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‘areas. .No attempt ig made to €stablish a minimum level of qphooling necessary to

S Y : - ~“PREFACE g g .
. - “ L. - - »‘ -

This study expf%&es the relationshipbétween education and rural dévelopment .

.Emphasis is placed on determining the éducational ‘characteristics.of rural workers, %

particularly to see if their schooling comyares with that qof those living in urban

determination existed, that is not the intent of this report. : ..

sustain rural economic growth.. Even if the theoretical groundwork -té make such-a

-

Te Although the study focuses on the educational background- of rural labor, force
members, it is also designed to givye a broad look at the current rural education’
situation, using the latest available data. This will-provide a  logical starting K
point for examining specific rural education issuee—in later studies. £

Secondary . data furnished by several agencies of the Federal Government were

- used in the report. Because these agencies collected and categorized data according

. comparable (such as metro-nonmetro vs. urban-rural).’

to difﬁerent criteria, the population groups referred. to- in the report are not alwdys

& 2(’-‘
. Evidence/’resented here suggests that migration may be a confounding factor

) since many better educated rural people move to urban. aregs. Migrdtion may. partially .

explain wﬁ the attajinment levels ¢f the rural labor force and rural residents as a

‘whole are’ comparatively low. It does not, however, have a direct bearing on differ-
‘ences\concerning other variables,.such as preprimary enrollpent, academic achievement,.

and plansxfor college. Nor does migration account for the relative lack of support
programs an&\staff in rural school - systems. 3 ‘ ) .

" ’ T .
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. o SUMMARY -
. e o . < v
L Rural public school education lags behind metro central and suburban public gehool
. ~'education in virtually all areas. Rural students not only attend schools with fe
-~  gupport staff and services, less revenue, and less per pupil funding, but they are also
» .more ilkely to emnroll in school later, progress through school.more slowly, complete
fewer school- years, and score lower on national tests than students attending metro
area schools- ) . : N o ) . ‘ 3
PN This report examines educat‘ional Services and aid %o rural public schools and how
they,relate to the rural labor force. Evidence shows, for example,’ that Federal aid-to.
. - - metro central schools in 1972-73 .was $133 33 per student, but only $91.10 to nonmetro
students. Rural public schools spent less per pupil than metro central or suburban -
) public schools in all-categories except student transportation during that yeat.

~.

- 1y
-

- High prdportions of rural-atudents ‘fail to graduate from high school and attend ~ .
collegé. S2nce many of them do_not get the higher education necessary for white collar
or professional jobs, these students ‘tend to enter the labor force in blue collar and

ather lower paying occupations.
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‘Rural Education and Rural Labor Force in the Seventies
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Frank A. Fratoe T . 2

’ INTRODUCTION e .

The role of an “educated labor force in rural development and the educational
quality of the “rural labor force are two topics that have not been well represented in
the growing research effort devoted to the social and  economic - vancement of rural
America. It is thus hoped that this report will. partially satisfy an important )
research need.

-

. .
[ ) - v
Al

Policy—-oriented research on'current social trends in rural America,‘ingluding
educational trends, should be a key component of any basic research programlﬁoncerned
with  rural development matters» Such research is necessary to comprehensively monitor
how social systems in rurgl America have .changed and.to provide an fhformation base

. for future transformations. The, results of research can help policymakers focus on
‘emerging rural social and economic problems,  as well as clarify development issues,
choice of goals, selection of strategies, and program implementation design (10, pp-

. 70=71). 1/ All that can be claimed for the present research effort, however, is "that
it may contribute to a better understanding of one rural development issue: the
educational preparation of the rural 1abor force.. .

L34

i

. . The quantitative evidencde in this report has been collected ‘from 8econdary
-~ sources, published and unpublished, supplied by the Bureau of the Census, the National

Center for Education Statistics, and the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Since the data
were'. originally obtained through sample surveys, estimates based .on them may differ
from figures Tresulting from a complete census. The sample populations were not
always similarly defined by these agencies; thus all definitions contained in table
footnotes should be examined to ascertain the actual populations and subpopulations-
Because population statistics are variously classified under "rural" or. "nonmetro"

® categories, the single designation "rural/mommetro" will be used throughout the
réport. 2/ The latest available data Have been cited in all cases. - - . =

- ‘. . _

¢

o -
H

-

1/ Underscored numbers in parentheses refer to literature 1listed in the references
section at the end*of this report. . ‘
- \‘ ‘ . :

2/ Althrough the term rural/nonmetro may. be somewhat awkward, ‘there is no prevalent,
comprehensive word that describes the two. general populations under consideration

' here. . . B
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RURAL/NONMETRG DEVELOPMENT -
Overview of Concept . - A .

. ;=

There are many definitions for the” term "rural/nonmetro development.” It has been
variously described as: (1) Improvements or gains for- rural/nonmetro persons, :

toward
__mi_eCOnomic_growth,_13) increased capatity of individuals and. systems, such as capacity _

té use resources; (4) a higher level of differentiation in roles and functions for .
individuals and other ‘social units; (5) increasing,work and nonwork options open”to
individuals, (6) sustained production of a surplus of products and/or skills, (7)
satisfying basic human physiological and ‘psychological meeds; and (8) improving the
quality of lif% (6, P 21 16, pp. 57-58).

low=density areas and smaller communities away from cities.

om

, or other units on variables such as income or education, (2) movement
projected future state defined to be desirable, such as self-sustained

Crystallizing a single-definition of rural/nonmetro development from the above

. list may not be possible or even advisable, since different policy directions find
certain‘definitions more appropriate. * It is clear, however, that a single element
underlies all of these meanings, that is, a futuristic view where particular goals are
valiued and social modifications are jnitiated to attain’ the goals (4, p. 265). Such '
modifications may. be directed toward individuals or groups in any of the major social
institutional areas—economic, political, educational and so on. Obviously, .rural/
nonmetro development includes only those social institutional units thaf exist in

.
.

CE

RN Obiectives ] ' -

) .
- . > .

. One impetus'to recent rural/nonmetro development efforts came from the belief
that massive migrations of people to metro areas produced demands for housing, employ-
ment, and public services that the cities could not sustain, as well as adding to
existing problems of metrc congestion and poverty. It was thought that rural/nonmetro
development could ‘halt the population flow by making economic and social conditions in
rural/nonmetro communities so attractive that residents would not be inclined to.
migrate. Thus, rural/nonmetro development was sSeen as a means for reducing both the
population pressures om cities and subSequent metro social problems (25, P. 2; 45,

p. 12).

-

L3 - - Py

3.

-

Another objective came from the recognition of inequities and the desire to
eliminate rural/nonmetro deficits in -areas such as income, housing, health care, and
education.
greater proportional benefits from the Nation's economic growth. Some rural/nonmetro
areas simply do not have the comparable. physical resources, distribution of occupa-
tional skills, and transportation facilities to offer equally significant opportuni-
ties for-growth (13, 'p. 4; 15, p. 16). _

“Although urban areas also have pressing needs, in general, they enjoy

-

: <

Balanced national growth "constituted yé% another objective. For new metro

industries to prosper, it is necessary to have mass markets-in rural/nommetro areas,

and those markets.can exist only with increased employment and widely distributed

_purchasing power. National growth capnot be fostered through metro development alone,

"with the expectation that benefits produced by such development will somehow spread to

rural/nonmetro areas. National welfare can be enhanced by a {wider geographic ‘disper-
"~ sion of ecomomic and social. opportunities, although specific development policies -

followed in metro and rural/nonmetro sectors migﬁt require different approaches (3

-\

v pp- 12-13; 5, p. 3).

-

o

-



J/ . . ) Efforts
The efforts undertaken to‘pronote'rural/nonmetro development have fohqg;: on
several types of programs. Community development programs have included health
4 gervice construction, development loans and grants, housing loans, water supply and
sewage disposal systems, industrial parks, and transportation. Agricultural and
natural resource development has encompassed direct payments to farmers, conservation Lé
programs, farm loans, parks and forests preservation, and agricultural extension. :
Human resource development==on which ‘this report” bears--has comprised manpower “train--
ing programs, social security, vocatiomhul rehabilitation, health care services,
employment opportunities, programs for Indians and other special rural /nonmetro
groups and improvements to achools'(13, p. 11).°3/ s
#while this réport does not intend to discuss every governmental or private effort
devoted to rural/nonmetro development (programs and expenditures of .the Federal (
Government alone would require lengthy cataloging), mention should be made of some '
. current Federal actions supporting rural education. The U.S. Department of Agriculr
.. ture’s Extension program, which channels information' through the land-grant university
system, has helped local people plan community develgpment.programs.- The Veterans
- Administration distributes educational benefit$ to yeterans and their dependents, .
many of whom are rural/nonmetro residents. The U. S Department of Labor funds -
manpower training through the Migrant/Seasonal Farmwor&ger Program, Indian Manpower -
Program, Job Corps, and other services. 4/ The U.S. Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare’s Office of Education yearly directs largé sums to rural/nonmetro areas
for vocational and adult education, libraries, bilingual programs, education of' the
disadvantaged, supplemental education centers, dropout prevention, teacher training,
- and others (41, pp. 48-50, 87-91). However, as will be seen later, rural/nonmetro
areas do not always receive a proportionately equitable share of Federal education
assistance to, spend on, development. - - s -
) o « . _ .
- . - . 1

"« . UNDERDEVELOPMENT AND THE RURAL/NONMETRO LABOR FORCE
v , Underdevelopment‘ 3 . . N : 5

-

. Despite these developmental efforts and a relatively larger population growth
rate in nonmetro areas since 1970 (1), rural/nommetro pe0p1e are still behind their
metro Zounterparts in terms of wage levels, family income, adequacy of housing, and*
access to essential public services like education and health care (46, P- 13). "One in
8ix rural/nmommetro residents lives below thé poverty.line, compared to one in nine in )
metro areas (5, p-. 1). Economic problems: in rural/nonmetro areas’stem from. several ;
factors including the historically downward—trend of ehployment. in agriculture,
_mining, and forestry, a trend that has not:been offset until recently by gains in
nonfarm industries. Although the rural/nonmetro employment picture is now somewhat

sbrighter, manpower development and utilization remain crtf}ggﬁ issues (12, p. 550). -

-
~ .

: Ihese facts must be understood within-the wider context 'of the rural/nonmetro )
economic situation. - There is a great range in the incomes and standards .of living e

& S~
- ‘ [ .

‘. 3/ Most of these human resource programs are national in stope and not directed _
solely at rural/nonmetro areas, but they have provided assistance to the latter

— .

4/ These are not rural programs per se, but rural residents do participate in
theme. ] " . : . R N
' ~ . . : . -
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experienced by local residents. Some of the highest incomes are earn ﬁ from large-
scale farming. Others successful in agricultural pursuits are those jupplcmcnting
their income with substantial nonfarm earnings. Nonfarm workers employed ful}\gime in
manufactaering, agribusinesses, and professional services often have good incomes as
well. Yet nuymerous rural/nonmetro citizens have low incomes and substandard living
conditions, including low-volume farm operators with few agricultural resources, andg
little or no nonfarm employment. Many hired farm laborers also have low incomes as. do
other~workers who,’because of age or poor training,-are unable :o find satisfactory

,,‘émployment ,,,,, in_either_ farm .ot gponfarm se‘c;yz{z, p.. 65). e Ll
Cycle of nderdevelopment'; </ '
' ’ T . ~

.

Employment opportunities in agriculture have decreased because of 1qbor-reducing -
‘technological improvements and the declining number of farms.. This in turn has

reduced the economic base of many Fural/nonmetro communities and restu. 2d Yn a-self-
perpetuating cycle of dec sing work opportunittes, underemployment, and deterior-
ating community life. Along with the decline in farm employment has been an accompgny-.
ing decline in nonfarm work opportunities, as less demand has been place. on buginess
to provide agricultural services: Technological developments in mineral and logging’
.industries have helped.create similar problems in some areas dependent on the producing
and processing of coal, lumber,. and other raw materials 2, p. 53). 5/ .

One consequence.of—these events has been that large members of business firms
have disappeared from the ‘ruval/nonmetro scene. Costs per person have also risen for
local public services suc™ =. <zhools, roads, mail deliveries, apd‘electric;ty. Some
local governments have fc. - . difficult to raise-the revenue necessary .for their
continued functioning. Dec..ning opportunities in .agriculture and the subsequent
search for nonfarm employment by farm laborers” and small farmers have left many people
stranded in areas where there is not much demand for their. labor (13, p. 2). Those
who are able (mostly young people) leave to find work in the cities, causing rural/non-‘
metro communities to lose future leadership- Those residents who remain are left.to
lead .deteriorating financial, political’, religious, and ,edueational organizdtions
which will have evén less ‘capacity to furnish employment later. °

- M

5 . ° ’
Sher s portrayal of the rural. underdevelopmenr cvcle summarizes this phenomena
(fig. 1) (27, p. 298). It remains to be seen whether the 1t reversal of outmi-
gration pattcrns'in some areas will significantlr alter :he underdevelopment cycle.

The cycle.of rural/nonmetro underdevelopment is. composed of many social and
economic elements only suggested in figure 1. Policy planning designed to break this
cycle would have to analyze each element. and consider whether development efforts
should be keyed to overcoming the deficiencies of a single element or several inter-—
related ones. . The approach taken in any particular czse might ,depend more on certain
practical issues (such as local political preferences) than on"- theoretical planning
processes. But formal planning procedur- zcmands that all elements be given equal *
weight for research purposes to detzrmin. which may be most fruit fut for general
policy concentration. Plapnizg that neglects any part of the underdevelopment cycle
would leave a serious ‘gap in rura®/nonmetrc 2velopzent research and perhaps Jeopardize

successful policy implemen ation. -

~

-

r .

" 5/ Retently the efiployment situation in r:ral/noametro-areas has improved, nonmetro
nonfarm employment 1s increasing and ezployment 1ssses in agriculture have about

stopped. Whether this can offset the economic impact of .decades of decline is an open

question. . . L i : )
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IR St e High rural outmigration— -
’ o e Depletion of population . T : .
. o Displacement of farmers and farm Wor'kers S
- TRAINING T -
" . 7 e Lack of adequate public educational services1 I
, ‘s Lack of adequately trained and- ‘ AT
e - * skilted rural-work, force L T ‘
; " EMPLOYMENT * S ‘
e Lack of adequate employment Opportunities ‘
; . .» Lack of economic expansion, new business )1.5.'5
S dévelohment and other job-producing enterprises 77
_ ¢ Inability to take advantage\of* existingnor possible '5
R ' '~ employment opportunities. 3
, ' ®» High rural unemployment. and underemploymenr, ’ :
SN t I INANCES

e Lack of adequate"‘ndividual {Aicome:

b e Lack of adequate and avallable venture capital
é Lack of adequate taxable res Jurces
e Inabillty tO attracs and retain outside business
out;side industries, or-outside 1nvest,ments
) | T ‘e Disinvestment in family farms
e -e Erosiorn of totgl commuhnily income’ - |
3 “Particularly? vocauionsl occups:'ional and ! , .
' . - _career sducation. Source: R7). . y ,’, _ ;
B . ) L 3
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One. element neglected until recently has been education (43), both with respect -

to educational segyices and training of the labor force (fig- 1)s While education
alone cannot solve the rural/nommetro development problem, it is certainly an. important
factor .in research and’application strategies’ (3, p- 14). The argument has been made
that many’fﬁ;al/nonmetro.people possess an educatiopal background insufficient te
obtain satisfactory employment, particularly as labor force requirements in most. areas -
‘become, less centered on agriculture and its related services (16, p- 33). . These
people, it is asserted, are not intrinsically less educable but are victimSvof inferior
schooling because inadequate revenue in rural/nonmetro areas leads’ to out~of-date
.school facilities, understaffing, deficient curricula, and lack of specialized
services such as counseling ‘and vocational: training (28, px.7)¢ ., o

v

"The research in this report enphasizes the formal educational system, that is,
schools with their organized learning programs and teaching personnel, as- opposed to
+informal educational arrangements. People do learn through exposure to newspapers, -
- .
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‘magazines-,: books movies, radio, and television, and through normative interaction 4n

. Eipenditures . ;_

_school districts must pay the amount not covered from funds that could otherwise be .

