro-
grams. __However, some recent studies have turned
up evidence that the 100-pereent "tax rates" in the
general assistance programs and the 50- and 100 -
percent tax rates in the OASDI retirement test do
have an adverse effect on the supply of work effort
(3, 5, 6) . Replies to the questionnaire used by Haus,
man indicate that the AFDC mothers surveyed were
well aware of the 100- percent, and sometimes 100 -
percent -plus, tax rates that -they would have to face
if they worked.27

In summary, whether or not a negative income
tax plan would produce work incentive effects great
enough to vitiate its otherwise desirable aspects has
yet to be determined. Pecuniary incentives to work
may be reduced. Moreover, nonpecuniary reasons
for work may not be as important for low income
groups as they seem to be for high income groups.
However, the work incentive effects of a negative

" A summary of the main findings of these studies may be
found in Green (7, ch. $).

" Hausman (9, p. 17). The "tax rate" may exceed 100
percent if there is a waiting period to get back on the rolls
or if the relief recipient loses medical and housing benefits
when his earnings disqualify him from receiving public as-
sistance.
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income tax plan could not be as undesirable as the
effect that would be produced by a plan to help the
able-bodied, or working, poor by broadening the
public assistance programs, with 100-percent tax
rates, to over all of the poor.

Modifying Existing Programs

One alternative to adopting negative income tax-
ationis to modify existing programs in-such a way
that they offset or negate the advantages of nega-
tive taxation. However, there are serious limitations
to such a course. The social insurance programs pro-
vide benefits, at any one time, to only a fraction of
the poor persons and families in _the United States:
In 1965, there were 5.3 million aged persons in poor
households (19). In March 1904, there Were 1.9 Mil-
lion poor persons in 400,000 poor families head'd
by an unemployed person (10).28 Much could be
done for some _poor =families by "blanketing in"
OASDHI payments for the aged, raising OASDHI
benefits, and extending coverage and raising pay,
ments made under the unemployment insurance
programs. But, however desirable. these changes
would be, they would be beneficial to a minority
of poor persons. Moreover, they could be costly
changes- because our, social insurances are wage=
related. Benefits are aireetly relatedalthough not
proportionallyto earnings. Efforts to substantially
raise the minimum levels of benefits may necessitate
raising the benefit levels of all Social insurance
beneficiariesnonpoor as well as poor..." Also, in-
centives- may be dulled if weekly unemployment
insurance payments were to approach the level of
weekly earningsa real possibility when consider-
ing families of the Working Poor.'

The high cost of aiding the poor, which is implicit
in the social insurance route, is a criticism that has
also been aimed at family allowance plans." Almost
every other western nation has family allowance
systems designed to protect the welfare of children.
However, adopted simply as an antipoverty Incas-

This does not include unemployed unrelated individuals.
"One estimate is that it would cost ill billion to pull half

of the aged poor out of poverty via the social insurance
route. Only VI billion of the Sll billion would be received by
aged families who. before receiving the increased benefits,
are judged as poor. The estimate was made by a participant
at a 13rookings Institution conference on the negat:t e in-
come tax. June 8-9, 1066. Green (7, eh. 10, p. 178).,

'" Recently Daniel Moynihan and Alvin Schorr have ad-
vanced proposals for family allowances. Moynihan'.., pro-
posal, made before a Congressional Committee, is outlined
in 7'he New York Times Magazine, Sunday. Feb. 5, 1967.
Schorr's proposal is contained in an article entitled "Against
a Negative Income Tax." 7'he Public. Interest, No. 5. Fall
1966, PP. 110-117. Moynihan estimates the cost of his plan
at S9 billion while Schorr's would cost S12 billion annually.
Perhaps only a quarter of the benefits would be received
directly by poor families. However, if income taxes are used
to finance family allowances. almost all of the cost will be
financed by nonpoor familiesmany of whom have chil-
dren. In real terms. this raises the percentage of benefits
received by poor families.
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ure, family allowances suffer from the fact that most
of the benefits would be received by nonpoor fami-
lies. This could be remedied if family allowances
were income-conditioned as they are in Denmark.
Iu this case, family allowances would be essentially
sinalar to a negative income tax plan designed solely
for families with children.

