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ABSTP"A,CT

This paper reviews the nature., . di;n}ensiQns., a.nd causes· o;f; :rura,l·

poverty. We also discuss potentially ettective remedies· tor these

problems--more effective manpower training and rural.labor·IlJ.obility

programs and welfare. reform. The paper suggests that poverty reIlJ.~ins.

quite prevalent in rural areas, especially in. the rural South,· bec~use

of the relatively low welfare bene;f;its and the lack of succes.s i,n rUl;al

manpower training in these areas. While the rate of poverty has

declined significantly in rural America over the past twenty years, it

still exceeds the poverty rate in urban America--by more than 40

percent once in-kind transfers are counted as income. To the extent

to which rural poverty has declined, and continues to decline due to

the outmigration of younger, more productive people, the remaining

rural poverty which is observed will prove increasingly difficult to

remedy.



L INTRODUCTION

Just over a decade ago, the President's National Advisory Comniission

on Rural Poverty (1967) published its report, The People Left Behind. At

that time fully one-half of all poor Americans lived in nonmetropo1itan

areas, while only one...,.third of the total population (poor and nonpoor)

lived in such places. By 1977--the latest year for which data is available-­

the percentage of the poor in nonmetropo1itan areas had decreased to 40 percent

while the proportion of all Americans living in rural areas remained at about

one-third. Between 1959 and 1977 the nonmetropo1itan poverty rate dropped

58 percent (from 33.2 percent to 13.9 percent) as compared to on~y a

32 percent decline in metropolitan poverty rates (see Table 1).

Such signs of progress against rural poverty must be tempered by other

less encouraging observations, however. The poverty rate in nonmetropo1itan

America (13.9 percent) is still one-third higher than the poverty rate

in metropolitan areas (10.4 percent), while the pov.erty income gap (the

difference between income and the poverty threshold) is greater for the

nonmetropolitan poor than for the metropolitan poor. Moreover, the large

decline in poverty in nonmetropolitan areas (and in contrast the less rapid

decline in central-city poverty) over this period was in large part due to

the migration of poor families to larger cities in search of better jobs-­

not a widespread economic gTIowth in the poverty pockets of rural America.

The dispersion of the rural population suggests that nonmetropo1itan poverty

is much more diverse and heterogenous than metropolitan poverty, which is

primarily found in the ghettos of large central cities. However, nonmetro __,

politan poverty also has its areas of concentration. A full 60 percent of



Table 1

Number and Percenta.ge o:e Pers.Qns Below the poverty Level by p1a.ce of Residence, 1959-1977

Non- In Central Living
All Persons Metropolitan metropolitan Cities on Fa-rni§

38 0 87(22.0)a 17.02(15.3) 21.750:3".2) 10.44(18.3)b b7.4(45.0)

27 • 77 (14.2) 13.83(J-Q.9) 13 .·g4C20.2} 8.65(15.0) 2.71(25.9)

24.15(12.0) 13.08( 9.5) 11.06(17.9) 7.99(12.7) 2.00(20.7)

25.56(12.2) 14.45(10 0 4) 11.00(17.2) 8.91(14 0 2) 2.07 (20. 9)

22.97 (11.1) 13.76( 9.7) 9.21(14.0) 8.51(14.0) 1. 28(13 .4)

23.37(11.2) 13.85( 9 0 7) 9 0 52(14.2) 8.37(13.7) 1046(16.2)

25.88(12.3) 15.34(10.8) 10.53(15.4) 9;:09(15 0 0) +.32 (16.4)

24.98(11.8) 15.23(10.7) 9.75(14 0 0) 9.48(15.8) 1.26(15.9)

24.72 (11. 6) 14.86(10.4) .9 0 86(13 .9) 9.20(15.4) 1.34(17.1)

Year

-
1959

1967

1969

1971

1973 .

1974

1975
"

1976

1977

Percentage
Change:
1959-1977 -47.3 -32.0 " "",58.1" -15.8 -62.0

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, p-60, f198; fil15; and 11119; all, Table 3.