-

.-
v . . : T e L <. ,
- . e e d oy

- thelr families and other social groups.” Some o the things learned in these ways -

might well bé helpful toward advancing omployment a, p. 18). For exéhple, family

- relationships are key determinants of commitment to work values and acceptance of % .

. discipline. Because the major burdes for edncating young people falls upon.the r e

schools,'however, they becdome the focus for developing not only basic computational

and .communication skills but also- the advanced training necessary-for career prepara- 5

tion (;g, p- 158). : . S L . . -
O C . ) SR oo Do Ot

Lol - EDUCATIONAL INPUTS FOR THE RURAL/NONMETRO LABOR 'FORCE - -
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Rnral/nonmetro public school systems during 1972a733expended Fess per pupil than ~

,metro central or suburban public schiool systems fo:r:',al?b cbunt categories except

" pupil transportation services (21) (table'l).” For Ansgtance, on the average rural/- -

nonmetro’ schools spent $170 less per pubil . for, instryc&ion than'metro ceatral schools'
and §1L5 less thah metro suburbam schdols (table 1J. A similar pattern occurs in all
 four” regions-—North Aflantic, Great Lakes and Plains, Southeast, and West and Southwest.
‘The. highest instructional expenditures by-rural/nonmetro schools——$699 per. pupil——came
"in the North Atlantic region, still more than $230 lessrthan metro ceatral: -The. -~ =
lowest came in the Southeastern region-—$483 per pypil or about $80 below metro .
central levels. _ _ - . . T - PR B

. - . . *

Expenditures'for pupil transportation services, .on. thé other‘hand were higher in

| rural/mommetro-areas. Again, a similar general pattern held in éach region. Only in .

" ‘the North Atlantic States were transportation expenditure differences. between metro.
“central and- rural/nonmetro school systems somewhat close ($9); elseﬁhere there (' e
"was a much wider gap-($36 in the-Great Lake's and Plains, $18 ih the Southeast, ' .
and $30 in the West and Southwest). The sources of these differences are not difficult
:to discover. Rnral/nonmetro school systems must ‘pay high pupil costs for .transporta-
tion because a large proportion of students- are transported and ‘distances traveled are
great. When the full costs of busing .are not covered by  the State, rural/nonmetro

used for Ainstruction (28, p. 3). . . -
CObservers have noted several reasons for the generally low per pupil expenditures -
in rural/npommetro areas. First, attempts to raise property taxes to provide greater
support for schools can be especially burdensome in capital-intensdive. agricultural
areas, particularly where industrial property}owners are few. Furthermore, the lower.
incomes of rural/nonmetro citizens affect.-their ability to support school services; - . '
although education costs are financed primarily by the property tax, this tax is paid
from income. But even where there is ability to furnish more tax support: for education,
there may be little. enthusiasm to do so. Better educated young people aré more likely
to leave the local area after graduation if suitable employment opportunities are
absent. Older people left behind are reluctant to spend more on schools beeause they

‘foresee little benefit for their communities (gg, p. 7). & - .
aRevenues T - f N ) “_ ‘ . -} e -

. The relu;tance or. inability of rural/nonmetro residents o pay for school services |
is reflected in the data on revenue receipts.(21l). Nationally (1972-73), local sources
accounted -for less than half- {43.9 percent) of rural/nonmétro public school system -

L revenue, while the- comparable figures for metro central and- suburban areas were over

~

b,
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‘ ' ,r.r\/Iable ’I—Average expenditures per: pupil by account category and. averages daily enrollmentgin : '
T local public school systems, by selected categories, 1972+73 1//_]
. “ ” o "‘ lﬂ LN N
v Region and metro- Tot i Adninis-: InStruc “‘i‘tzeﬁh&zge Pupiiagans- Plin: op:ra : Fixed-f Average'dau}
nOTmeLro status bOME Y ation b tfon - ¢ B0 OHEF E O on’ §ouonat v harges’ enrolluent
L2 : SN 1" services . Aservices : maintenance ¢ T 9/
AR \; '/ ammmes - Dol lars~— - S 7 *Yusber
R B S A A \ .
Trited States IR \»"921.48'7'/'_2,95 ,658.92 952 . 35.64 ? 101,05 83.40 . 45,03,03
A . w o ~ . X A

Metror L, i S e A s 1
oo Centrel cities ¢ LOS5, 306 RS lhbk 23980 L6 LS 11,'509,105; ‘
Subwbs . e gr 95BAB 3G . 68LT9 T %05 8 ¢ 10675 08T IBLLES
Nommetro” v, B8 3. 16 69,73 - 626 - 4533 RST U 6T3 15,302,300 ¢ Y
I : ' LY ,l ) ' _— o | o , .
'North Atlantic"._, 9~2,1 48’*295 e, 93 U 3eh. 4 L0005 8340 45,033,034
Hetro M | § . o, --‘: ’ \ . ': ’.L ’ ) ' o
., Cedtial cities 132 0 0.8 - B8l 2T TSN 1B, W56 2,091,310 |
A%/ Subugbs dLIBLD WL 80547 CI18ATT SLIT- 1808 1631 5,408,500 |
) Nonmetro | 1026 BB @y L 6076 10649 LL36 2,406,465 ~
" “ . Nl ".‘ . "’ ‘ .‘ i . ,.. )
. Great Lakes ad Plains e 53 3330 66350 . TuE8 35.16 L6 8861 12,660,819
e Metro o S ol L,
N Central cittes: v:1,osa.,oa 089 7656 1S, W93 IN0T USL 33,1
© . Sbwbs - : %219 329 67353 468 - 368 1120 83.82 4,846,617

fometro + - @ 8514 35'.33 R3S G2 T T .00 T3 4,600,969,
ot . _‘:‘ S -l. . ’. : . - N o L
, -Southeast - e %08 LIS, &SE o 2869 TLL ASS 8,954,820 |
o Metror . Td | o U | N
S Cogtral citfed ;S0 2505 5000 T 586 (BT 049 4628 704,48
Cosbwbs ! r T 36 STAE B, 3. @I S 3,850
" Nonmetro * BN 500 R4S - S0 BRI i 5005
West and Southwest .‘: 84'0089 32-58‘ .-618-50 7!40 ' 24-79 ' '93:99 ‘ 63-64 11,633,037
Metro: S I o S o
CCetral clttes ;8L M9 668 981 - 100 - WL 69T 3,670,075
- Suburbs OBO.GE 52 6268 681 290 B3E BTS5,009,0%
Nometro © ¢ T63.66 340 NS 3.3 3.0 8,51 SL& 2,913,866

1/ A school systen coterminous vith or located within the boundaries of a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area
(SUSA) central city is classified as "metro, central;" 1f located vithin an SMSA but outside the ceatral city, itds
 classified g8 "suburban.” If, as in some large county-mit. school systems, the population of 2 ceatral city (1960
. census) vithin the systen vas, 50 percent or more of the couaty population, the systems are regarded as metro cen-
tral {f less than 50 percent, “suburban-" A1l school systems located outside of SHShs are classified 8s !'nometro."

- Source (_,tableﬁlandNZ) o S ‘

..,".?(i i ..

-7



~ Y - . - ’ . . L .
- Ll . - ’ : - ’ . . -

x

¥

- . - . .

_ 50 percent eack (table 2). Local sour’ces contributed more ‘than half of total rural/
' . nommetro school revenue in only one region-—Great Lakes and Plains (54.1 percent)=-

while it accounted for les® than one-third ig'thg Southeas;t (28.3 percent). - Such data - °
_suggest- that vrural/no?m'etro school systems must. rely heavily upon outside funding.- .

- » . - , i -~ ‘ ) . ' - " . . k K - . . .
- ‘ " .+ Tahle 2——Distribution of public school system revenug, by source, /
' o ’ of funds and selected categories,' 1972-73 ) L
‘ ) . v ., P ‘e ‘e A . « ., - .
T Region and ‘metro- = © . Interr - L PO
AR gommetto status - : Locatl% . mediate . lS_tage i/ - :'E‘edveaga.l C. Total .
e I e - et Percent ,° ™ ,.' o &
¢ 'United. States ° : : .52.0 10 T 38.9 . 8l 100
- - Metree: ~ T -7 . _ S e
" »  Cenfral cities ° - _ i  54.5 - +6. ©  33.8. 11.27 100
* + .+ Suburbs- o : . 5642 7. 38.2 4.9 - 100
- Nommetro T © .z 43.9 1.8 44.8 - 9.5. -, 100 ‘-
. ,‘- . .,- . - \\_{ . » ,_—\\ . . R ] -’-\} , , .
. "= North Atlantic :55.9 1 — ~ 7 37.3 ~ 7.6.8 100" 7 .7
.«f_‘.MJetrp: ' ' S RS e 1‘ . o JRR
' <l Cefitral gities o PogEe A 3206 T 12,8 cs100 L 3
~ -+~ Suburbs - -, Bo.s - = 371 . 3.6 100,
~'»'"  Nommetro = . . > o 48.6 - 454 ©.U6.0% 7 100 -,
,_Great Lakes and . Plains :  56.8 1.3 °, 36,1 5.8 . 7160. .
"+« - .Metro: Sl : ‘ R S AT
) " Central cities :  56.9 .7 32.4 *10.0 100 .
Suburbs " 't 59.0 .8 36.9 '73.3 L -4100°
. Nonmetro . T S4.1 2.4 7 38.0 55 7100
Southeast : 36.4 o, .3 49.4 13.9 7 100
Metro: ., : ’ . S S e i
Central cities - : 42.6 P «2 44,0 ' 13.1 I:so
Suburbs .t 45.6 © .5 TS T 9.8 . 100
Nonmetro T Y~— : 28.3 <1 7 54,8 16.8 ; = -.100
West ,an'd/ Southwest T 52.3 " e 2.4 ©37.1, - 8.2 ' 100,/
Metro: * = : DR . — . - _
.. Central cities - i 56.6 1.5 « 32.54 . 9.5 "~ 100
s  Suburbs . :  53.5 - 1.6 38:45° - 6.5 . 100
°  Noametro o D 44.3 5.3 40.8 " 975 100
- i A = o ‘ - '
.

- ‘4

. <= = Not applicable.
inc{ude Federal funds diétributgd

*" 1/ Revenue reeei;)ts from State sources do ‘not
through the State education agency. T

-

) : | . " .. ‘ .@‘, '." 4} .. y / .
The largest-outsidg funding source is the State..-~Some States have adopted
weighting systems which result in proportio ¥ greater distribution of Funds to _
sparsely populated districts. States provided %4.8 percent of. rural/nonmetro. public

school'revenue nat:iona.ley in 1972-73; rural/nomnetro‘schoolsainﬁ the Southeast actually .'
s 16 SR

urce: (21, tdbleg C.l:md C.2), - - | | s e
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local school systems. Theré/is an ongoing debate over the advisability of having .
‘States assume full responsibility for supporting education by dispersing fundscol-

Intermediate agencies;thfbégg the services they offer, also chammel State funds tJ 

D

reliance on ‘property taxes. This might result.in a fundépg system generally more:) =
equitable for poorer sthool districts, including many rural/bonmetro onmes, but as yet
there is no consensus on the issue (28, p. 44). - o S o

.
N

The other major outside funding source is, of course,“the Pederal -Government. .

’

. Money 'given by. Federal agencies -to rural/fionmetro public schools cqmpensqtgs'parg;alI§

-

. reversed, but even in that region *rural/nonmetro_schools obtainéd less Eederal aid per

L3
1 8

for inadequate local sources. For instance, 16.8 percent of Southeastern rural/non-

metro school revenue 1is supplied through Federal programs. 3But more Federal assistance

overall goes to metro central schools™than to rural/nonmetro wnes—¢2I).  In 1972-73,

the Federal Government furnighed $133 per pupil to metro central areas and just $91 to

rural/nonmetro areas (table 3). Only in the Southeastern States was-this pattern .

pepil fpr’éertéinTprogramé, such as vocational ucation.. It is not- clear whether

these differences exist because of funding formula design or the inability of educators

to submit timely and successful proposals (28, pp- 50-51). o .
ot N - PR ) . .
- - CERIE L :
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. Support staff A . . . _ .

’ . . . . : . -

. ‘ LT s .- o : e . .
. The Funding difficultiés experienced by rural/nmommetro school systems.have severe
repercussions on the number_ of support personnel such systems, are able tolﬁafntain
(22). Rural/nonmetro school systeéms have relatively fewer personnél supporting the
instructional function™ (table 4). “Among. those personnel -are supervisors pf instruc-
tion, librarians, guidance counselors; psychological staff, audio-visual staff, and

" teacher aides. The percentage differendés in many cases are striking. In 1971, for

example, almost three-fourths (72.8 percent) of rural/noometro school systems had

.

. no instructional supervisors at all, in ‘contrast to the 2.5 percent of metro systéms -

.
™

that had none. ‘Comparable figures for Sther: support personnel in rural/mommetro and .

’ métrQ'school-systemé,.re3pectivelyl-wgre: librarians 41.8 and 1.6 percentf guidance

counselors, 50.2 and 6.2 percdent; psychological staff,(92.6 and 24.1 percent; _audio- -

visual staff, 92.8 and 58.4 percent; and teacher aides, 49.5 and 7.5 percent. Every’

regidhfwaszﬁarked by these wide divgrgendies- ' ' . - e ..

e P

~

"It Was been argued thét-the'rélativq number of s@ppoft staff. is lower in rural/noﬁ-

meﬁ;bféreas because the 11 size of many schools prevents them from employing _
full-time counselors and. other profesqibnals.' Typically higher salaries prevailing in
cities also may attract. the mest qualified professionals to thése areas (9, p- 16).

But the fact is that entire rural/nommetro school systems do ngt'have cértain supporé

Istaff gemk@gé_at‘all; f o . 3 | - s e )

~

-~

-

-

Suppoft gervices g

Support serv;ceslaie more than incidental to iﬁstfuctipn;-they provide human and
material resources for the .learning process. Prekindergarten and kindergarten classes

-

~Z

familiarize children with .the learning environment, earlysin life. libraries, especially

those containing audio-visual media, give pupils accegs to vast knowledge resources.
outside the classroom- Vocational education aud career guldance services forge
important links between formal education and worke. Sﬁecial education programs are
designed for unusual pupils (the handicapped, the gifted, slow learmers) who deviate
‘so far physically or mentally fyom typical students that thé stapdard’ curriculum is

ynsuitable for their needs. Unfortunately, many rural[goﬁmetro.%thool systems have "*

ﬂeiqhegkphe_financial support nor the personnel to develop such services.