About a year ago the Advisory Council on Public
Welfare proposed _some thoroughgoing reforms of
the public assistance programs. The Advisory Coun-
cil recommends that all families with income below
an established budget level (these levels would be
set for each State by the Federal Government)
should be entitled to receive assistance which would
bring their income up to the budget level (18, pp.

Effectively, the present public assistance
categories would ,be abolished and so would the
complex means test. A simple means test, a- family's
"available income," would determine a family's
eligibility for and the 'level of its assistance pay-
ments. Need would become the only eligibility re-
quirement. But the 100-percent "tax rate" remains
_and so might the stigma that many taxpayers and
recipients alike associate with public assistance or
relief. Despite a recommendation to exempt the first
dollars of monthly earnings, the_ Advisory Council
has not avoided the dilemma posed by the 100 -
percent tax rate. If if lowers the tax rate to, say,
50 percent, then public assistance must be paid to
many nonpoor Persons if -a hard-to-justify -equity
problem is to be avoided. For example, if a family
of four is to be assured $2;500 by the welfare au-
thorities and assistance payments are to be reduced
at a rate of 50 cents per dollar of other income
(including- earnings), then assistance will be paid
up to the point at which the family's income reaches
$5,000. It would then be hard -to justify paying
nothing to a four-person family with $4,000 who
had no history of receiving public aid. What this
example illustrates is that a modification (in the
form of a lower tax rate) of the Advisory Council's
proposed- reform of the public assistance system
would make their proposal similar to a negative
income tax plan. The main difference would be in
the way in which the two are administered. How-
ever, the locally administered public assistance pro-
grams with their welfare worker-client relationship
have not been popular. Perhaps it would be wiser
to adopt an impersonally administered income
maintenance proposal such as a negative income tax.

Determinants of a Plan's Costs

The cost of different negative income tax plans
(and also social dividend plans) depends on the
magnitudes of the plan's three basic variables: (1)
the income guarantee, (2) the tax rate, and (3) the
break-even level of income., The magnitude of any
two of these variables determines the magnitude of



the third variable.'" The higher the income guar-
antee and the lower the tax rate is). the higher the
break-even level of income and the greater the cost
of the program.

The "inevitable arithmetic" produced by the three
basic variables involves the policymaker in some
difficult trade-offs. Suppose adequacy is represented
by a high income guarantee. work incentives by a
low tax rate, and "efficiency" or low costs by a
break-even level of income which confines payments
largely or wholly to poor families. It is clear that
it is not possible to attain each of these desirable
objectives adequacy, incentives, and efficiency
in one plan. One objective must be abandoned and
which one that is Will largely determine how much
society must pay in providing a minimum of income
security for all of its members.

Cost Estimates =

Negative income taxation focuses upon filling the
poverty income gal). I have estimated, using Census
data, that the poverty income gal) was $11.4 billion
in 1965. Clearly, it will cost more than $11.4 billion
to fill the poverty gap. Simply bringing the income
of poor families up to the family's poverty line will
place a 100-percent tax on the family's other in-
come including earnings. The work disincentive
effects produced by such a plan might raise the
plan's cost as high as $20 billionor even )Wore 32
his this problem that negative taxation is supposed
to avoid.

First version negative income tax plans are de-
signed to fill approximately one-half of the poverty
gap.33_ On the assumption that these plans will not
have important work disincentive effects they are
estimated to cost the Federal Government between
$5 and $7 billion, after adjusting for reductions in
public assistance.34 In contrast are social dividend
plans which fill the poverty income gap by guar-
anteeing (and paying) all families a poverty-free
minimum income. If a social dividend plan were
financed by a fiat 33%-percent tax rate on total

" The relationship is:
Yg= where 13 is the break-even

level of income: Ig is the income guarantee; and t = the
tax rate(s).