~umbers are in millions, percentages in parentheses.

bAuthor's estimate based on unpublished census data o
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all nonmetropolitan poor still reside in the South, mainly in the Mississippi

Delta, along the Southeastern Coastal"'Plain, in Appalachia, and on the

Ozark Plateau. Relatively new pockets of poverty, mainly consisting of Chicanos,

are appearing in southern Texas and New Mexico (Tienda, 1979)., Moreover, since

1973 there has been no overall progress against poverty in America--as the

official poverty figures in Table 1 suggest.
l

Going beyond a descript.ive picture of rural poverty to an analysis of

its causes (and cures) is a somewhat more difficult task. Recent shifts

in regional economic development patterns--the "Snowbelt/Sunbelt" phenomena-­

and net migration from metropolitan areas to nonmetropolitan places (Beale,

1975, 1976; Clawson, 1976; Martin, 1977) make it haza~dous to summarize the

current state of knowledge r~garding rural poverty, much less to predict

future patterns of poverty in rur~l areas.

However, despite the heterogeneity and diversityo6f ongoing trends

in rural areas, several facts stand out:

1. The recent migration from metropolitan to nonmetropolitan areas

has had little effect so far on the broad typology of rural

poverty in the United States. In particular, it has had little

effect on the low incomes and the high incidence of poverty in

the rural South. Based on an income concept which includes the

effects of in-kind transfers on poverty, the poverty rate in rural

America is still more thi3in'20% higher than in central-city areas-­

the place where the poverty conditions are supposedly the worst.

2. As educational attainment among younger rural residents

approaches that of metropolitan residents, these more mobile

rural people (particularly in the South) are moving to areas
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where economic growth has made jobs available (Zuiches and

Brown, 1978; UoS. Department of Agriculture, 1975). However,

underemployment and low wages, particularly among middle age

and older residents in depressed rural areas, are still persistent

problems which call for innovative public policies. So far,

there have been few successful strategies. In particular, recent

manpower policy efforts (e.g., the CETA program) have had little

effect on rural labor markets and rural poverty.

3. Welfare reform of the type recently suggested by the Carter

administration would enormously and undeniably.:!b$nefit~the

rural areas of the country, particularly the rural South.

However, powerful political forces and antigovernment feeling do

not leave much hope for passage of such legislation at this time.

The remaining sections of this paper will examine evidence to support these

conclusions by reviewing the conditions and problems of poverty, manpower

programs, and welfare systems in rural areas. In section 2 the descriptive

characteristics of poverty are identified according to the typology of

rural areas. A simple framework for understanding the underlying factors

of low income and its resultant attributes is presented in the next section

of the paper. This framework serves as an outline for the remaining two sections

of the paper: section 4 on poverty and its relationship to human resources

(human capital, labor mobility, and other labor market problems of rural

low-wage earners), and section Son the current welfare system and welfare

reformo
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Several socioeconomic issues that indirectly affect rural poverty

are not included within the scope of this discussion. Deavers (1978,

p~ 1) has described "rural development" as the existence of viable

opportunities for a large majority of individuals to choose among a wide

range of decent opportunities to live and work: in rural (or urban) areas.

The following discussion omits the direct and traditional concept of

rural development as it relates to the regional nonmetropo1itan industrial

2
infrastructure--the demand side of rural labor markets. Instead, the

emphasis will be' on how rural development relates to labor mobility and

human resources--the supply side of the rural job market. In order td

develop some general perspectives on the relevant rural poverty literature,

a detailed examination of all of the demographic features of rural vs. urban

3
poverty will not be attempted. Finally, the poverty status of specific

rural groups, e.g., American Indians and several Hispanic ,minorities

(Hexican-Americans, Puerto Ricans, Cubans) will not be reviewed.