“
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o ¢— T&ble 3-—Federal revenue‘:eceipts of public school systems per pupil in \
' average daily enrollment by pnogram and selected categories, 1972-73 _
= . ' Region and metro- 'i - . ‘f : 4 ¥ Vocational -
) -’° nommetro-statys : Tbtal(lj‘: ESE% 2/ : A3 :I' education * Other g
P 9 - : \ H i .
.. D . T e < , Dollars e
. United States. . - 3 = 87.63  © 34.28 *  9.75 .  4.83 38.77  °
., Metro: Y : . T e - R 7 4
. ' Central: ci,tieg. : ..133:337 53.78 7.6l T 6477 . 65. 11,
- Suburbs * 3 35077 17.67°  11.49 °  ~ 2.62° 23.99' 7 . -
Nommetro . . o2t 91.‘10 39.34 T 9. 29 B 5.99 36.48 -
Y . ’ ' Lo R
. . North Atlantic Y 96 19 ° ©39.21 .10.83 _4.31 41.84 .. -
. Metrg: . . 2 T ‘ : .
Central cities :: %’ 20l.44" . 192.41 . 7.7 o 8.20, $B.12 .
Suburbs . . 3 47.84 -15.07 ° . 9.41 . 1099° T - 21.37 7
- Nommétro =~ . Tt 73.97° 27.30 - 17.90 | '4.69 2608 .
~— Great Lakes and Plains : &.17 . . 2Z5. 75 3.98 4422 © 30.22 ’”;
Metrd: PR B : R : ) L e
Central cities . - :  119.51 47.70 . 3.62° 6.81 - 61.38 Vs
_ Suburbs - iz 35.95 12.08 "\ - 4.64 . . ' 2.24 - 16.99 -

..~ Negmetro _ : - 56.21 25.16° T 3.54 . 4.52 22.99 ”

. PR : . ] ’ . -
Southeagt . P --_‘ 3. 115.26 46.81 9.30 8479 50.36 ..

- + Metro: ‘ Ha S o ' : - ‘ ;
Central ‘cities . :  117.01 35.76 9.36 10.84 . 61.05 ‘
Suburbs : . 87.29-. 23.80 -° ' 16.72° . 5.01 41.76 :

-Nommetro. - : 129.75 62.72 5.29° '10.16‘& ' 51.58
wes: and Sout.hwest. : 81.55 « - 28.27 15.40 2.59 35.29 .
- Metro: | R N I ' : ‘ ’ :
Central cities . : 97.24 - .  35.88 10.13 - - 3.68 47.55
Suburbs : $ o 65.24 . 22.31  17.29 * 2.28 23.36
Nonmetro : .- 90.0L ,29.0{0‘ o 18.75 . 1.73 40.53.

1/ Revenue from Federal Sources includes fun
school systems either directly or -through the State as a’ distributing agency.-
4included, is the amount for’ Federal. programs going to agencies other than the local

“public .school system {such. as that’ part of ESEA Title I dealing with programs for
. State—operated or sgpported schools for’ the handicapped}. -

- 2/ ESEA stands for "Elementary
. 3/ SAFA stands for "School Assistance in Federally Affected Areas.

‘Source:

-

o~

(21,. tabLes B': 1, Bk‘z:»N‘.li and H°2)‘. ‘

: R
a-‘

d.Secondary Education Act." -

-

Rural/nonmetro children are more likely ‘to enroll 1n school later than their ,
metro counterparts, one reasoch perhaps being that propartionately fewer rural/nonmetro

‘schools offer programs for 3 to 5-year-olds.

from Federal programs going to- local i
Not

metro\public school. systems reported having kindergarten programs (table 4) as compar—

ed- to 87.5 percent of metro central and 79.8 percent-,0f metro suburban school systems
The greatest. disparity could be found 4n the Southeast, where nearly 40

G

percent more metro eeantral than nommetro school.systems had kindergarten programs“-

Bural/nonmetro prekindergarten programs in "all regions were virtually nonexistent.

- -

10 .

18

- -

-9
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In 1971, only 57.6 percent of rural/non- .

o "y



y - r ‘
- ' 2 [ I SRR SRR
o ‘& / . ,-v‘, oo ’} _).'/' e , ;
| v Table 4-Pub1:1c snyool systemé wm; support programs and staff by selected categories, wm. .
X 5 s ‘ / '
A S e Y. ' i X
N TR _Programs;( oo P 'Staff,
.. 3 o - . P ) . HEEN . _ J _ v ¢
4 ‘Regioq? ad metro= iy v [ : 0t fndiee
FI . Pr
" ;nommetTo\status, - :‘Ung:-l Kinder Special : : Supervisors Librarlans Guidance,: Psycho=: - visual : Teacher
o : garten garten edu%tion {nstruction’ / o counselors lo/gists. spi:i;l-: aidesy e
LT :. T I Ta— ‘ / . ‘\ 7 v
e R i, . I : /b Percent \ o \ ' . -

1" Totted States .3 B0 Bl 0 Wy / CL L BT 166 98 B2
Vo0 Metror e T S
. Central clftes ’559 S %3 US| B, B8 B9 TALg s
sbwbs . : 23 M B2 BO[H T 62 %D W2 56
.. Nometto  * L3 'ST.G';\ Wy B2, W8 Tde 12 g 05
. R R O . ".;’-' N o L <
C mmtadabe ;39 3. B3 SLE . - M6 89 mE 14 66\7 0
S0 Hetror ' S o co
©, Ceatraleities ¢ M0 %8 - %8 DT T 1000 . W9 W3 @3 ¢
Suburbe Hl 4-0 a,‘,|8507 7604 5803~< : 8507 7809 5201. 1700 6209 ‘: .' I
|

Nometre” o+ 23 660 LG B 0.6 - %3 13 92 69
P‘d ' : . . ’I" ‘ : . ,‘ b . ' | ' ‘ .
P Great Lakes and Plajns: L& . 72.6° 561 y \°23.7 Y 58.; ' 14.1_ 12 89 "
L Metro: S ‘. . . b r ‘ ! : ‘: W , . 2
Central citfes ¢ 3L7 988~ - 9.8 .+ 988 . 2001000 B8 T %3
Sburbs  : L6 B8 TS 45,7‘ 866 T 6 193 5.6
’ NonmEtro . ‘ H 104 , 6704v 4903 , 15!7 ' 62 0\ ', 51\03 ‘ 703 ! 707 4601
Swheast .+ L1286 61 2o %1 Rg .15k 24
7 Yetro: ] _ | T L ‘ | o
U7 Cemtral cftfes ¢ B4 885810 100.0 1000 1000 6T, Wb 89, |
: Suburbs PoA0 WD TN e LS 89 282 164 8L I
oo Bemetro U r L3 88 BLB L 67 8T 8L 89 W3 \8'23 -
et and Souttivest : LI %0 3.1 268 Wl B0 L3 REVIX ‘1

i Metro: R ‘ L, | ' :
CCamaleities LS B2 ML %3 %30 W3 S0 Bl wd
. Suburbg - o L0 6949 309 . 3649 38 9.8 0 51 SLT L

. Yometro P06 SLT L. T 30 ¥ 290 38 267 W3, &
. ! : F: -‘ ;v ‘ - . . . "‘ ,‘ ‘ - i L,‘
“Source: * (2L, tables D through DWk) T e S
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Asg’ far as special education was concerned less than oqe-half-the rural/nonmetro
public school systems nationalIy (44.9 percent) provided spectal education programs in
1971, compared to 86. 3 percent-of metro central and 62,2 percent of suburhan (table
4). The West and -Southwést regidm had the lowest percentage of rural/nonmetro school

. systems offering these programs, while the highest came in the Southeast, but in -» = .
both regions metro schools were far ahead. One reason for 'this comparative showing is
that sparsely settled districts often have oo few'special children to justify.offering
the programs. Some States furnish-tuition ‘assistance to pernit special children’ .
to benefit from programs in nearby districts (28, p. 40).; . -

A} = 4 -
. /. Bural/nommetro .Students are also aisadvantaged when .it comes‘;o éccess to 'learn~
. ing materials because there are no libraries in'many schools, particularly at the ° '
- -elementary level (23). In 1974, over a quarter of rural/nohmetrd elementary schdols "
'(27.0 percent) had no library or media center (table 5). On the other hand, only 11. 0

“ “and 14.9 percent of metro central and suburban:elementaly schools, respectively, !
~lacked them. One interesting note: ~ these facilities were seldom termed "media -

o -centers or "other"™ in rural/nonmetro schools (elemeitary or secondary) , suggesting

'+ that they contained-just books and“not additional materials like recordings, tele-
’ vision, cassette players, and learning machines. The smaller size of rural/nonmetro
p elementary schools, plus a scarcity of funds and personnel probably account for - - ) -
deficient libraryiservices. . . ///

r .
- . -4
.t = L . - ‘. _“

©

hall Iable 5——Public- schools with libraries/media tenters (L/MC) and terms used
¢« o7 ~ to describe them, by metro-nonmetropqlitan status and school level, 1974

&

~—- - : -
! Terms used tg,describe L/MC ﬁ

N

Schools

" ‘Metro-nommetro, < : ;
: status and schocl level : with : ' Mledia ¢ )
R [ %\/i’ L/MC ¥ library 7% center : Other
" “Metro: / , S . . RﬁEEEEE T , -
A Central ecitfes. . TUi98.5 7t 6lad T . 10.2
. Secondary schools .z 95.6. - 62.3 29.4 . - 8.3
‘?" Elementdry schools o~ T :789.0 * 6l.5 . - 27.7 -+ 10.8 ., °
L R ) : : & 7. .
Sdburbs 0 ° ' ;7 gg.3 65.1 24.4 10,2// .
* y ' -Secondary schools o 97.9 - 69.5. 1 20.4 10 %
PR Elementary schools . : 85.17 o 63.4 26.0 10.6
Z R . 2 2 Y - oot . » i
N Nonmetro B - v : - 80.0 ’JJ/ 75.6 _ 20.6 3.7
. SSecondary schools - ° : 97.3 . - 77.5 7 19.0 3.5
: ElemeQFary schodls : 73.0 > 74.6 : "21.5 3.9
/7 o ' - e R P
Source: (23, table 1). =~ Cee L . S
. ) ) . e . . . . . , ) - ) ,' /? L
. o : Schooling of Rural Residents e ', v
“Attainment = - \-;'f.uf‘ o S . .
-_%'\ A - , P

_— .Rural/nonmetro students attqu school Systems with relatively fewer support staff e,
,\ and services, .less revenue, and less per pupil expenditures. These facts alone, A
q"l'zOtmexrer' do not demonstrate the ‘educational disadvantages. of' the rural/nonmetro labor

force vis-a-Vis ‘their metro counterparts. If‘order to explore tRis question more '

a.
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thdrougﬁf§.add delimit 1ab6i force edﬁcational differences, it is necessary to examine
‘several variables concerning the 'schooling of rural/mommetro and metro residents.

‘ Attainment, or school years comgipted, is an excellent starting point for gh%? endeavor .
g . ! ~ ‘.--‘:.'_ . . - , .
. _ During 1970-75, .the gap between rural/nonmetro and metro males in median school
~ years completed narrowed from.l.0 to 0.4 years (table 6) (33; 37). For *females, there
.~ was no change in this difference; rural/nonmetro females continued to trail by 0.3

years. Thus in 1975 the general rural/ponmetro pop¥1ation 25 years old and over* |,
corresponded quite closely to metfo persons in.mediag school years completed.% However;
there fiece several subpopulations that continued to show noticeably lower attainment .
‘levels during the period. Among themrwere rural/nonmetro nonfarm black males and " .-
* females, farm black males and females, and rural/monmetro Hispanic méles and fedales.
_ Qther data reveal that among younger people--25 tg 44 years‘oldh—there were still =~ .
~°  markedly lower attainment figures for farm blacks and rural/nommetro Hispanics for™ ’
7 both sexes (32). v T VT S / s
" . ! - : . a .
- Critical to labor force participatisn is.the attainment of at least a hié% school
education, as employers upgrade hirimg criteria to include more schodling-’TIn i935,5
13.7 percent more metro than rural/ponmetro males 25 years old and over haggiﬁmpleted. N
at least’4 years of high school (table 7); for women, tRe comparable differerce was
- 9.4 percent. (33; 37). : These figures were little changed from those for 1970, though..
the percentages of rural/noamééro males and-‘ females who fimished 4 years of high .
school or more did increase during the period. Once a¥ain, the subpopulatiops dis— . o
- playing much lower attainment. levels were ruraly/nonmetro nonfarm blacks, fary blacks,

and rural/vdametrp Hispanics, for both sexes. .
: " . o ] . ) ‘ ) 3 ‘ R . ; I .
Functdional illiteracy o r - C # ,3 . fa : - .

~ ~

LY
-

If one uses the conventional dgfihition of fqpctibnal illiteracy, that is,
| failure to complete at deast 5 years of elementary school, then rural/nonmetro Americg
- "has a serfous illiteracglproblem,fpaé%%pularly among‘minoritfés aﬁd'ﬁgosp who live on
farms. For'rural/monmetro blacks and Hispanics ir 1975 (table 8), fu ctional 11lit-.
eracy :ates;wqgg extremely high' (33; 37). For example, 30.2 percent.of rural/nonmetro
black males (farm, 41.0) and 19.0 percent of rural/nonmetro black females (farm, 31.9)
had not completed gifth grade. Functional illiteracy rates for black farm women ‘

* . actually ijncreased during 1970-75. For Hispanics, 34.0 percent of rural/nonmetro
males in 1975 had finished less than 5 school years, while 3l.l1 percent of rural/mon-
metro females had done so. . > '

s . ° -When the data are broken down by age, functional illiteracy rates are found to be

even higher among the older rural/nonmetro minority populdtioms (37). This is detri-~ ~
mental to labor force participation for two reasdns. First, older farm residents )
forced to leave their farms for. financial reasons do not have the educational: training-

" in basic academic skills and specific job skills to seek other employment. Secondly, = -

“ functionally illiterate parents and grandparents cannot provider a’mdrivational example

for their ghildren and, grandchildren to go to school, stay there and obtain the R

~.educational foundation necessary-for career aﬂgé%cement;_é/v

oL o A . P

.:’. ) ‘ : o ) A
- ~ ... ) r -. “
'6/ Parents whg~have little schooling may encourage their children to pursue .an .