" Both BLS and Census data indicate that approximately
half of the income of poor families is earnings while the
other half consists of public transfer payments (a little over
40 percent) and property income (a little less than 10
percent). Census data for 1965 indicate that the total money
income-of the poor amounted to $15.9 billion. Approximately
halfor $8 billionis earnings which might be lost if taxed
at a 100-percent rate. In addition. families with income just
above the poverty lines might stop work in return for a
guarantee of income equal to poverty line levels.

"These negative tax plans are the type proposed wig-
, inally by Friedman (4) and by Lampman (see Green and

Lampman (8, pp. 128420)1
" Detailed estimates for several plans are presented in

Green (7, table 1) -i). MI of these estimates are based on
Census data for 1964.

money income it would have had a net cost, in 1964,
of between $41 and $51 billion.33

Second version negative income tax plans such as
the proposals of James Tobin and Earl Rolph cost
more than the first version negative income tax
plans even though the income gaurantees are simi-
lar. The explanation lies in the lower level of the
tax rates adopted by the Tobin and Rollili plans,
which raise the break-even levels in their proposals
well above the poverty lines or the value of exemp-
tions and minimum standard deductions. Tobin Iles
estimated the cost of his plan at $13.9 billion using
1962 income tax data and I have 'estinfated its cost
using 1964 Census data at close to $11 billion."
(In both cases the data was superimposed on the
1965 income tax code.) Rolph did not provide any
cost estimate for his-plan, but on the'basis of other
estimates that I have made I would estimate the
cost of his proposal at about $15 billion.

Although these estimates lack great preciseness
they do give some idea of the relative dimensions
of the different plans." These estimates do make
adjustment for reduction in- public assistance, but
the larger the plan, the less important is this _off-
setting cost reduction. On the other hand, the higher
the income guarantee the easier it is to justify re-_
ducing expenditures made by other Programs_ de-
signed to maintain income security. In this respect
a plan of the social dividend type is qualitatitely
as well as quantitatively different from a negative
income tax plan which fills half of the poverty gap.
The large plan means not only a restructuring of
the tax system but 'it also thrOws into question the
raison d'etre of many social welfare programs. The
small plan, in contrast, necessitates no major re-
vision in the positive income tax- system, and only
public assistance would be significantly reduced as
a result. The second version, intermediate -cost,
negative income tax plans fall somewhere in be-
tween. They necessitate some important changes in
the income tax system but, with the exception of

"The "net" cost of a social dividend plan is the amount
of income redistributed from families with income above the
break-even levels to families with income below the break-
even levels of income. By raising the tax rate on income
below the break-even levels, the net cost can be reduced.
For example. a social dividend plan with a 50-percent tax
rate applied to income below the break-even levels would
cost from $25 to 331 billion and would necessitate a 15-per-
cent tax rate on money income above the break -even levels
of income for its financing. The upper cost figures are based
on Census data unadjusted for underreporting of income.
The lower cost figures represent an adjustment for under-
reporting of income.

"The difference can be explained in part by the fact that
the Census definition of total money income is broader than
the adjusted gross income definition of income mrdby the
Internal Revenue Service. Moreover, the Censu,. family unit
is different from the income tax unit. Also, children who
work and file an income tax return may also be declared
dependents on their parents' tax return. This would tend to
overstate the number of persons eligible for net allowances
in Tobin's calculation. Offsetting these is Tobin's exclusion
of the aged from his plan.

31 Perhaps greater preciseness would be misleading.
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public assistance, they do not justify major reduc-
tions in other public income transfer programs.