2. THE TYPOLOGY OF POVERTY IN RURAL AND NONMETROPOLITAN AREAS
- .-- . - '''i'~ - p . _. -, .• - ••., ,; • '---.-- - .- •.-:

This section describes the level and trend in rural poverty according

to the typology of rural areas. This typology is divided into five2groups:

regional context, size of community, rate of population change, structure

of settlement patterns (concentrated or dispersed), and degree of urban access

(influence) • Depending on the question to be asked, or for our purposes

depending on the typological aspect of interest, different definitions of

rural are appropriate. While we will try to arrive at the correct concept

of rural for each of the typological aspects of rural areas, unless otherwise
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specified, the terms rural (urban) and nonmetropo1itan (metropolitan) will

be used interchangeab1y.4

Although poverty has several dimensions and definitions (Davis, 1977;

Deavers, 1978; Tweeten and Brinkman, 1976; Howes and Markhusen, 1979), the

poverty data presented here focuses on only one of these dimensions:

income inadequacy. We would argue, however, that income inadequacy is

probably the most important determinant of poverty. Other dimensions of

poverty, such as inadequate assets, lack of social mobility, low.socio-

economic status, and lack of political power, are highly correlated with

inadequate incomes. In addition, individual low income is typically

accompanied by poor housing, inadequate nutrition, and poor health, while

concentrations of low~income people (i. e., in the rural South) create

communities in which basic public services (education, sanitation, police,

fire, utilities) are poor or nonexistent (Coe1en and Fox, 1979). It seems

reasonable to argue that patterns of income poverty and low incomes

generally serve as proxies for all of the other dimensions of poverty.

Poverty Under Three Definitions of Income

As a preface to the typological analysis of poverty presented below and

in contrast to the off,ic.:i;,a1 Census poverty estimates on which this typological

analysis is generally based, we first examine nonmetropo1itan poverty under

three different definitions of income: official income, pretransfer income,

and final or adjusted income. We will show that depending on those

receipts which are counted as income, very different pictures of rural vs.

urban poverty emerge.
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The inadequacies of the Census Bureau's poverty statistics are by now

widely knpwn (Smeeding, 1977; Congressional Budget Office; 1977). The

official income measure used by the Census includes only cash income-­

earnings, property income, and transfers--gross of direct federal taxes.

Since the official Census poverty line
5

is a consumption needs standard,

income must be adjusted to reflect ability to meet the given consumption

floor. Therefore, both direct federal income ~~x~s and Social Security

payroll taxes needQe subtracted from income. Moreover, Census income

figures are derived from Current Population Survey (CPS) data which is on

average substantially underreported. For instance, in anyone year only

about 75% of the cash public assistance actually received is reported in

the CPS. Most importantly, Census poverty data completely ignores the

antipoverty effect of in-kind transfers in the form of food, housing, and ":,

medical care. While these transfers are less valuable to most recipients

than equal amounts of cash income, they should in some way be accounted

for. Clearly they add to the economic well-being of recipients and subS

stitute for out':::of-pocket expenses. Given the rapid growth of in-kind

transfer programs in recent years, this is a serious omission. In-kind

transfers from Medicare, Medicaid, and Food Stamps totalled $48.5 billion

in 1977, while cash public assistance benefits, Aid to Families with

Dependent Children (AFDC), Supplemental Security Income (SSI), and General

Assistance were only $17.9 billion in this same year (Danziger et al., 1979).

We include in-kind transfers based on an estimate of their cash equivalent

(ce) value to recipient households. This ce is equal to the amount of

cash income which would leave the recipient family equally as well off as

the in~kind subsidy (Smeeding, 1977). By adjusting the data for income
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underreporting, federal income and payroll tax liability, and,in~kind

transfers, we arrive at an adjusted or final income measure. On this

basis the poverty count declines by a substantial amount, particularly in

metropolitan areas and central cities where the recipiency and generosity

of in-kind benefits is highest (Tables Al and A3). In 1974, these

adjustments reduced the official poverty count by 36.6 percent in

central cities vs. only 24.0 percent in nonmetropolitan areas. Given the

relatively low levels of transfer benefits and widespread racial

discr:ilnination in the rural South, the differential effect of in~kind

transfers is especially pronounced for nonwhites, reducing central-city

nonwhite poverty by more than twice as fuuch (42.3 percent) as rural

nonwhite poverty (20.8 percent).