‘education, but such parents cannot provide an example of this pursuit through their
own accomplishments. T v - ' 7

k>

.
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* Table 6—Med:  school years completed by persons 25 years

add older, by selected categories, 1970 and 1975 \- i
- s
| ,
Race/ethnicity and 7 : 1970 g . 1975
‘metro—nonmetro Status f- Male ;;: Female :: Male : Female
Total population: 2 L. A ZE%£§ _
Mefro * 1/ ’ :  12.3 . 12,2 - 12.5 12.4
Central cities . :  12.1 0 12.1 12504 12.3
Subutbs A : 1204 12,3 - 12.6 - 12.4
Nonmetro 2/° S ! = 1103 11.9— 12.1 12.1
Nonfarm - - : . 1176 12.0 s 12.2 - 12.1
~ Parm 3/ - . o« : ! : 9.0 11.0 " 11.0 - 12.2 .
white- s oy o : : ~ ~ : ' o
“Metro - S . : 12.4 - 12.3 7 . 12.6 C12.4 & o
Central cities . R : 12.2 12.2 .- - 12.5. 12.3* o 1.
’Suburbs,v : - - ' : 2.5 0 - 12.3 - 12.6 12.5 .
Nonmefro .. ~ . ¢ : 1107 12.0 - 12.2 L 12.2
Nonfarm k < \ : . 12.0. . 12.1 12.2 12.2
Farm = - . - j:' 9.1 . 11.5 = 1l.& 12,2
. - ' - ‘f: 7 - - * ‘ ’ T B
Black: . ' . ~ . o St ,
Metro - . L. - © Tl 1044 10,9 .. 11.6 = 11.8
* Central cities = .- : . 10.4 109 ©11.5 11.7 o
- Suburbs - :  .10.3 10.8 - 12.0 . 12.0 .
Nonmetro : 7.3 "8.3__.1° 7.8 . 8.9 - U/Fx_
. Nonfarm. : H 7-6 . 8.4 . ;8_0_1 ) 8-9 RS .
Farm : 5.1 7.0 — 5.9- - 7.8 T
Hispanic. 4/ . - . R _ s
Metro - : . NA N 10.6 9.8 -
‘Central cities ' 2" :” NA - NA . %7 - 9.0
Subwrbs =« : ‘ma A -11.8 S 11.7
‘Nommetro , Tt e NA NA "~ 7.3 7.7 -
onfarm . _ IR S 7 NA - 7.4 1.7 o
Farm- < : T TN NA 5/ .5/
NA = Not available. ‘ ‘ ' .
1/ Metro refers to population residing in SMSAT s,a central cities" includes (1)
largest city in an SMSA and (2) =dditional city or cities in an SMSA with at least e

1'250,000 inhabitants or 4 gopulation of one-third or more of that of the largest city

- and ahminimum population of 25,000; "suburbs" (designated as "outside central cities"

by ‘the Census Bureau) refers to population residing in an SMSA but outside of cent

cities.
2/ Nonmetro is definefl as population residing outside of" SHSA S.
3/ Nonmetro farm refers to population 1iving in nommetro areas on places of less -

AN
- a

. than 10 acres ‘yielding agritcultural products which sold for $250 or more in Lthe

previous year, or on places of 10 acres or more yielding agricultural products which <z

sold for $50 .or more in the previous year; "nommetro nonfarm" is defined as pop lation

living in nonmétro areas but not on‘farms. ‘ ¥ “\\ &
4/ Hispanic refers to persons. reporting themselves as Chicano, Mexican, Mexicano)

" Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or other Spanish_origin. Persons of

Hispanic origin may be of any race. N
.5/ Data base less than ‘75,000 persons. - .

* Source: @3, table 2; 37 tahle 5}.. . _>" B o T
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Table 7-——Persons 25 years and .older who have completed hig school or 1_or.more
years of additional schooling, by selected categories, 1970 and 1975 ‘

5
- - » . ﬁ .
Race/ ethnic_ity and : 1970 3 . 1975 _
metro—-nonmetro ‘etatne . . Male _ . Female Male - . ,.F ’af 1e
. - : i s Percent - ) . ’
Total population: . R B - . . N

Metro 1/ M 59-7 '5807 o 6705 N B 6/5-0 '

Central cities S 54.0 - 52.8. 62.9 - ,.59.2
- Nonmetro L/ YT 4602 49.1 © 53.8 55.6°
Nonfarm: HE 47-9 " 49.7 - . 54-9; . : K 55.6 )

“..Farm ' :  %.35.5 44.7 . 44.7 56.2

0 : - BN
White: : L : { _ ; Q

Metro, : 62.2 | &l.? o 69.5 o 67.1 =
Centfal citfes s 57.2 & 55.7 66. 2 T 61l9
~$uburbs . : 1 65.6 . 64.9 /,-’ 71.5 ° 7 7045

Non.metro'\ < 48-2 ' 51-6 R 5600' ’ - 5801
Nonfam . o ' : '50.1 52.2 5703 - ©l 58.0
_F:_arm' - ;' o : 37.2 - 47.1 > 46.9. . . 58.8

Black: : ’ . e o - '

Metro S 37.4 . 40.0 . 47.2 e T48.5
Central cities o 3707 39.9 . . -46.3: -~ %7.7
Suburbs : s T 36.2. : 40.6 .~ '50.5 - g 51.5

Nonmetro ° : 19.6 21.4 ° . £ 23.7 26.1

i _ Nonfarm -2 21.0 22.1 25.3 . .27.0

- Fam .. ) 7-9. “ . 1501 - 904 1606

Hispanic: : ‘ '.' S _ ..

" Metro o : NAC B NA 42.5 38.3"
Central cities : 2w NA 37.9 - . 33.9 ‘
Suburbs : "NA / RA -48.9 45.5 -

Nonmetro - : NA NA. 2 25.2 - 28.0 |
.Nonfarm ' : NA RA 26.3 .. - -27.5 ¥

* Farm :” NA NA 2/ ' 2/

5 o \c: . Y LT e .
. NA'= Not available. :
1/ 'Ihe deﬁnitions of métro and nommetro are the same as those used in table 6 - =
and will apply to all subsequent tables unless otherwise noted.
- 2/ Data base less than 75 000 persons.
‘Source:. (33, ‘table 2; 37, table 2). - L. ) -
- 7 ) - | ! ® ‘ ’, . .
' i )




Table 8—Persons

X

1

&

25 years and‘v‘olde:r who have cam./p/leted less than’

SN

v ..5 years of £lementary school (functional ill¥terates), by
- gdlected categories, 1970 and 1975. :
- - s . : . . - N - :
S o : 1970 "7, : 1975 .
. Race/ethnicity and : . L :
. metro-nonmetro status : : _ i : , ] : 4
N :, ﬁle .1 Female : Male : - Female -,
- g : : : \ ' ééréent A A,
* Total population: s o ' ) .
Metro < .t 4.4 4.2 »3.7 3:4
Central cities _ : 5.7 ‘5.6 5.3, 4.8
' Suburbs | - ~ : 3.2~ 2.9 Y 2.6 2.2
<\ Noanmetro- N : 8.6 5.7 . 6.6 4.7
Nonfarm ‘2 8.4 .57 » - 6.6 4.6
. Farm. : 9.6 5.3 ° _,)‘\‘——7‘]} : 5.1°
& - . . : . r ‘ ’
White: : . . ¥ -
< Metro : _ 3.4 3.6 ' h 2.9 s 2.8
Central cities 2 4.4 4.8 4.0 4.2 -
' 'Suburbs : 2.6 2.7 . 2.2 . 1.9
'~ Nonmetro: . : 6.5 b4od 4.9 3.4
" Nonfarm ' : 6.4 i 4.5 -, 4.9 356
'Farm : F.0a 3.5 * 5.0 3.5
" Black: s m / ? T
Metro - . - ) T 12.3 8.6 - ~ 10.7 ‘7.0
Central cities : 11.7 8.3 - 10.6 . 7.1
' Suburbs ' : 14.4 10.1- - 11.0 6.9 .
Nonmetro ‘ . : 35.1 20.9 “ 30.2 1920
Nonfarm =~ . . : 33.2 20.2 . 28.9 17.8
Farm : . 49.5 27.3. ~ 41.0 31.9
N g . \,: : r ‘
_ Hispanic: : : - 1 . .
Metro N TNA -, - © NA 14.8 16.4
Central cities N - NA NA = 16.0 18.2
Suburbs T NA - NA- 13.2 13.4
Noompetro .  ° . : NA " NA 3.0 - 31.1
onfarm- . ‘ _ : NA NA . 32.5 30.'8 -
~ Farm o o : NA . N 1/ 1/
. NA = Not available. - . < e C
’ x_l_/ Data base less than 75‘,000'persons." ) '
. . . “
‘Source: (33, table 2; 37, table' 2). # .
- N ) . ﬂ .
B ‘ : ;
- 7 i J. . ’ '\, - .
-J ) y‘ -
) ' T B -
{ ' .
i . ‘.
< T '-{ I 25 - . .
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Preprimary ernrollment . .

-
-

f‘Rnral/nonmetrolpupils are more likely to ediégl in school later than metro pupils
- (20). Preprimary enrollmgnt;\which inclu@gé participation in prekindérgarten and
kindergarten programs, was a more common characteristic of metro areas, especially:
the suburbs, in both 1970 and 1975_(table 9). Although preprimary earollment

for rural/nommetro whites and "other races" (mostly blacks) went up about 10 percent
during: 1970-75, metro preﬁrimary'énkpllment increased similarly during .the same '
period, except among suburban "other| races" who experienced an almost l8-perceat

-

—~—. -

increase. .. .| o s TNt -
) . . " _ . _ - - ,
, - _ Table 9-—Preprimary enrollment. of children 3 to 5 years old, by
. race and metro-nonmetro status, 1970 and 1975 1/ :
. . ¢.  Race and meEI:- < : > 1970 : 1975
B _ monmetro stat ~ e S : -
‘ - MUY T - o~ Percent o ”
Total population: . . : T - _ .
‘Metro: o : . Sy - .
Central cities - Sy 2 39.4 49.9 '
Suburbs L e 43.2 S4.1-
‘Nonmetro G : 30.2- . 41.2
o . = T .
"White: e BRI : =G T - o
‘Metro: . s o -
Central cities o : - 39.1 Sl o 49.6
. Suburbs, . - ‘ -z 43.6 - . -'53.9
s ‘Nommetro . : :(éx 30,9 .7 : S - A
i Other races: <}-'~ VR - ' . v
a° ( Metro: . 7 o . S 1 ) % L .
R Central cities : : 40.2 50.3
; .  Suburbs : 38.6 56.2
J *  Nommetro : 2621 36.0

LT

.1/ hPreprimary" level is defined as_inciudihg pfékindergar:en and kiqdergérten:

- progréms. = - ' - N T I
: : AL -7 . : T S L S
Source: (20, table 1l). . -~ P, S . . -
. N ] ‘ } . . v o ] . . N . . .

P

This variable may seem to have liftle bearing on educational outcomes but in fact
‘has great importance. Prekindergarten and kindergarten classes help-orient children -
" *. " to the teaching methods and learning experiences of formal education.- *Exposure :
’ to thgse_practicé§~eanly may make them less ‘alien, socially or. intellectually, during
~= ! jater 'school years. Children who attend such classes also hdve a head start in
; developing communication and computational skills which ‘are prerequisites for progress
throtgh the educational system.. The fact that almost three-fifths of rural/nommetro 3- °
to ‘S5-year olds were not enrolled in school in 1975 indicates that many must try to.
. ‘"eatch up" educationally to their metro (especially suburban) peers from.the earljest -
.«  schépl years.- Of course, if preprimary programs’ continue to be less available in ~
-" rural/nonmetro areas (table 4), there is no -easy way the problem can be overcome. .

- LA
-~ .
- - - .. . -~ . .
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' Scholastic rétardation T ‘ .- N

a

Although the age at which children'begin school does vary, a child normally

enters the elementary or primary level at age 6 and advances one gradé each..year.
Those who fall below the grades expected for their age are classified- as "scholas—
-tically retarded” in age-grade school progression az, p- 118).; In 1970, almost

" one-fifth or 19.9 percent of all children 8 to 15 years old from-rural/nonmetro areas

~ were scholastically-retarded (table 10), compared to lower percentages for their
counterparts in central.cities and.suburbs (32). The situation for blacks and Hispanic
AmeYicdns.was particularly severe. More than one-third of rural/nonmetro black and’
nispanic 8- to 15-year olds were scholastically retarded.

R e e e e e e e e g - [P ST
[y

~

Table 10-—Scholastic retardation 1/ of children 8 to' 17 years, Py -
by selected categories, 1970 '

a . -

e Race/ethnicity and .16 dnd 17 years

H . :
: Both sexes 2
metro-nonmetro statusl : S-to-lstyears 5 ‘Male 0 »Female
: - B ’  Ppercent '
. Iotal poPulation. : ‘ : -
Metro: 2/ : - T T .
Central cities 3/ : 18.6 .. . 27.1_ ) - 18.2
Suburbs 4/ . : 13.2 ‘ .+ 20.0 . 11.5
‘Nonmetro 5/ E 19.9° T 2669 1645
- Black: ~ : -
'~ Metro: : P , . -
" Cemntral cities : 24,2 - . 42.1 3062
_. Suburbs : 2.0 7. 40.1 . 2646 -
", ... Nonmetro : Co34.4 S 51.1 - - 36.7 ’
- Hispanic: X T : T
" Metro: : o . : S -
Central cities : . 29.3 . . 45.4° _ - 33.1 \
Suburbs - : - 20.6 _ 30.7 - 2444 :
\ Nommetro =~ =~ ' = : 38.6 - - 51.2 L 39.5

1/ Scholastic retardation refers to enrollment in a grade below the modal grades for . ;
persons of a given single age. . L - iy

(R,

2/ Métro, which in this case refers to urbanized area," is defined as at least one
weity of 50 000 inhabitants or more and the surrounding closely ‘settled area. o

. & . - : .
.3/ Central cities refers to one or more cities of at least 50, 000 inhabitants in an_ ..
.-urbanizéd area - . - Do ;y~”~ : :

.‘
-

&/ Suburbs (designated as urban fringe by the Census Bureauo refers to the remainder

- ao urbanized area- outside of the central cities. _ ) .

' 5/ Nonmetro is defined as population not residing in urbanized areas and in places
. of 2,500 inhabitants or more’outside urbanized areas., .

.

-Source; S__, table 8).
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';'T.l--by minority males and females living in
.- this phenomepon have been surmised. ~
- absent from school more because’ they-

4

“‘é&ucational*headwsiartnaffordédmBy_pneprima;y“pgggggﬂs- _Whatever the.reasons, high

. Achievement’ - . : , ' .

-

. Retardation rates usuaxiy incréasé with”hﬁej since ﬁaﬁy teenagé students below

' the level for their age-first fell behind .in the early schqol years, while some fell

even further behind as they became older (17, p- 119). Scholastic, retardation
,rates for blaqk1and Hispanic 16- to l7-year olds, male and female, were higher. than the
rates -£or both sexes 8 to 15 years old (fable 10). . The highest rates were. sustafned
uralygonmetro areas. - Several reisons for

s

£

ildred from poor minority familiesgmay be .

ess likgly to get needed care r sickness;™ -
f armworker children are often pulled from school,.te help with harvests-—a serious’ )
-problem for migrant™ farmworker youth; inadequate transportation-can causa,involun;qgj
absences (26,-pp-- 7% and rural/nonmetro childreén are less likely to have the - g ‘
scholastic retardation rates mean that many rural/nonhEthmjbﬁﬁg“pebple“will'enterwthe~m~m_m_
‘1labor force atgan older age if they finish high school, and thus may be ‘handicapped in.

job- competition (17, p- 120) . ) ' T : '

-

o . X

The. National Assessment of Educiational Progress (NAEP) tests have been. given '
since 1969 on basic ‘scholastic subjects to 4 age lévels in several types of commu- s
-nities. Typically,'rural/nonmetro ind;viduals have demonstrated achievement levels
below the Nation’s--not as low as these in the inner cities of metro areas, but

. considerably below those representing the suburbs (8). '"Extreme rural" 9-, 13-, and

17-year olds scored lower on every "basic subject tested--reading, writing, mathematics, *

and science-—than all other community resident types except "low metro" (table 11)(18).