If a negative income-tax plan were adopted what
percentage of the benefits would be received by
rural families and what Percentage by urban fami-
lies? Negative income tax plans focus on filling, at
least partially, the poverty income gap. Therefore
estimates of the rural and urban poverty gaps would
provide a basis for determining the distribution of
payments. Fortunately, BLS data allow a caliula-
tion of the rural and urban poverty income gaps.
Unfortunately, the BLS and Census data give con,
flicting views of the size of the poverty income gap
in 1961." However, -I will make the -assumption
that the percentages derived from BLS data hold
for the Census data.

In 1961, 44-percent of all poor families (measured
on an after- transfer basis) lived in rural areas. The
poverty income gap of poor rural families was 45-
percent of the poverty income gap of all poor fami-
lies." In 1965, the poverty income gap, calculated
from Census data, was $11.4 billion. If, in 1965, the
rural poverty gap-was still 45 percent of the total
then the rural poverty gap was $5.1 billion in 1965.
A negative income tax plan paying allowances equal
to 50 percent of the poverty gap of -poor families
would have channeled $2.55 billion to rural families
in 1965. Urban families would have received $3.15
billion.

Summary

This paper sets the concept of a negative income
tax against a background of what income mainte-
nance did in 1961 for the rural and urban poor. The
estimates in table 2, based- on BLS data, indicate
that in 1961 public transfer income contributed to
lifting better than a third of the before-transfer
poor families out of poverty. But many families
remained in poverty. The incidence of poverty was
greater in rural areas than in urban areas. Estimates
in table 3 suggest that upwards of 25 percent of
after-transfer poor families did not receive any
public transfer income in 1961. Table 4 indicates
that half of public transfer income is received by
nonpoor (before receiving transfers) families, re-
flecting the fact that an income maintenance system
does more-and is designed to do more-than pre-
vent poverty..

"The poverty income gap calculated from 1961 Census
Current Population Survey'data was $15.0 billion. The gap
calculated from BLS was $7.6 billion. Neither figure was
adjusted for lower rural farm thresholds. Appendix B de-
scribes the definitions used by the BLS Consumer Expendi-
ture Survey and where the BLS consumer unit differs from
the Census family. Presumably, a major portion of the dif-
ference between the Census and BLS poverty gaps can be
explained in terms of different definitions.

"Using 1964 Census data I have calculated the poverty
income gap of farm families to be about 10 percent of the
total poverty gap. (Green (7, ch. 0, table 0-0, p. 147).]
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In the preceding pages I have assumed that low
income, or poor, people should be provided with
more income protection than they now receive. The
paper does not present a case for such a policy. If
a policy of increasing income transfers to poor
people is adopted, then one important means of
doing so is negative income taxation. Perhaps the
strength of negative income .taxation lies mainly in
the weakness of alternative methods of improving
income maintenance. There are, of course, certain
technical and administrative aspects of negative
income taxation-not discussed in the paper-that
constitute weaknesses as well as strengths in this
type of plan. But the weaknt,oes of alternative
plans-except, perhaps, doing-nothing more in terms
of income maintenance -seem greater. In any case,
there are trade-offs_to be made and costs to be borne.
Negative income taxation, by specifying the magni-
tudes of three basic variables, mazes the trade-offs
explicit. This certainly is one of its strengths._
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Appendix A

The tables in this appendix provide the detail
behind the estimates in tables 2 through 6. The
source of the data from which these estimates were
made is: U. S. Department of the Treasury, Office
of Tax Analysis, based on special tabulations of the
Survey of Consumer Expenditures,_1960-61,-of the
Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Departthent of
Labor. Appendix B describes some of the definitions
used by the Bureau of Labor Statistics in making
its survey.