A third ap;proach is to consider the poverty position of ,\families

based on pretransfer income (or factor income) only, i.e., before receiving

any transfers. Since larger numbers of rural persons are "working poor';"

the percentage of all poor pretransfer pebsons who live in nonmetropolitan

areas is considerably less than when poverty is measured on the basis of

either official or adjusted income (Table A2). Once more, this effect is

most pronounced for nonwhites. While our latest data is for 1974, un­

published Congressional Budget Office data for 1976 using a s:ilnilar

adjusted income measure, shows an even more pronounced pro~urban bias

in the antipoverty effect of the current income transfer system. Thus,

while these data adjustments sharply reduce the incidence of poverty

regardless of residence, their effect is most pronounced in metropolitan

areas, an issue which is discussed more fully in section 5.
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Regional Poverty

Regional poverty patterns are of interest due to the widely divergent

locationa1 and racial dimensions of poverty in each area of the country

(see Table A3). The nonmetropo1itan South holds more than 61 percent of

all rural poor and nearly one of every four poor persons in the country

as a whole. Within the South, the incidence of rural poverty in 1974

was highest (24.1 percent) in the West South Central (WSC) division which

includes the states of Arkansas, Oklahoma, Louisiana, and Texas. Nonmetro­

politan poverty incidence in the rest of the South is not much lower. For

instance, in 1968, poverty incidence in the East South Central (ESC) region

(including Mississippi, Alabama, Kentucky, and Tennessee) was the highest Cl

in the country. Official poverty figures reveal that almost one in three

rural persons were poor in that region in 1968. Together, the eight states

in the WSC and ESC encompassing the Ozark Plateau and the Mississippi Delta

(traditionally two of the poorest areas of the country) contain almost

40 percent of all poor rural persons. In 1975, only three non-Southern

states (Arizona, New Mexico, Missouri) had rural poverty incidence rates

exceeding 15 percent, while all Southern states (excluding the border

states of Delaware and 'Maryland) had in excess of 15 percent of their

rural population in poverty (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1979; Hoppe, 1979).

While these general characteristics of regional poverty hold under all

three income concepts, they are most pronounced when we use the adjusted or

final income figures (Table A3, C.). After taking in-kind transfers and

other adjustments into consideration, in 1974~ the incidence of rural

poverty in the West South Central region (18.3 percent) was more than twice

the national average (7.8 percent) and almost 75 percent above the overall

nonmetropo1itan poverty rate.
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These regional patterns of poverty have a clear racial dimension

as well. About three of every five poor nonwhites live in the South-­

more than half of these in nonmetrop6litan areas. Almost three quarters

of the remaining black poor live in the central cities of the North East

and the North Central regions of the country. The northern ghettos in

conjunction with the rural South, virtually exhaust the geographic

locations of nonwhite poverty in the U.S. today.

Size of Community and Degree of Urban Influence

The size of a community and its proximity and accessibility to urban

job centers exerts a significant force on the spatial pattern of rural

poverty. In general, the smaller and more remote the rural place, the

less the opportunity to find a good job (National Rural Center, 1978).

And, where commuting and job search costs are excessive, underemployment,

low wages, and working poor families can be found (Berry, 1970). Further,

due to the isolation of these areas, public assistance,benefits, supportive

social services, and other transfers, including food and medical transfers,

are also in short supply due to the high transportation costs necessary to

file for or to provide benefits. The poverty rate in nonmetropolitan

counties without a community of 2,500 or more is substantially above that

which is found in rural counties with a town of 25,000 or more (Table A4).