. Unforfunately, the community data are not further subdiydded into racial/ethnic B
categories, so it 1s impossible "to tell if low test scores are more characteristic of
disadvantaged-minority"papulations. The large .concentrations of poor minorities
within the immer cities and rural/nmonmetro areas, however, could ‘be an important ° i -
factor to consider. Even so, the NAEP data point to sqme basic deficiehcies in "’ o

ffural/nonmetro student qualiey, at leagp‘as measured by sﬁandardized tests. -

College.-plans - _ S ) - ( o S oo
. Since rural/ngnmetro and - central city residents have displayed similar shortcomings

on the last two variables listed (scholastic retardation and achievement) one might -

expect both to be less prepared for college and therefore less inclined to plan a

‘college education. But this is not the case. A survey ,of 1975 high school seniors )

(table 12) disclosed that ovexn half (50.1 percent) of metro central city students .-

planned to attend either a -2-year or 4-year college oOT both, yet only 40.9 percent of . -

" rural /monmetro students did so {38). On the other hand, one—third (33.5 percent) of

rural /nonmetxo high school seniors did not plan ‘o attend college at all, contrasted
‘to a moderate 18.6 percent for metro central seniors. There is- thus some aspect.of
the rural/ponmetro environment--whether in school, hoke; or commmity—which dis-'
_courages young people from even -attempting to continue their formal education to the
higher levels necessary foxr advanced career development. S ‘

Collegé énfollment

Considering the information just presentéd, it is not Surprising'thatfrelétively,
few rural/nonmetro residents *enter college- Acco;ding'to*tablg 13 (343 §2),'¢Ollege“

enrollment ‘rates of rgnal/nonmetro.ﬁhites, blacks, and Hispanics were lower than those
of their metro counterparts in all three age categories noted. There was little
change in this pattern during 1970-75, although white college enrollment declined in
most categories,'whilé black enrollment generally increased. One interesting fact:
college enrollment rates of 22— to 24-year -oldsrose during 1970-75 for rural/mommetro

- ) . 2



Table-1ll—National assessment of educational ﬁrqgress, by age of
ype of community, and subJect tested, 1969-73

e T g participants, t
. o |

Difference from national ;

- . N ége and ‘?Pe\°f : 7 the median” scores
, community : _ .
. Reading- ' Writing N .Math . . Science
= = . -

9-year-  olds: - ” : - T .

~ " - National . ST o704 e U ZBA3 3607 63.2 .
3"““"—‘I;ow“met'ro"‘lf.‘;“"'“'"“”7"""*':"'_:ﬂ © =l4.3 0 e -14.2 -10.8 . =15,

- Highrmetro 2/ : T 8.4 5.8 8.1 C 7.2
Main big city 3/ i 1.3 -2.9 . . =9 . =2,
Ucban fringe 4/ o T 20n 2.4 2.4 2.6
Médium city 5/°— S | 2.1 .8 .8
Small places 6/ T, -.6 -6 =5 - 9
Extreme rurﬁl_zl" N T R S 4.6 " -3.6" -6.3

13—year olds: . 2 S .

National S , : 68.1 _ 55.4 " 51.3 . " 58.3
t . Low metro B -8. -10.5 -14.9 -13.7
' ' High metro’ ' : 2* 5.6 < 7.5 10.2 6.2
Main big city : -1.3". T -1.0 -3.9
Urban fringe s - 2.2 1.8 : 1.5 . 2.8
Medium city - : s . o4 ‘ 1.8 ~ , «5. s 1.9

- Small places - : s« 7 =.5 _ -7 . =l - .5
Extreme rural = . 3 ~3.9 -6.3 _ -2.1 . . ~6.2 .

17-year olds: o : :

- Natiomal - i 77.5 ° 62.5 © 57.1 47.0

Y # .Low metro ‘ : - =7.2 -10.4 . =~14.0 7.4
' High met¥o T, 5.6 6.6 9.9 5.1
w Main big city : 1.3 . =6 -2.4 .2

Urban fringe j : 1.2 - 3.0 1.8 . -9
Medium city - ' P .8 " 1.6 . 1.8 1.2

. Small places - - - ,/> : =l.4% = 0 -3 =1.5

Extreme rural T -2.6 4.1 4.1 - =3.6
g ~

" .Note: . Data ‘are for the following years: 1969-70, science and writing; 1970-71,
reading; 1972-73," pathematics. .~ « ° L - ' e
1/ Areas™in or arOund cities with a population greater than. 200,000 where a high
. proportion of the residents are on welfare or are not regularly employed. : o
2/ Areas in or.around cities with a populatfon greater than 200,000 where a high
proportion: of the residents are in orofessional or managerial positions. ‘) .
3/ Communities within the city ° .zits or a'city with a population over 200,000
‘and not included in the high or iow mEeLro groups. . _ T S
4/ Communities within- the metro area of a city with a population greater than
200,000 outside - the city limits and.not in the high 5r low metro groups. o

3/ City with & pSpulation between,ZS;OOO“andNZOO,OOO..1_ . S
6/ Communities with a population of less than 25,000 and not in the extreme rural -
group. i '

1/ Area$ with a populétioa under 10,000 where most of the residents are farmers
or farm workers. : oL _ o PR -

— .- e

 Source: as, tables 25-27). e _ | . : : ) : .
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Table 12—Higher -education plans of high school seniors, 14 to éﬂ

- 7 BT * years old, by metro-nonmetro statug, 1975 -
L, Y : s
o _‘hf- ) : Metro R ;
- Lo ) - - -z
5. ‘High school seniprs : L : ' ) : Nommetro o
‘ ’ .. ‘ :. Total : Central Suburbs . : ' ¥
: . . cities, : .
- : & . ¢
- L, ; Lot " v " Percent
College: -+ St g g T e o P50k iS5 B0.9
. ' 2-year college ouly / s 6.9 . 6.0" . T 7.4 5.6 -
4~year college only’ ok 27.4 27.5 27.4 ' 20.6
2—year i}&:d 4-yeat college : 15.5 -+ 16.5 14.8 < 14.7 \.‘
May attend college: L 2.9 27.5 23,2 ‘£ 22.5
2-year college only : : 7.7 7.6 7.8 c 0 6e5
4—-year’ college only .. - : 1.9 2.1 1.8 - 1.4
' 2-year and 4-year college 15.3 ' 17.7 . 13.6 " 14.6
, . Vocational training: : 21.5 - 7 18.6 23.5 33%s,
,Plan to attend : 4.1 - - 3.5 4.5 9.0 *”
, May attéhd oot 3.2¢ ) . 3.6 2.9 .5.5
- Not attending -~ - - - Loe 14.2 11.4 .16.1 19.0 -
School plans not'reporéég; .+ 3.8 4 3.9, . 3.8 7‘/;/- 3.1 cos
-Source: 38, table 1). . .
- . _ n
) _ ~v ~ '
blacks but not for'rurallnonmétro whites. This may ﬁavefbee due to more late enroll-
ments by blacks, fewer late enrollments by whites, or ea lier college graduatibn by
whites. It may. also indicate changes in graduate and professional school participa—
tion, since many people begin graduate work at the 22 to 24 age .levels. Nevertheless,
rural/notimetro college enrollment rates overall ‘were still much higher for white ... S
residents than for blacks or Hispanics. ' : ' '
Vocational training ,
: . o ) ' w -0 S
I might be logical to assume that many, rural /nommetro young peoplevwould‘under- -
., . take vocational training in relatively large numbers because they do. not enter college. ;
However, among the 1970 general population 16 to 64 years old (table 14), just 18.8 :
percent of farm males and 24.1 percent of rural/nonmetro nonfarm males had received -

vocational training, compared_td 30.8 percent of metro males (31). Whites, blacks,
_and Hispanics showed similar disparities with black farm males having the lowest rate,
10.5 .percent. ~In every case, women had lower vocational training rates. (Only males
" apnd females with less than 15 years of school ‘were included:) .Other evidence suggests

that rural/monmetro vocational students more often take courses in agriculture »

and home economics rather than health,egffice/bUSinéss, distributivefeducation,‘og

. technical education (24)- = =

In this matter, though, mﬁti#ationalndéficiehcy may not be as imbortaﬁt 4 factor
as lack of opportunity. Rural/nonmetro young people are less likely to have vocational
’ education prqgrams.available to them in high school than are metro scggents. - The

- -
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! “'Table 13--Persons 18 to 24 years old enrolled in coll

ege, by

education activities.

traditional subjects of agriculture ang home economics (24; 9, pp. l4-15).

Adult. education o -

r

o

¢
- K
-

Vocational’ training pro rams ‘that do exist stress the more -
g prog 3

m—

Rural/nonmetro adults who have serious educational deficiencies or who wish to
Rural/nonmetro

expand their learning skills could enroll in adult education programs.
. -adults fail to do this to amy large degree, however (t

- .’
. f

22

31

- -

, “ selected categories, 1970 and 1975 *~
” 3 ] : : N . \ /T
Race/ethnicity and : 1970 1975 v
metro-nonmetro status HE . : Y : T ' :
' ¢ 18-19 = 20-21 : 22-24 18-19 : 20-21 : -22-24
‘.Yyears : years : years : years : years : years
: ~ : i : . : : 3
Lo - L .: -Percentm_
. .Total population: S e
B - -1 4 - e S 1 DO P 32.6 15.9 39.3 32.9 17.6
Central cities S 36.4 29.3 15.9 35.8 30.4 18.1
¢ ‘Suburbs. - . : é§.6 35.5 16.0 41.8 34.8 17.2
. Nonmetro- /f s 33.7 25.7 11.2 "31.1 23.9 11.1
thte: . /_J : ‘ S - : ‘
Metrd : : 41.3 - 34.6 - 17.0 .40.8 33.8 17.8
entral cities - 39.5 .+ 32.8 17.8 38.0 32.1 18.7
Subutbs . ' . 42-5 350 8 16.4 42. 4 34.8 17.1
Nonmetro : 35.9 26.5 11.8 «w~2 _ 32.5 24.: 11.2 -
. - ‘l ’ * »
Black: ) : .
Metro . -‘_‘ w 24-‘7 ‘-'1906 7-8 27.7 15.2
- Central cities : 23.3 - 16.4 743 25.9 - 13.9
. sub‘mbus . 2806 2903 ALl 9.‘4 3205 - }.806
Nonmetro : 15.3 20.5 4.7 - 18.6 9.4
‘ . - . . s . ;e - r-Qr
Bispanic: I T g S
* " Metro T . N ; NA NA - 26.3. 28.1 13.6 5
a Central cities B NA NA NA 25.2 29.5 13.2- 7
* Suburbs : NA JNA NA~ 27.9 25.8 l4.1
" Nonmetro : NA NA ¥ NA 14.7 2.6 1/
! v"&"_ . ) ’ -
NA = Not available.
;£[ Daté'base less. than ZS,OOO»persoﬁs- ¥ . .
Source: - (34, table 2; 39, table 2). ) i
_‘. e - g : AN
. former are also less likely-to”have'chancesvfor'vocdpiénal tryout eipefiepgégithronghjg- C
. .work-study programs; a 1loss pot only to- occupationall preparation but to their ability. -
- to make contacts .with potential employers. ‘Even rural/nonmetro adults have fewer \
opportunities for vocational training in postsecondary institutions or other adult -

able 15)(19). For example, only, - .



7 ,Iable l4——Persoms 16 to 64 years old with less than 15 years of schooling with

vocational training, L1/ by selected categories, 1970 _
- Race/ethnicity and NP Male v :, ' Female
" metro-nonmetro status H - ' :
. : . : -
i t . .
Total population: _ o ’ ‘2955935
‘Metro 2/ e C e 30.8 23.9
. Nonmetro:. < : ; _ . r
e NomaTm e h e Bhed g 16.8
" Farm : ' © . 18.8 e U L3 Sl Sl
wWhite: o R ' ; . - -
HEtro o, . B - A . 31.5 '_\ - ) . ) . 23.9
“Nonmetro: B IR - ' -
Nonfarm . o oo 25.1 o _ 17.%
Farm v - N _19-2 . . - 14.5
Black:. o _;1' T | . o a —
Nonmetro: s - . oo T - -
. Nonfarm : 13.5 S @ » - 9.7
Farm : 10.5 N 7.9
. Hispanic: v " d .
Metro s . T. 21.8 . . 17.4 *
Nonmetro: :. e '
Nonfarm _ : 15.6 11.4 N
Farm ' : 13.4 10.2
- R : -4

LR . -~

1/ Includes formal vocational training programs completed in high schodl,'app:entice4
ship programs, business schools, nursing or trade sghool,_technical institutes, armed
forces, or job corps training. . Programs or single courses which are not part of an .~
 organized program of study, on—the-job training, training in.company schools, training
by correspondence, and basic or officers’ training "in the armed forces are excluded.
‘ : e . . : RS

T2/ Population:residing in urbaﬁized areas and in places of 2,500 inhabitants or

more outside urbanized areas. : .

 Source: (31, table 88)-

a

wv

e, D - . - : . « : . : - ) ¢

. S - R e VO III BRI » .
24.7 percent of the 1972 total population participating 1?”adu1tqeducq;ioﬂﬂclasses
were-_rural/nonmetro residents (nonmetro people then comprised about 32 percent - -
~of the total -U.S. “population) (36)- Bgrgllbonmetro.adult education enr 1lmefit. in

public elementary and secondary. schools reflected still greater wndérrepresentation.
Blacks and ftother races" living *in rural/ngometro areas were also '_xmde:_represente_d, as
wéll as having proportionately fewer postsecondary adult education activities. than '
‘whites. It is not certain whether the generaylyfunfavoraﬁie}poSitioﬁ-of_ pe rural/
nonmetro population concerning this variable ig- due more to lack of oppo ity or to
insufiicient'm?ﬁivation. . . ! - L e - _ ;ngfv‘ :

. . - h
- -
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. Race and : Total : Public : 27¥year . . Private :  4-year
metro—-nonmetro status : partici-: schools; : collgge or , Vocational, : college
' : pants, : grades 12 : cechnical— i trade &r : or uni-
: . " : and under : vocational ’ business ) versity
- i : N : . institute @ school A
_ N .. ‘ , Percent
Total population: - " yY: 100.0 - 100.0 100.0 . 100.0 - | 100.0
Metro =~ -, . 75.3 . 8l.2 7206 75.3 '+ 3s.9
7777 TCentral citfes i 31.0 29.4 - . 29.8 . 38.2 ©32.1
. Suburbs - : 44.3 51.8 42.8 1 37.1 . 43.0
Nonmetro ” : 2477 . 18.8 . 2744 24.7 24.9
White . . . : 100.0 . 100.0 * 100.0" "~ 100.0 . 100.0°
Metro - 2 4.7 . +8l.5 “71.7 73.9 ./ . 74.1
Central cities . : 28.5 -  26.6 - 27.3 ¢ .33.8 30.0,
Suburbs * | ' : T46.2 54,9 6.6 . \\\' 40.1 - 44.1
Nonmetro T .2 25.3 18.5 - 28.3, : 26.1 25.9
. Black - : 10Q.0- +100.0 100.0 - 100.00 100.0
Metro = ‘ : 82.7 76.9 .82.3 - 86.2 . 87.1
- Central cities - '62.1  58.5 '55.9 74.3 .~ i 6l.5
_ Suburbs - L 20.6 7 18.4 26.4 . - . .11.8 25.5
Nonmetto 17.3. . - 23.1 >« 17.7. . 3.8 12.9.
‘ - [ i - :
- - Other races '100.0 100.0 :100.0 100.0 . 100.0
Metro 8l.8 . = 83.2 86.1 " . "'91.5 - 97.4
. Central. cities T 56.3 | 37.2 . 62.3 . 91.5 = - . 69.0
Suburbs ' _ - W . 25.4 46.0 '23.8 . 0.0 . 28.4
:. 18.2 16.8 - 13.9 . 8.5 © 2.6

{

.

Taﬁle 15—Enrollment in adult e&uéatiag,il/ §y~residence, race, aﬁd sponsor, 1972

Nonmetxro'

1/ Phr;icipéntjin adult educaticon.is defined as a person age 17 or over who is not a

- regular full-time student and is engaged in one or more activities of organized

instruction--activities arranged to emhance learning in academic and occupational
¢ourses of -any duration and at any leével.from basic orientation to professional
.Trefresher. 1Included are single sessions. or multiple ‘classes, workshops,_séminarsa-,
institutes, lecture-discussion series, study groups, laboratories, shop courses, and
other kinds of student-tegcher fnstructional relationships. : '

Source: (19, taKle 20). s LT
- LTy _ :
 EDUCATIONAL QUTCOMES FOR ;gg_kngxpzuquuzrgq’iABbR FORCE _ .