TABLE 7.-Effect of transfer payments in reducing poverty: Urban and rural

Type of family
(number of families and
persons in thousands)

Members in family unit

1 2

Total
6 or families

3 4 5 more

Total
persons

in
families

(1) All families in population 8,488 16.656
(2) Before-transfer poor families 3,945 4,487
(3) After-transfer poor families 2,611 2,350
(4) Families made nonpoor by transfer

(2) - (3) .. 1,334 2,137

9,805 9,019 5.621 5,715 55,304 175,401
1,365 774 777 1,820 13,168 36,735

790 567 568 1.510 8,396 25,359

575 207 209 310 4,772 11,376
(5) Percentage reduction in poor families

[(4) 1- (2)] X 100 33.8 47.6 42.1 26.7 26.9 17.0 362 31.0
(6) Before- transfer poor as percentage of

all families 1(2) ÷ (1)1 X 100 46.5 26.9 13.9 8.6 13.3 31.8 23.3 20.9
(7) After-transfer poor as percentage of

all families 1(3) ÷ (1)] X 100 30.8 14.1 8.1 63 10.1 26A 152 14.5

TABLE 8.-Effect of transfer payments in reducing poverty: Rural nonfarm

Members in family unit
Total

families

Total
persons

in

families

Type of family
(number of families and
persons in thousands) 1 2 3 4 5

6 or
more

(1) All families in population
(2) Before-transfer poor families
(3) After-transfer poor families

- (4) Families made nonpoor by transfer
(2) - (3)

(5) Percentage reduction in poor families
1(4) ÷ (2)) X 100

(6) Before-transfer poor as percentage of
all families 1(2) ÷ (1)) X 100

(7) After-transfer poor as percentage of
all families 1(3) ÷ (1)] X 100

1,406
970
765

205

21.1

69.0

54.4

3,548 1,954
1,459. 455

924 290

535 165

36.7 363

41.1 233

26.0 14.8

1,808
233
180

53

22.0

12.9

9.9

1,327
250
195

55

25.0

18.8

14.7

1,620
705
630

75

10.6

433

38.9

11,663
4,072
2,984

1,088

26.7

34.9

25.6

39,571
12,370
9,588

2,782

22.5

313

242

591



- --

TABLE 9.-Effect of transfer payments in reducing poverty: Rural farm

family,
Members in family unit

5

Total
families

Tctal
persons

an
families

Type of
(number of families and
persons in thousands) 1 2 3 9

6 or
more

(1) All families in population 222 1.036 671 566 367 651 3,513 12,963
(2) Before-transfer poor families 115 362 198 102 70 200 997 3,941
(3) After-transfer poor families 86 204 92 86- 58 175 701 2,629
(4) Families made nonpoor by transfer

(2) (3) 29 158 56 16 12 25 296 812-
(5) Percentage reduction in poor families

[(4) ÷ (2)1 X 100 252- 93.6 37.8 15.7 17.1 12.5 29.7 23.6-
(6) Before-transfer poor as percentage of

all families [(2) -4-. (1)1 X 100 51.8 39.9 22.1 18.0 19.1 30.7 28.4 26.5
(7) After-transfer poor as percentage of

all families [(3) 4- (1)1 X 100 . 38.7 19.7 13.7 152 15.8 26.9 19.9 20.3

TABU.: 10.-Effect of transfer payments in reducing poverty: Rural

Type
Members in family unit

6 or
more

Total
families

Total
persons

in
faniilies

of family
(number of families-and

persons in thousands) 1 2 3 9 5

(1) All families in population 1,628 4.584 2,625 2.379 1.694 2,271 15,176 52,539
(2) Before-transfer poor families 1,085 1,821 603 335 320 905 15,811
(3) After :transfer poor families 851 1,128 382 266 253 805 3,685 12,217
(4) Families made nonpoor by transfer

(2) - (3) - 239 693 221 69 67 100 1,384 3,594
(5) Percentage reduction in poor families

[(4) 4- (2) 1 X 100 21.6 38.1 36.7 20.6 20.9 11.0 27.3 22.7
(6) Before-transfer poor as percentage of

all families [(2) -:- (1)1 X 100 66.6 39.7 23.0 19.1 19.0 39.9 33.4 30.1
(7) After:transfer poor as percentage of

all families [(3) ÷ (1)1 X 100 52.3 29.6 19.6 11.2 19.9 35.9 243 23.3

TABLE 11.-Effect of transfer payments in reducing poverty: Urban

Type of family
(number of families and

persons in thousands)