This pattern holds espec'ially true for the working poor: Of all poor

£amily heads who worked full year in 1976, the poverty rate in the most

sparsely populated rural areas was twice that which was found in those rural

areas with the largest towns (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1979). Further­

more, over 67 percent of all rural poor families had at least one earner in

1975; compared to only 48 percent of all poor urban families (National
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Rural Center, 1978:59). In fact, overall poverty rates for the working poor

in all nonmetropolitan areas are 25 to 75 percent greater than similar

families in metropolitan areas. The overrepresentation of the working poor

in rural areas vs. urban areas is- possibly the result of the movement of·

low skill-low wage manufacturing enterprises (e.g., textiles, shoes) to

nonmetropolitan areas (particularly in the South) in order to take

advantage of low labor costs (declining farm .labor demand, underemployed

female labor force, cheap land, etc.) as is suggested by Beale (1976, p. 955),

and Roy and Bordelon (1974, p. 82).

Despite the fact that smaller nonmetropolitan areas have the highest

rate of poverty incidence in 1969 and 1976, they have also shown the

greatest percentage decline in that rate over this period. One possible

reason for this decrease is the migration of younger, better-educated, low­

income families to more urbanized areas. This seems particularly true for

younger nonwhites who continued to migrate on a net basis to urban areas in

the 1970s, where they were at a lesser income disadvantage to whites (Brown,

1978), despite the re¥ersal of this rural to urban migration trend for the

population as a whole CZuiches and Brown, 1978.:·66). However, there

are still more than 1.4 million poor people in small nonmetropolitan

places: (Tab.le A4) and anoth.er 6.1 million in nonmetropolitan counties with

at least one town witli a population b.etween 2,500 and 24,999.

Structure ofiSettlement Patterns

The structure or compactness of settlement patterns is an important

geographic aspect of rural poverty. If the rural poor are widely.

dispersed across large geographic areas, it will be more difficult to
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effectively implement all types of antipoverty policies, particularly

manpower programs, industrial location suhsidies, and health care

programs. On the other hand, to the extent to which the poor are

clustered in fairly compact areas, such policies are more likely to

succeed. The U. S'~ Bureau of the Census (1979) publishes data on the

poor for various size nonmetropbJ.:itan places according to the proportion

of the poor living in "poverty areas'" whIch. are defined as "nonmetropolitan

civil divisions (townshIps, districts', etc. 1 in which at least 20 percent

or more of the population was poor in 1969 (Klein, 1975). ,,11 These

poverty areas' are disproportionately (60 percent) located in nonmetropolitan

areas. They contain poor families: which are mainly white (63 percent in

1973}, older, and lesS' likely to he female-headed than the poor in

metropolitan poverty areas. There is: a clear regional dimension to

poverty areas as' well. In. the South. over 75 percent of all rural poor

live in poverty areas, vs. 38 percent in the West and smaller percentages

in other areas', (Hoppe, 1979'2. TalHe A5 points to the extent to which

the poor are clustered in various'metropolitan and rural places. The

smaller the rural place the greater tpe concentration of the poor in

poverty areas:. Over two-thIrds of all nonwhite poor live in poverty

area.s.. , w.h:tle, S,e:ven Qf, eyex;¥ e:i~ht P.QQ~ rural nonwhi.teq in i.s,qlated places

(less than 2, 500J live in poverty areas. However, the relevance of thes.e

statistics' for poverty policy' remains to De seen. Poverty' areas are places

with at least 20% poverty rates in 1969. But the average P9verty rates for

rural nonwhites was 52.6% in 1969. In. other words, virtually all rural areas

which had high proportions: of nonwhite residents were also poverty areas in



13

1969. In fact, 36.8%'of all rural places are classified as poverty areas.

While several well-defined and fairly compact :pockets of rural poverty

6exist in various parts of the country, there are still 16,776 rural

poverty areas in the United States. Such a large number of poor areas

would seem to negate the usefulnes.s of using poverty a.rea data to

7"target" 'funds for rural development. However, large clusters of

adjoining rural poverty areas, such as: those in the rural South, might

be useful geographic guides for antipoverty policy (see map in Beale

and Brown, 1979).