‘"5  " "Labor Force Status -

o

-

;' Data presented in the two Preceding sections can-be used to make several generali-
zations .about the educational background of the :rural/nonmetro labor force: Compari- -

sons between educational characteristics of ruré;/nonmetro=and metro populations have
shown that the forler are more likely to: (1) Attend publi¢ schools that expend less
for instruction, (ZJ enroll in school later, (3) progress through school more slowly,

(&) complete fewer years of school, (5) score lower on national assessment tests, and

“(6) be classed as fumctional illiterate$. Conversely, rutal/nonmetrou;gsidents are

J-'_ . - ‘ - . _ . ». B

LT



' less likely to: (1) Attend public schools with supportive services and personnel,

<

(2) complete 4 years of high school or more, (3) plan a college education, (4) enter
college, (5) receive vocatiomal training, and (6) éhroll in adult education programs.
, : ) /

.

The population base displaying these educational attributes produces wmost members
of the rural/nonmetro labor force, as well as those net working (there i's some inmigra-
tion of metro trained people, as will pe shown later). Therefore, one might expect

“that, first; members of the rural/nondétgg labor force.would demonstrate lower educa-

tional lqveks than their metro counterparts; second, that this pattern would be
reproduced for those not in the labor force; and, third, that there would be a large

‘difference in educational attainment levels between rural/nonmetro.lahor force and
_nonlabor_force members_{those not classified as _employed or unggpygyed);becaush he

relative scarcity of better educated workers would enable them to marketstheir skills
more effectively in rural areas. 7/ It is assumed here that while education is not
the only factor determining labor force. participation, it is ceftainly a key omne-.
. » 0 « : J . ..

~ { The 1977 educationmal attainment levels, measured by median school yearS'compleéed
of metro and nonmetro white labor force participants were nearly the same (table 16).,
But For "black and other races" there were large attainment differences between farm

[ . . s « 1

-

Table 16——Labor'fofce status and median schodl years completed of personms
: 16 years. and older, by selected categories, 1977 > “ '

: t"  In civilian
labor force 2/

In civilian non- .

Residence and race labor force 1/

. : Male : Female Male > Female
) : ‘ ) - Lo o . )
White: - _ : | - Years - - . "o
Metro : 1.4 7 12.2 - 12.7 12.6
Central cities : ll.4 12.1°. 12.7 - . 12.6
Suburbs : 11.4 . . . 12.3 12.7 ° - 12.6
'Nonmetro : 10.1 12.0 - _12.4 - 12.5
Nonfarm L 10.2 12.0 . 12.5 . 12.5
Farm : 9.6 - 12.0 ©-12.3) C 2.4
-Black and other races: : P ' : . oo
Metro ) . : - 10.3 3 11.0 ‘12,3 0 12.5 0
- Central cities : 10.2 S 10.9 | . 12.3 .. s12.4
.Suburbs : ‘10.6 11.7 - - 12.5 . ©12.6
Nonmetro" : ' H "9:1 : 9.5 .1 . 12.0.
Nonfarm : * 9.1 ' , 9.5 1.4 L 120,
Farm . : 9.5 9.1 7.1 9.4

1/ All persoms not classified as employed or unemployed; persons doing only inci- '

lxdental unpaid family wprka(léssgthanIli.hours)'are.also tncluded in this' group..

_‘zjﬂmhg'c°¢a;'ofdéll_divilian'pegsdgéAlG'jghfsﬁdf agg;an@ﬂover,glassiﬁ}ea_as“émployg&;:'“.f
or unémployed. '~ L T T ST L T e

P

e

Source: (30). . . R P

7/ The expectation is that the fural/mommetro idbor force would consist primarily of - |
better educated individuals, and the nonlabor force of poorly educated persons.

r

i . -
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and metro males (5.2 years), as well as between farm and metro females (3.1 years).
. Labor force educational attainment. levels for farm "blacks -and other races" were also

» comsiderably below those for farm.whites. These facts may be due to the rural-to-urban
L ‘migration of many, young blacks, leaving black farm workers who are, on the average,
\ older than white ubrkers living on farms or black workers living in detro areas.
.. Older minoriéies'génerally have much less formal schooling (14, p. 57)«
f . , . - LI

In 1977, metrv residents not working é*pibited‘higher eduéational levels than
their rural/nonmetro counterparts, althoughﬁﬁg? differences for white women were very
-.\ smalk. There was alsq- little disparity béhe fithattainment levels.in rural/nonmetro

areas for the white female labor force’ ani f58hot” working, perhaps indicating
< thht'rural/nonggp;gmgg;gg_ygggn;a;guwellf;ﬁ i §s.a group or. that their better . .-

- mber o To¥Eeis~For rural/nonmetro white

S m

- trained members are underrepresented in thiedgbor S
males, plus males and females of "black and .othér race§," data in table 16 correspond
"to the expected pattern:-- thefe.is a large positiye difference in the educational : .
- attainment levels between 1abor'force-§nq_nonlaﬁo: fot'ce members. But one interesting -
anomaly should be noted. Black farm men in-"the, labor force actually completed 2.4
school years less than black farin men not in_ihe'wq;k'forceu Apparently, black
farm males without:jobs aré younger, Somewhat better educated individuals who have not .
& migrated. ) . . ‘ . T 7 -
4

- <. y e s
-

Labor Force Participation Rates ) ' .

. . . . . )

‘There is a distinct association Between formal schooling and labor force partici-
pation. Generally, .labor force participation rates tend to.-increase with higher :
education -attainment levels (l4, p.- 53) (table 17). 1In 1977, labor force'participa-
tion rose with more schooling for almost all population categories-—white males and

- females and "black and other'™ males and females in both metro and rural/nonmetro
areas. The most notewvorthy exceﬁtion to this tendency could be found among "black and
other" farm males. The highest labor force partiipation rate for this group was for
' persons who had completed only 8 years of elementarg#school (85.6 percent). Their
'~ rate was largér than that for high school or college graduates (82.8 and 72.5 percent,
respectively), a fact which pofhts to the probable presence on farms of older, less .
educated, working black men next to their younger, better educated juniors who are not
. working. Thus, improved educational attainment as of 1977 has produced no advantage
for black farm males. T ' ' R .
Increased attainment does yield an advantage for. "black and other" farm-females,
but -only tboseﬁwiéh cok}qge_experience. A high'school education for this group does
not cCreate:a larger rageof laborifdrcezpartic;pation than mere elementary school
completion (22.4 and' 35.1 percent, respectively). It should be noted that rural/non-
-metro monfarm femaleé_of;all races show greater labor force activity at virtually
every eduacational level; perhaps signifyiné,superior'off—farﬁ employment opportunities.
College-educated central cify ‘and suburban women (all races) are also somewhat more - .
1ikglzg;o work than their rurallnonmetro\counterpartéﬁgtable 17). 'This could be due . .®% .

to gredter market demand for well-trained females.in metro areas and greater freedom

or’ necegsity to make occubational”chOices'chgref(ig,'p.:31);~.A; any race,wit is a. ...
-, . fact vﬁig&yreﬁlectsjthe=recent tendency for Better educated ‘women to experience the .

° ~

. *. highest- {ncrease in labor-forc%\participption_(}ﬁ,'p; S55). N .
_i”_ffﬂﬂl N ©  -Occupations e

Labor fofce'pérticipation1ih rural/nonmetro areas is not-dominated b& those_v
following agricultural occupations. Yet farm employment is still important for
rural/nonmetro labor market Structure, just as farm production is for the economic

N Y- -
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Table 17—Labor force participation rates' 1/ of the population 16 years
and older by resfdence, race, sex, and educational attainment, 1977.

4“
Race, séx,.and t ; Elementary ; High school .‘; . College -
' metro-nonmetro status g g : R : 3 :
i than 8 3_8 yeéﬁs : 1-3 :-4 years : 1-3 . .3 4 years_
. : years ¥ f years  : f years ; or more
White male: i - . Percent ' '
“M“““ﬂetr04—-~_~~*-~m«uwmn:m_51-33mw»m_53.9umm_mm68;§d“_H&HSQ,SWHNMAM_§2.3 , 90.6
B Central cities : 51.0 52.5 67.7 - 83.0 79067 88T T
¥ Suburbs : 51.6 . 54.9 69.1 87.3 83.9 91.7
.« Nonmetro, : 4729 56.5 68.7 . 85.7° 80.8 89.5
Nonfarm : 46.5 53.1 1 69.0 © *  85-0 80.3 89.4
Farm : 58.1 74.7  64.1 - 91.2 85.9 91.8
) . ; : e o
.White female: ¥ : ' _ - ) ° -

Metro - ] iy : 18.0 " 24.8 41.5 4? 4.3 56.5 64.8
Central cities, : 18.9 23.7 . 38.3 §4.6 >~ 58.7 66.7
Suburbs . ;, 17.0 25.7 41.9 " 54.1 . 55.1 63.6

Nonmetro v . : 21.5 23,5 .39.8 53.5 ~+  51.3 61.8
Nonfarm- : 21.7 24.6 40.5 ~ 54.4 » 52.5 62.7
Farm : 18.6  15.8 31.8  4b4.4 38.7  48.9 .

Black and other male: : : v , ~ ‘ .

Metro . : : 50.7 56.9 62.3 82.8 79.6  88.4 \

- Central cities , i 46.4  56.6 61.7° >. 82.0° ~ 77.7  "86.4 -

Suburbs : 63.0. 57.6 64.5 84.8 84.1 91.6
~—Nonmetro : 57.9 . 63.6 61.3 84.4 - 72.6 91.3
Nonfarm =~ : 54.6° 62.3 . 62.2 - 84.5 ' 73.2 94.6
Farm ' : 79.1 85.6 45.5 - 82.8 - 31.7 72.5
Black and other female: @ ) ‘ . ' ) o
. Metro -+ 25.7 33.6 . 39.8 61.0  63.7 377.4
‘Central cities : 24.9 33.8 .+ 37.0 k,rGO.S . 62.9".‘_78-8

Suburbs : 28.3 32.2 49.7 = -62.4 - 65.4 74.9 .

‘Nonmetro. ° : 26.1 . 40.4 42.3 66.0 . 52.3 75.0 -

Noafarm : 26.1 - 4l.1 _ 43.4 < 67.4 .. 353.5 T274.7 -

. Farm LN :. 26.9 35.1 23.6 22.4 ., .- 38.5. - "79.5

M S

~1/ Percentage of the civilian noninsqitutional population in the labor force..;
Source: (309- | _ oy R R _ L

system. 8/ Some changes have occurred: in’ the educational attainment levels of agricul-
* tural workers during the seveanties (33; 37).- Male farmers and farm managers 25 to 44
years old experienced only a slight attainment increase during 1970-75 (0.3 school
‘years), while male farm laborers and supe;visors,had“a somewliat larger. improve- -
ment (0.6 years) (table 18). But the latter group still lagged behind the former by = .
- over 3 years, about the same number of years male farm laborers trailed their female e
counterparts. ) o - S . ’ : '

Id ’ - - coe
8/ The implication is that farm,workers should not -be ignored in-considering the

rural/nonmetro labor market structure despite their relatively small numbers.. 2

36~
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Surprisingly, the major changes took place among older agricultural 1abor force
members. Women farm laborers and supervisors 45 to 64 years old saw their educational
attainment grow by a remarkable 3.1 years during 1970-75 to a level not far below
that of younger male farmers. Male farmers and farm managers 45 to 64 also increased
their attainment levels markedly (1.9 years), ‘but older male farm laborers sustained
only a 0.2 year rise from a dismally low 1970 ‘level of -7.4 school years completed.
Perhaps older male farmers and female farm laborers have taken advantage of adult
education opportunities to obtain more formal schooling, while male farm laborers have
not. To some.degree, these changes may also have been dué to chronological replacement
of less educated-older people by better educated younger people in the 45 to 64 age
group. . N

s ' . . : ,
Table 18—Median school years-completed by employed persons 25 to 64 S
years aeld, by selected categories, 1970 and 1975 : :

¢ . N . - H :
Age and occupation group® . : 1970 : - 1975
‘ q: Male . Female ' Male Female .
25 to 44 years old: ! .4 - _ - Years o ‘
Professional and technical : 16.6 CoL §6.3 , 16.8 16.4 o
Managers and administrators, : _ o Y ' e S Lz
- excluding farm » : 12.9 ‘12.6 14.4- 12.9 _ \
Sales workers 7 13.4 C12.4 4.2 . . 12.6 . =
" Clerical workers : 12.7 12.5 13.0. . -12.707 S
Craft workers t..12.2 12,2 <12.4 0 . 12.4 '
Operatives , :  11.8 o Ll.l 1 '
Laborers, excluding farm : 10.7 o 1/
Service workers .- - " s . 12.3 T 7% 1200
_ Farmers and farm managers S 1202 S V/
Farm laborers and supervisors : 8.5 . 11.5
¥45 to 64 years old. :
Professional and technical : 16.4 16.27
r . Managers and admininistrators,‘ : *
» excluding-farm - : T 12.7° 12.5
‘Sales workers s : 12.6 12.3
Clerical workers ' : 12.5 . 12.5
Craft workers . : : 11.3 12.0
Operatives . Sl 9.7 « . 9 9.
. Laborers, excluding farm Lo " 8.5 ~1/.
Service workers. ' : * 9.8 10.0 -
Farmers and farm managers : 9.0 1/
Farm 1aborers and supervisorS‘j : 7.4 8.9
i d -
1/ Data base less than 75,000 pegsons. :
Source: (33, table 6; 37, table \4). -

- Because agricultural employment has declined, rural/nonmetro .areas now contain
millions‘of people who have-little direct connection with -farming. Nonfarm rural/non—
- metro workers are currently employed in goyernment, manufacturing, wholesale and-'
retai] trade, public and private services,-and other job ‘fields. The largest--rural/ - _
- nonmetro occupational group has become the blue-collar segment, although the fastest

rising job category during the seventies _has been "services" (2, p--55; 7, P 20).' ST
- 8 .‘ ’ : .
- 2 ~ -
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Blue-collar workers (craft, operatives, and laborers exéept on farm) constituted 39.2
percent of the rural/nonmetro labor force, compared to only 32.0 percent for central
cities and 32.3 percent for suburbs (table 19). Service workers comprised a larger

N percentage of the labor force in rural/nonmetro areas than suburbs, slightly less than

““4n central cities. What should be observed here is that blue-collar and service
occupations were filled by people who had .completed approximately 12 school years or
less (national averages). But professional and other white collar occupational

* groupS, each averaging over 12.5 years, were underrep;esented in the—cural/nonmétro
1abor force (38.5 percent) in contrast to metro central (52.6 petcent) and- suburban
(54.1 percent). ’ . . ") ’ R

i ot e e e o mne o el e @ e e e e am e
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Table 19--Occupation groups of employed pérsons 16 years and older by metro—nonmetrb"

status, and median years of school completed, 1974 .
‘ : ~ H M B} : e > .
Occupatipn group : U.S. : etro areas : Non— ': Median
! '  total : Central : : metro : school
: - : cities . :. Suburbs 3 areas :1 iears
T - \ . : " : : o
_ . : Percent- - Number
Professional .and technicdl. : 14.5 14.8 16.8 11.3  16.4 "
Managers .and admininistrators, . : ‘ o
excluding farm - - : 10.4 9.9 11.9 “9.0° 13.0
Sales workers : 6.4 ® 6.6 7.1 5.2 12.7 &
Clerical workers ' : 17.6 21.3 18.3 13.0 12.6 *
Craft workers - - : 13.5 - 12.0 -14.1 14.2  12.3
Operatives, excluding transport : 12.3 11.7 10.6 14.9, 711.9-
Transportation ) : : > : e i
equipment operatives . = 2 3.8 . 3.6 3.4 - 4.3+ 12.1.
Laborers', excluding farm : 408 - 407 4-2 ’ . “ 5-8 ! 1104
Service workers : 11.8 13.5 10.8 11.5 12.1 .
" Private household wWorkers - : 1.5 1.6 1.1 1.9  «10.4-
Farmers and farm managers : 1.9 _— .8 5.2 1/11 0
Farm laborers and supervisors - : 1.5 2 .8 3.7 =0
©47 Employed, total : 100.0 . 100.0 . 100.Q 100.0° - -
1/ Median number of scﬁéglrfears fér;;ﬁéifgﬁéigpéofcatégoriés'combined.
...a...- "-,‘Not applicable. e " ) .;? ..:—é. -;-':‘--L‘,'v,_}.t_ ) ‘ ‘ ‘ . - . '.v_' .‘. . N ‘ .. { o . . : »
i$ourcé{.;ggg,ftgblé 1S D ER e P E Sl ‘
R . ‘ P ,f-_-.- i ’ L T o o A : - /
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ups’in rural/nommetro areas may be’

{te collar gro

i-<r‘partly explg;qujb&%ghg;lggg;fkatﬁingé*tﬁd;;;hesé;groups:recordfcompaged to earnings s

-l of the1ryqetr¢pq1QQApﬂééugyéfﬁé¥ﬁs}_pgggigﬁlaﬁiigquurban (40) - All rural/mommetro = 7.,
occupd;iqnal&gt'hgé;eaqﬁéﬁﬁiessﬁinfi913j(§§bléf20)5; But there were differences of 1 .