Member:. in family unit

6 or
more

Total
families

Total
persons

in
families1 2 3 4 5

(1) All families in population
(2) 13efore-transfer poor families
(3) After-transfer poor families
(4) Families made nonpoor by transfer

(2) - (3)

6.860
2,860
1.760

1.100

12.072
2,666
1.222

1,999

7,180
762
408

359

6.645
439
301

138

3,927
957
315

192

3,994
915
705

210

90,128
8,099
9,711

3,388

122.867
20,924
13,192

7,782
(5) Percentage reduction in poor families

[(4) -4- (2)J X 100 38.5 542 46.5 31.9 31.1 23.0 91.8 372
(6) Before-transfer poor as percentage of

all families [(2) ÷ (1)1 X 100 41.7 22.1 10.6 6.6 11.6 26.6 20.2 17.0
(7) After-transfer poor as percentage of

all families [(3) 4- (1)J X 100 25.7 10.1 5.7 9.5 8.0 20.5 11.7 10.7
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TABLE 12.-Fa mules receiving transfer income: Urban and rural, 1961

Item Public benefits
and pensions

Public social
assistance
and private

Veterans'
pensions and
compensation

Range of totals

Receiving transfer income (in thousands):
(1) All receiving transfers 17,712 2,475 3,634 17,712-23,821
(2) Before-transfer poor 8.175 2,184 1.355 8,175-11,714
(3) After-transfer poor 4,261 1,683 405 4261-6,349
(4) Made nonpoor by transfers 3,914 501 950 4,772

Percentage receiving transfer income:
(5) All receiving transfers 32.0 4.5 6.6 32.0-43.1
(6) Before-transfer poor 62.1 16.6 10.3 62.1-89.0
(7) After-transfer poor 50.7 20.0 4.8 50.7-75.5
(8) Made nonpoor by transfers 82.0 10.5 19.9 100.0

TABLE 13.-Families receiving transfer income: Rural nonfarm, 1961

Item Public benefits
and pensions

Public social
assistance

and private

Veterans'
pensions and
compensation

Itange of totals

Receiving transfer income (in thousands):
(1) All receiving transfers 4,241 636 877 4,241-5,754
(2) Before-transfer poor 2,443 568 466 2,443-3,477
(3) After-transfer poor 1,496 499 186 1,496-2,181
(4) Made nonpoor by transfers 947 69 280 947-1,296

Percentage receiving transfer income:
(5) All receiving transfers 36.4 5.5 7.5 36.4-49.4
(6) Before-transfer poor 60.0 13.9 11.4 60.0-85.3
(7) After-transfer poor 50.1 16.7 62 50.1-73.0
(8) Made nonpoor by transfers 87.0 63 25.7 100.0

TABLE 14.-Familics receiving transfer income: Rural farm, 1961

Item Public benefits
and pensions

Public social
assistance
and private

Veterans'
pensions and
compensation

Range of totals

Receiving transfer income (in thousands):
(1) All receiving transfers 852 88 215 852-1,155
(2) Before-transfer poor 399 66 95 399-560
(3) After-transfer poor 176 46 27 176-249
(4) Made nonpoor by transfers 223 20 68 223-311

Percentage receiving transfer income:
(5) All receiving transfers 24.3 2.5 6.1 24.3-32.9
(6) Before-transfer poor 40.0 6.6 9.5 40.0-56.1
(7) After-transfer poor 25.1 6.6 3.9 25.1-35.6

(8) Made nonpoor by transfers 75.3 6.7 23.0 100.0

TABLE 15.- Families receiving transfer income: Rural, 1961

Item Public benefits
and pensions

Public social
assistance
and private

Veterans'
pensions and
compensation

Range of totals

Receiving transfer income (in thousands):
(1) All receiving transfers 5,093 724 1,092 5,093-6,909

(2) Before-transfer poor 2.842 634 561 2,842-4,037

(3) After-transfer poor 1,672 545 213 1,672-2,430

(4) Made nonpoor by transfers 1,170 89 348 1,170-1,607

Percentage receiving transfer income:
(5) All receiving transfers 33.6 4.8 7.2 33.0-45.6

(6) Before-transfer poor 56.1 12.5 11.1 56.1-79.7

(7) After-transfer poor 45.4 14.8 5.8 45.4-66.0

(8) Made nonpoor by transfers 84.5 6.4 25.1 100.0
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TABLE 16.Families receiving transfer income: Urban, 1961

Item
Public social Veterans'

Public benefits assistance pens;cas and Range of totals
and pensions and private compensation

Receiving transfer income (in thousands):
(1) All receiving transfers 12,619 1,751 2,542 12,169-16,462
(2) Before-transfer poor 5,333 1,550 794 5,333-7,677
(3) After-transfer poor 2,589 1,138 192 2.589-3,919
(4) Made nonpoor by transfers 2,744 412 602 3,388
Percentage receiving transfer income:
(5) All receiving transfers 31.4 4.4 63 31.4-42.1
(6) Before-transfer poor 65.8 19.1 9.8 65.8-94.7
(7) After-transfer poor 54.9 24.1 4.1 54.9-83.1
(8) Made nonpoor by transfers 81.0 122 17.8 100.0
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Appendix B

The data used in the preceding tables were drawn
from the 1960-61 BLS Survey of Consumer Expend-
itures. Detailed information on 9,476 families re-
siding in 66 urban places in 50 States in 1960 and
1961 were used. Data on 2,285 rural nonfarm and
1,967 rural farm families were collected by BLS
and USDA. These made up a sample size of 13,728
families and single consumers (21) .

The CES (Survey of Consumer Expenditures)
classification of families by place of residence fol-
lows the definitions adopted for the 1960 Census of
Population. The 9,476 urban families compared
approximately 75 percent of the 1960, and 77 per-
cent of the 1961 urban samples, while the rural
samples were collected in 1962 for 1961. The 1961
samples (both urban and rural) were further
weighted by the adjusted 1960 census population to
correct for definitional differences between the
census and the CES universe (20).

The rural segment comprises all persons living:
(1) outside incorporated places of 2,500 population
or more, and (2) outside the densely settled (urban-
ized) areas immediately adjacent to cities of 50,000
population or more. Rural-farm population includes
all rural residents on farms, and the rural-nonfarm
population comprises the remaining rural popu-
lation?'

The definition of family in the CES is different
from that in the Census. CES refers to a consumer
unit which comprises (1) a group of people usually

' A farm, according to the 1960 census, is a place of 10
acres or more from which the sale of crops, livestock prod-
ucts, etc. (and/or government farm program payments)
amounted to $50 or more; or a place of less than 10 acres
with sales (and/or payments) of $250 or more.
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living together who pooled their income and drew
from a common fund for their major items of ex-
penses, or (2) a person living alone or in a house-
hold with others but who was financially inde-
pendent. The Census family consists of two or more
persons living in the same household who are related
to each other by blood, marriage, or adoption. Thus,
a Census family may consist of several CES fam-
ilies; and, on the other hand, a CES family may
consist of more than one Census family, although
this is rarely the case.

Furthermore, the CES family is not the same as
a "household" defined by the Census Bureau in the
sense that a household may contain more than one
family. However, they may be the same if the
household is composed of a group of unrelated per-
sons or one person living alone who is financially
independent.

Another unique aspect of the CES is its definition
of family size. The size of family is the number of
"equivalent" full-year members based an the total
number of weeks during which both full-year and
part-year members belonged to the family in the
survey year, divided by 52 weeks. Thus, a family
of 5 where 2 of the members only lived one-half
year with the family during the survey year would
be counted as a family of 4. This definition of fam-
ily size was adopted so as to establish some stand-
ards for family size when calculating the family's
consumption expenditures.
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