- aboﬁtv$%£QOO‘tOwsijOthétygenjguréi/ﬂéﬁhgffdlﬂgdgsﬁburban male professionals and - '
..~ managers; male blue fgl;afféég;éérvipégﬁqtkenrindome‘diffé:gnces were not as greats .-
.aiqdﬁthé"sagg;geﬁgtalgpat;e:h, except that-female earnings’

_ - Earnings of women demonstiat : ,
- . were mucﬁ'iééé’(iéﬁgﬁlyﬁhg;f,ih;mépyitasbg)*thgn‘malg:edrnings, Male ruxal/nommetro -

/ :vhite_cp;la:féédﬁbatiOﬁs”ﬁ¢p:f”gﬁégdfaﬁleEiggﬁbnoﬁic payoff than male metro white . -7 .
: colla;cjgﬁéfhhdﬂthéieby;éf'ﬁailgrareph:gipn:éd_c;tipﬁgl'tgyestmggtgf Thgfﬂ&phatidpal';ifﬁ .
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investment of rural/nonmetro and metro women (commensurate with that of men), however,
resulted in even lower 'payoffs. For both well<educated male and 'female workers, a
metro location is more desirable because of enhanced earning capacity.

& . _ : : .
Table 20--Mean earnings of persons- 16 years and older employed
50 to 52 weeks a year, by selected categories, 1973
n \ -

: Non- : Median
: _i:__metro : school . _ .

Metro areas

. Sex and‘occupation group

'_dn_;.- T

- Central citles _ : Suburbs : areas : years

'N‘ o ufco [ TIY]

‘ : ) i : . | ==—==——=-Dollarg-———————- Number

Male: . : : _ T T o
Professioqal and technical .o 14,946 - 16,788 - 13,812 . 16.6 -
Managers and administrators, : o . v

.excluding farm ‘ : 15,716 ° - 17,711 13,339 _ 13.3
Sales workers - 4 < ) 12,165 . 14,018 10,646 . . 13.0
Clerical workers - . : _ 9,552 < 10,726 9,484 - 12.7
Craft workers - ' : 11,014 . 11,827 *. 10,013 12.3 .
Operatives, excluding transport :: ° 8,874 T, 9,843 - 8,543 - 12.1
Transportation ot : : N R -

-equipment operatives : 9,562 11,062 8,904 '12.1
Laborers, excluding farm : + 8,179 . 8,227 ~ 6,313 - “11.4
Service workers - H .. 1,774 8,453 6,934 12.1 -
Priyate household workers T RS ¥ VA, 1/ 1/
Farmers and farm managers : S/ 0 79,393 8,858  .12.0 -’
Farm laborers and supervisors : e 1/ . 5,795 4,025 . 9.7 - -

 -Female: _ . N S G .
-Professional and technical o, 8,921 T 9,216 7;484 16.3
Managers and administrators, o . . : _

excluding farm S _ 8,280 . 7,904 5,928 12.7

Sales workers - . : .. 4,099 - 4,636 3,823 12.4 ,
Clerical workers- Coe - 6,320 6,154 = 5,299 . 12.6 <
Craft workers - . : 6,329 | - 6,566 - 5,493 . 12.3
Operatlves, excluding transport : 5,502 5,653 4,898 -11.5 P

. Transportatiofi o : ) S ' - : .

. equipmerdt operatives e | 1/ ‘ v - -1/ 12.4° ~°
‘Laborers, excluding farm s : 1/, /-~ 1/ 2.1 -
Service workers . - : ' 4,515 . 4,201t . 3,521 12.1

-~  Private household workers oot ‘ 2,240 . 2,360 - 1,654, 10.4 ey
: Farmers and farm managers R VA -1/ 1/ 2/12.0 o
L1/ S 7 Y

Farn laborers and supervisors

f
"1 4y e

>

- -

. - "" - . ) ’ . .
;. 1/ Data .base less than 75,000 persons. _ o - o _

2/ Median number of school years for “the final two categories combined. - . .. .
" ‘Source: (ggg table 0j. - ' L T ‘ :5 - c :

. " In all areas, 1973 earnings increased with higher educational attaimment for -
.. 'persons 25 years and older (table 21) (40). But those earnings were more for ‘metfo
~ than rural/nonmetro residents at each educational level attained (both races and .
sexes). For example, suburbgn white males who graduated from collége earned $3,000 to
- . e o - d - Y
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g $4,000 more than their rural/nonmetro classmates. The disadvantaged e#rnings position = ¢
borne by white women and blacks--those of their members living in rural/nonmetro areas )
having the greatest disadvantage=--is evident. .(table 21). What can be seen here is a
hierarchy of individual economic. payoffs on educational investment which proceeds in
descending order: metro white males, rural/ponmetro white males, metro black males,
rural/nonmetro black males, metro white females, metro black females, rural/nonnfétto

white females, and rural/nonmetro black females.

’

Table 21—Mean earnings of persons 25 years/and ©

selected categories, 1973

— 14 e e B —. SR — _A R ” I
' Metro-nonmetro status and N : White : Black
?9h°°1 years completed : Male .  Female _ - Male . Female.
- ‘ o \ U . . '
Metro: - : Dollars v :
Central cities: : ' '
Elementary: - L : : _ T . .'
" . Less than 8 years : 7,036 3,396 7,042 . -, 2,910
8 years : 8,906 3,754 7,105 2, 8807
High school: . : S L , o
1-3 years - . ' 4. . : : 9,949 =74,077.. 7,171 3,385
e 4 years o : 11,059 5,167 8,421 . 4,987 .
College: .. - - _ : Lo g : .. . ‘
. 1=3 years S C- s 12,294 5,777 ... 8,656 . 5.693 .
4 years. _ . 14,888 - 6,720 "' 11,653  ~ 2597,
-~ 5.years or more : -17,416 8,677 D Y AN 1/
Suburbs: - - . e e N e
Elementary: . ' : - s S ;o] o .
Less than 8 years. : -7,898 ©°3,040° . - 5,127 /-6 .
: 8 years ' - : " 9,008 3,896 - °° 1/ 1)
High school: . R - L T ‘
1-3 years- . ‘- : 10,629 3,857 _° 7,518, 3,755 .
‘o . - 4 years IR : 12,338 4,710 9,183 - 4,507 &
.. _ College: N S SR RN - e " “s < cs
' - 1=3 years - . : .. 13,724 5,247 ° .1/ 6,052 :
4 years ~ - - ;. 16,613 . 6,581 .. 1] 1/ 5
_. 5 years Cj mbre 18,869 8,788 = - 1/ . VA ‘
I . . . : o . :
' Noﬁhétgd: T\ : T o S \\ S
g Elementary: 0 : : S &y L - ’
"Less than” : 5,791 ‘2,489 -3,463”‘%&5 1,256
8 years . . . : 7,381 2,724 3,966 -t "1,710°
High school: ’ : - R -
. 1-3 years ®. . 8,506 2,990 5,727 © - . 2,666
‘4. years * — 10,369 3,814 - 6,789 3,346
‘College: =7 Lo _ : o e T ‘ o
. 1-3 'years - 10,743 . 64,2297 o, 1/
) 4 years ) : 13,545 5,979 1/ : 1/ K
I 5 years or more -, : 115,813 -., 7,963° - 1/~ . "1/ -t
1/ Data base less than 75,000 persons... - - ﬂ'
: o , : S o,
~ Source: (40, table 10). - . ' .
. J ;e - 40 ‘ _
,‘ " N 31 ;s " -
_ - \ . . .



. Migration . = . .
.7 . It has been suggested that better educated: rural/nonmetro Americans would be
_ a;trgcted to metro areas because of greater job opportunities and superior earning
 capacity there. .The data in table 22 (35) seem to indicate that this has been. the
cdse. Of all rural/nonmetro whites over 18 who moved.to metro areas during 1970-75,
46.0 percent had college experience,-while only 20.1 percent had less than a full high
' schooleducation. Conversely, of aPl metro whites over 18 who went to -rural/nonmetro -
. Places to live, 34.5 percent were college trained, but 28.5 percent had less. than 4
' _years of high school. Therefore; rural/nonmetro areas lost a higher proportion of
- - their well-educated white population and a lower proportion of their less educated
~ white population than cities did. Ihe situation for blacks was somewhat similar but,
- as one might expect from data presﬁgﬁgd earlier, percentages of college-trained blacks
“"were. smaller. e = : ,’45_ . . . . S .
.-. ‘0f all rural/nonmetro males féf;gars‘agd over who moved to metro areas during
- 1970-75, 54.5 percent had white collatr occupations, while 45.5 percent performed blue- .
-collar, service, and farm jobs (table 23). For those metro males 16 and over.moving
) to rural/nonmet:o argas,'45.2‘per;ent'were'white collar workers-and 54.8 had blué-
. collar, service, and f4; -occupations. -Rural/nomnmetro areas thus lost a larger
proport;oqgéf males who performed white collar work than cities did. o

'+ . The exodus of better educated people from rural/nommetro areas, people.who are .
JBost likely young (28, p.-12) and entering white collar occupations with greater

- earning potential, has left behind®a rural/nommetro labor force composed mainly of
‘older, poorer, and léss educated people. ,This may partially‘explain why the educa- -

. tional levels of this labor force ‘and of, the rural/nonmetro population as a whole are

- comparatively low. It does.not; however, account for the often wide disparities found ..

. for "the other educational variables examined. = - . s
. .. . . - ) ) . . ) . ' .
> > - . T,
N . -, B : : - .
o ‘ ‘ - T : o -
T " POLICY IMPLICATIONS oL -

‘The last point concerning®migration of .labor force members strongly implies that =
educational improvements alone cannot solve. the rural/nonmetro &gvelopmentﬂproblem.- )
Merely providing better scholastic and career training for people who leave for the S
metro job market will do little to encourage: development of rural/nonmetro America. -
Job opportunities in the latter area can be expanded through private and/or govern~’ ,
meﬁta} initiative to make the labor market more accommodating to better educated ~ .
workers. Efforts directed only to the e&ucational.institution.will not increase

either the quantity:ornggaliti of work opportunities (11, p. 29).

Education can help promote rural/nonmetro development 'by instilling basic academie—. .
skills, career and vocational abilities, learning flexibility for retraining-in new - |-
. Skills, and disciplinary aptitudes necessary for work. A labor force possessing these
:dharacteris;ics would .be more attractive to industry considering location‘or reloca-'
‘tion in rural/nonmetro. areas (29, p- 33; 44, p. 43). And a:labor force having. such.
- cdpabilities would.be ready to effectively perform the tasks assigned to it. .

.
-

R But if ru:a}/noﬁﬁétro.ﬁdrkéré‘afe to contribute. their full efforts to dgyglopméntz-_
the -educational’ attributes summarized earlier musr be improved. - Information presented- ,
"ir this report Suggests~sbmeitentative‘policy’directions which might lead to the: . -

lat;er-gqal.- ‘ < A . R
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Table ZZ—Percentage of normovers and movers to and ‘from SMSA 38 by race and
. school - years completed of persons 18 years and older, March 1970-75 1/

Race and school - -Nonmo\.zers s . - g MOVers: 4
years completed. : NSA” . - .. % .From out- . From SMSA’s
- HE s : Outside : P
s s SMSA’s :. side SMSA"s ', to outside .
X o : . to SMSA’s - | - SMSA"s -
‘ - ‘ : v Percent - i
White . : ~100.0 - ..100.0 100.0 7 '100.0.
8 years or lesg‘d T 18.2 27.9 8.4 ™ I2. 4
High school: - oo v o ) '
1-3 years : 15$7 _ 167 Al.7 ©16.1
4 years : 394 . 37.0° 7 33.9 . ©37.17
College: : L ) ' : : : '
. .’1=3 years . mo. 14.5 7. 10.8 . 2L.5 16.9
~ 4 years or more . :-x. 1202 Ce 1.6 .24.5 _ 17..6
" Black: | - -g‘;. © . : 0 100.0 | 100.0 < 100.0 - 100.0
8 years or less <. ' T 29.9  €52.0° J17.8 . 2543 -
_High school? .- 2 S ' o _ R
1-3 years’, : 23.7 . 19.8 15.7 . 23.5
‘4 years - &c s ¢ 30.3 . 20.4 41.7 . - 30.4
College: : . L S o
1-3 years Tr 10.9 - - 4.3 11.3 . - 9.9
: 4 years or more : 5.3 ‘ 3.5 - 13.5 . 10.8 ¢

S 1/ "SMSA" refers to Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area and collectively corre-
sponds to the term “metro" used, in®previcus tables, ‘except tables 10, 11, and 14.
' .Source: (__, table 8).7 I . . _ W

] --\ - % . .
Table 23——Percentage of nonmovers and x}iovers ‘to and from SMSA s by occupatio?n group

' of employed civiliaj?nales 16 years and older, March 1970-75

* 'l' o ) Nonmovers‘ Movers
“Occupation group . - . : o s’ i T e
) . . A . From out-" . From SMSA’s "
o g SMSAs St ou;éié: ' side SMSA’s . to outside .
R T - S ~ T SR " to SMSA’S . . SMSAs
Total' population. - - A ' o Rercemt .o ' :
:Professional and technical = ., 15.0 8.7 02543 7 ¢ - 18.9
.. Managers and administrators, , :_' ‘ S L LT
. -2 excluding farm - : 2, 15.3 o 12.8 -15.9..: 1417
© . Clerical workers . . . L 7.8 447 - - 6.3 © 43
"7 'sales workers: <. . f ;o h6.T7 41 .00 0 N
~ Craft workers B s+ 20.8. 20:8 . 17.3-.7 . -,20.0
~ Operatives R 2 16.3 18.9 . 13.3 13;7"’ .
Laborers,- excluding farm : 7 6.7 L 8.2 - 6.9 ' _'@'6}3 RS
Service work?r L < 9.6 & -F7.1 - 6.2 - 8.7
. Farm _worke_rsl' R SRS T1- 14.7 1.8 6.1
B Total - - L P 100.0.0 100.0 - . 100.0 1100.0
'~ Source: (35, table 14). ' o e 42
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e v . Education of thé Disadvantaged -~ . -

 Blacks and Hispanics are two ruxal/nommetro minority. groups: at a severe educational
disadvantage, compared ‘both‘to their metro counterparts and the rural/nommetro white,
.. POpulation. Considering the poor learning background of these minorities, it is :
‘not astonishing that’'they have the lowest .income levels and labor force participation _ .
- . rates. Without educatidnal upgrading, they can contribute little to social and -
economic development. Special manpower,training programs for teenage or adult rural
‘minorities may aid their vocationalzpreparation but cannot overcome all learning
ST deficiencies caused by inadequate ‘schooling. Early. childhood education, remedial =~ . ..
"programs in basic skills, career training, guidance counseling, bilingual instruction

- and other ‘measures might be st engthened to help rural disadvantaged students during & .
theix, formative years. While .t:hé Federal Govermment and some States have rovided :

-

‘consMlerable aid to disadvantaged metro pupils, more effort could be direcged toward
"r'uta,l/mnme;ro._populal_tions‘. e T t SR :
- SR o ' y 'Ea{xca}tion of the Farm Population - * ;

e Some disadvantaged rural/nommetro minorities are farm residents, perhaps account= '
.. ing for the lower educational attainment levels generally recorded by the farm L
- “population. BHowever, older white farm dwellers: also are somewhat below average .in™" -
schooling. - Older farmers and farm laborers, particularly men, need.to. have adult -
.- .-education experiences if they are to incremse their .attainment lévels and learn new
 occupational-skills. Younger black farm males, whose better. schooling .preSently gives
~ . -them little advantage in labor force. participation, require career counseling and
° training so they may sefk off-farm employment. . The same may be said for farm women, -
~, both white and black. Indeed, young black farm males and farm fe/malgsf'of all. races .
'~ " comstitute a virtual "reserve army of the underemployed" whose potential abilifies = =~ ~
%:dlbe'-u;ilized_. for rural/nonmetro industrial and public. service expansion. /' R

L s

. - PR

©© - . Career and Adult Education .~ * . .
™. Career ‘education would be & useful means.for improving the work preparation of
all rurel/nonmétro. Americans, not just farm-dwellers. . The term "career education”

- refers to those experiences through which students learn about work, including basic
. - academic study, awaremess of work values, counseling, exploration of alterpative =~

* occupations, work-study programs, job' placement services, and vocational educatiom. =

. These experiences can help people make more informed choices in both  white- and blue- .

- collar occupational fields. .The obvious ‘mderrepresentation. of ;professional-‘and other 4. - =
- white-collar positions in rural/ nonmetro areas camnot be overcomé solely through N
¥ career. training, but at least subpopulations Iike younger: blacks. and women'who.'are now ' .
.~ less 1ikély to have such jobs may be encouraged to seek the necessary education. Algo,
‘-.-~v-.,o'ldeﬁ_:ural‘/ﬁqﬁmretr_oI,Ameri_.cané,"now'Suff_e_;{.qg'_xgﬁf-'gz_tainmentLlevélé and higher < " . " -
" . fudctional.illiteracy ‘rates, could ,igfea;l:ir-' improve. their skills through adult career - .-
© education.programs. :Unfortunately, Goverpment support -for career and adult education. - § ..
"4 1n ;‘ixrél/nb@}etr“o' .areas has. not been extensive. .. . - R S

.:;
»
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Basic Skills Tfaininéf:_ S Lo

T s

.+ . ' Data examined earlier show that rural/nonmetro students are deficient in basic

- gcholastic subfects, are less likely to acquire the college education which is pre-

requisite for professional careers, and.are less likely to receive-vqcational-traiging':‘;

to prepare for other than professional work. Those whorare uﬁderbrepared'écademically

and vocationally have greater probablity of being relegated to the.level of unskilled .

" or‘semi-skilled labor; in turn, they will be the most likely to sustain underemploy-

ment. To. help prevent this result, it is Imperative to'give rural/nommetro people -

- sound educational groumdwork in mathematics and communications which they will later
peed for. any career specializdtion. Some;alternative ways to attain this outéome

include increased use.of achigvement;tés;ing,in'schoolé, new basic skills'progréms~
supported at local, State, and Federal levels, heightened parental in %iyement, and

intensive use of educational technologies. T Y
' ‘ ‘ ’ s o A
_ ' Employment Expansion ° S }}_
T P T SR e T N -
. JIn order for the' aforementioned policy directions to be successful promoting

e

"‘futallnbnmétrq devéf3§ment,‘th§.outmigrat%on flow of better educated and white-collaf . -

_workers to cities must be reduced. This means that not only will more economically
rewarding positions have to-be created bt that such positions must dffer income
commensurate with similar jobs in cities. Payoffs on educational’ investmeant also

@111 have to- become more equitable for women, blacks, and other minorities to draw

. them~into the local labor forcé and prevent their migration. 'While efforts outside.
- the educational establishment must be made;- there is-much that can be done from -

within. -Improved' financial support'could allow local school systems to initiate new’

support services requiring more positions f@f‘appropriate-pérso?ﬁél,v;Pdpulatibn

- 'growth in many rural/nonmetro’ areas may also.generate the need ‘for larger schools,

' ‘making moré teaching and.nonteaching jobs available. In turn, an expanded educational

labor -£Qrce furnishes a stronger base for training other workers who can contribute

to rural/nonmetro development. - ‘ R e
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. .. o : _ ke _
) - o L, Lo
. e R s - : L
; e RN . _ y
;; . “ R 3 Ly = ‘
- -... .-- ' . ' ‘ ’ ‘ : ‘ . -.. ’
? . .y R N A -
T ; <& - )
i PR - R - . - . . Lo
N . - L
' | .
- * a & - . . -
- | s .
- s : T ”
. / . - N i .
- . v ,) N o
": .
., - 1 i o -
§." e .
. S 44 .
v -
i B
- S 73S . .
- . - .

o "'

-

R



I REFERENCES -

(1) Deale, Calvin L. The Revival 1l of Population Growth in Nonmetropolitan America.
- ERS-605. U.S. t . of Agriculture, Econ- Res. Serv.,_1976.: ) : _ L

.

. (2)  Brinkman, George. "The Condition and Problems of . Nonmetropolitan America," The
. Development of Rural America. Lawrence, Kans., Univ. Press of Kansas, 1976, pp-
5t-73. - .\ T .
) . £ ) s . . ‘A - . . R
~(3) ﬂoombes, Philip H. 'and Manzoor Ahmed. Attacking'Rural Poverty, How Nonfbormal
' -Educétion Can Help. Baltimore Md., "Johns Hopkins UnIv(. Press, 1974. o

N

(4) Coward, E. Walter, et al., "Domestic Development' Bécoming a'Postindustrial
"—Society,' Sociological Perspectives of Domestic Development. Ames, Iowa, Iowa
. State Univ. Press, 1971._.9 : : . St g

-

-t
~y

(5) Deavers, KEnneth L. and William Je Nagle “Rural,Development Issues," Mimeograph-
ed paper, U. S.-Dept- of Agriculture, 1977. -t . ST :

(6)» Green, Bermal L.: and Glenn R. Hawkes. . "Development as'a Mhltistage Process,
Growth and Change Vol. 5 Oct. 1974, pp. 21-25.. .

(7) Haren,,Claude- "Where the Jbbs Are," Farm ‘Index, Vbl. 16, Aug. 1977, pp-f
20-21. .. - o _ e

- .
. 4

'(8)_ Henderson, George. National Assessment and Rural Education. Las Cruces; -M-,,"
- ERIC/CRESS New Mexicq State Univ., 1973. : o

. (9) .Hoyt, KEnneth B., "The Present Status of Counseling and Guidance in Predominantly
.Rural Areas," Development of Vocational -Guidance and Placement Personnel for
Rural Areas.» U.S. Dept. of HEW, -U.S. 0ffice of Education, '1970. :

: -(10) Larson, Olaf F.,_"Sociological Research Problems," Rural Develop;ent. Research .
‘ Priorities. Ames, Iowa, Iona State - Univ. Press, 1973, pp._66-77. .

l“f(ll) Levin Henry M., , A Radical Critique of ;ducational Policyﬂ" Journal of Educa— =

tional Finance, Vol 3, Summer 1977, pp- 9-31.- .. - S - Coe
-."(12) Levitan Sar A-, ec al. Human Resources and Labor Markets. New York Harper and
' Row, 1976. o H;'ﬂn .- : “:_ . ._,ﬂ "_{ IR . e
e (13) Maddox, James G. Toward a Rural Development Policy. Washington, D.C.: National
‘ Planning Association, 1973. _ ,':,._l o R T
;(14) Michelotti, Kopp - "Educational Attainment of Workers, March 1977 " Special : R

.. "+ "-Labor Force Reports——Summaries Monthly nggr Review, Vol. 100, Dec. 1977, pp.
53-57- o Lo N __» - : " DU

'f(lS) Mbe, Edward 0., "The Changing Rural Scene,",Proceedings of a National Working ‘
' Conference on SoIving Educational Broblems in Sparsely: Populated Afeas.. Las
. Cruces, N.M., ‘ERIC/CRESS New Mexico State Univ., 1969, pp. 26-28.

,(16) Mbe, ‘Edward 0- and Lewis R. Tamblyn.l Rural Schools as a Mechanism forlRural .
¢ Development. Las Cruces N.M. ERIC/CRESS, New Mexico State Univ., 1974.-

- (17) Nam, Charles B. and Mary G. Powers.'_"Educational Status of Rural Youth " Rural
Youth in Crisis. U.S. Dept- of HEW, 1965, pp- 113-129. - . . - L=

>




-

by
< - U-S.c Govtc Printing office, 1974. S ) ' ) .A _' . =

a0y
R ;workers for March 1977.

asy

(19)

20)
- 1977+

. (21)
. UeSe” Govt.rPrinting Office, 1976. - e .

~ @

B3
[
]

.National Center for Education Statistics, Digest of Education Statistics, 1976_ .
Edition. U.S. Govt. Printing Office;'1977. : -

s - - oot

T Participation in Adult Education, Final Report, 1972. T.S. Govt.
Printing Office, 1976.‘ : : '

. . . é’/’—\ L
- Preprimary Enrollment,_October 1975. U.S. Govt-~Printing-Office, _—

~

‘Statistics of Local Public School Systems, Finance,51972-13.

', Statistics of "Local Public School Svstems° Pupils’and‘Staff, Rall,

. 1871. U.Ss. Govt. Printing Office, 1976. ' o e

(25)
(26)

(23) .
~.J.U:S._Govt. Printing Office, 1977. . o a

- . .
. - . 3

Statistics of Public School Libraries, Media Centers, Fall 1974.

»

-
)

N Vocational Education, Characteristics of Students and Staff, 1972.

P

President s Task Force on Rural Development. A ﬁew Life—For the Countrz. _U.é.;
jsov:. Printing Office, 1970. ’ , ' - S

Sher, Jonathan P., et al. Public Education in- Rural America. Rural Eousing
Alliance and Rural America, “Inc., 1975. -ﬁ% -

‘Sher, Jonathan P. ‘“School-Based Community Development Corporations' A New
Strategy for Edudcation’ and Development ‘in Rural America,"™ Education in Rural

ot

[ America. Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1977, pp..291-346.

(28) _
’ ‘ mxico State Univ.,' 19740

(29).-

FEINY

),

(32)
(34)

(35

School EnrolIment. U.S.. Govt. Printing Office, . 1973.

_ Attainment.» March 1970. e U S.: Govt..Printing Office, 1971.

Thomas, J. Alan. Financing Rural Education. Las Cruces, .H., ERIC/CRESS New

Torpey, William G., Federal Personpower Involvement. Richmond, Va.: Whittet and"
Shepperson, 1976.v.v S e :

'U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, unpublished data on educational attainment of

‘U.S. - Bureau of the Census, Census of Population. 1970, Vol.-I, Characteristics
- of the Population. U.S. Govt._Printing Office,’ 1972, part 1, U S. Summary»-f

‘Section 1! ‘ o ) S o S :f;n

s Census of Population. 1970, Subject Reports3;Pina1 Report:PC(Qi;SA,

)

. "Gurrent Population Reportsy Series. P—20 No. 207, "Educational

»

S Cnrrent Population Reports,‘ Series Pa20, No.. 222 “School Enrollr -
ment : October 1970.", U.S. Govt. Printing bffice, QQ?F. : -

., Currenmt Population Reports, Series $-20, No. 285, ﬁnbsi11:§ of the
Population of ‘the United States: March: 1970 to: March 1975." U.S. Govt. Print-
ing Office, 1976. PR Coe o

.“IA . . e - .. . B B . B FEd

.?;E;I_

37



g

r’/
‘.

'*.(36)

‘;K37)

- (40)

N\ (38)

(39)

(a1

- (44)

\'1(42)

(43)

(45)

(46)

Govt., Printing Office, 1976. - S , -

_1974 and 1970." U -S. Govt- Printing Office, 1975. - =

-the Secretary of Agriculture to: the Congress. U.S. Dept. of Agri., 1976. . ‘;

.ment," Education,. Economy, and Society. New York:?

> ) . . v

-

, Current Populatioa Reports, Series P—20 No. 292, "Population

,'Profiie of the Uhited StateS' ~1975." ©.S. Govt. Printing Office, 1976.

, ‘Current Population Reports, Series P—20 No. 295, “Educational '

-"Attainment, in the United States' March 1975." U.S. Govt. Printing Office,
1976. . _ s o - - A

- R Current Population Reports, Series P—20 No.' 299""College Plans—f—~/f

.- of High School Seniors. October 1975 " D. S. Govt. Printing Office, 1976:

Current Population Reports, Series P-ZO No.! 303, "School Enroll-_ o
ment-—Social .and. Economic Characteristics: of Students: October 1935.". U S.

Current R;pulation Reports, Series P—23 No- 'ss, "Social and
Economic Characteristics of the Metropolitan and Nommetropolitan Population:

1

"T.S.. Department of Agriculture, Rural Development Goals. Third Annual Report of

U.s. Department of Labor and U.S. Department of Health Education, and Welfare,
1976 Emplovment and Training Report of the President. U.S. Govt. Printing =

‘Office,- 1976-‘

Y

‘U.S. Office of Education, Report of the Task’ Force on Rural Education.' U.S."

Govt- Pri.nting Office, 1969- ‘ -

Vaizey, John and Michael DeBeauvais. "Economic Aspects of Educational Develpp—; -
ﬁ{eFree Press, 1961, pp.r -

37-49. © 7 o P

———— r"

Waters, Jerry B. "Scope®and National Concerus," Rural’De;elopment: Research-

Priorities. Ames, Iowa, Iowa State Univ. Press, 1973, pp. 9-19. '

o » o S S
Tweeten, Luther and . George Brinkman. Micropolitan Development. Ames, lowa, Iowa '
State Univ. Press, 1976. 'ﬁ:_ S ' o

.- . - . - [y

o

/# U. S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE : 1978 .261496/153 -