Rate of Population Growth

According to many ohservers (Clawson, 1976; Beale, 1976, 1979;

Deavers, 1978), the sudden recent increase in migration to rural areas

(especially smaller rural areas) and the resultant widespread and sub-

stantial growth of the rural population heralds a new "rural renaissance."

The following interrelated demographlc and economic trends have been

noted:

1. Ever increasing numhers of retirees are moving to "Sunbelt" and

and other retirement communities which offer attractions such

as scenery, water recreation, and pleasant climate. Many of

these communities are in nonmetropolitan areas. Because of

their "portable incomes" (pensions, annuities, Social Security)

and low labor supply, these retirees provide a stable and

dependable income base for the area to which they emigrate.

In theory, this income injection should produce multiplier

effects creating jobs and higher incomes in these rural areas.
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However, retirees are s,till only 10 percent of total net

migration to rural areas.

2. The South has in recent years achieved unprecedented rates

of economic growth. In particular, the energy and defense

industries of the South have grown substantially over the

last decade. Along with them, Southern metropolitan areas

have rapidly expanded. While a large part of this growth is

due to net migration of residents from other areas of the

country, strong pull effects are exerted on the mobile

population in nearby rural Southern counties, many of which

are quite poor (Engels and Healy, 1979).

3. The net migration of the poor from the rural South to other

areas of the country in search of jobs has been reversed

(Long, 1978). Recent data (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1978,

p. 7) indicates that mbhile black nonmetropolitan residents

in the South--those who are younger and better educated-­

are migrating to metropolitan areas in the South in search

of jobs.

While ,these population developments would seem to translate into

rapidly declining poverty levels, particularly in the rural South, many

researchers' (e. g., Engels and Healy, 1979), the authors included, remain

skeptical for several reasons. First, a full 28 percent of the growth

in "nonmetropolitan areas" between 1970 and 1975 took place in counties

which, by 1975, had been redesignated as metropolitan (Zuiches and Brown,
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1978, p. 65). Hence, a good deal of nonmetropolitan "resurgence" is

really only "metro spillover"-...the outward expansion of metropolitan

suburban areas due to greater accessibility (MOrrison, 1979). In

addition, between 1970 and 1976, only the largest SMSAs (those with cities

of greater than three million population) actually lost population. In

fact, SHSAs of less than 2 million grew' faster than nonmetropolitan areas

in percentage terms, and by twice as much in terms of the total number'

of net inmigrants (Engels and Healy, 1979, p. 17).8 While a majority

of people express a desire to live in nonmetropolitan vs. metropolitan areas

(Zuiches and Fuguitt, 1976), they may be constrained by several factors.

In particular, the continuing energy crisis and the growth of two-earner

joint location problems for highly educated husband-wife households argue

against future rapid growth of rural areas. Hence the "rural renaissance"

and its effects on rural poverty may be suspect. Let us pursue this

dichotomy by examining the effect of the three trends noted above on rural

poverty.

Due to increasing private and public pensions, and income tax changes

on taxation of capital gains from the sale of homes for those over 55, the·!.

tendency for the elderly to migrate may be expected to continue on into the

1980s. However, the retirement effect cited above has had little >impact on

poverty in rural areas so far. The most rapidly growing states in the country ;;~

are the retirement states of Arizona and Florida (and also the Mountain

states, Nevada, Colorado, Utah, etc.). In neither of these two retirement

states has the decline in the overall poverty rate from 1969 to 1975

equalled that of the U.S. as a whole. In fact, the total number of poor
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persons in Arizona and Florida, increased by 19 and 13 percent respectively

from 1969 to 1975. Moreover, considering both elderly and nonelderly

population gTIowth, none of the ten fastest growing states in the U.S. have

substantial numbers of rural poor. Taking all of the ten fastest growing

9
states together, we have only 920,000 of the rural poor--less than

10 percent of the total.

Looking at regional migration patterns, the South appears' to have

benefitted greatly. The Southern region achieved the greatest overall

reduction in poverty between 19.69 and 1975, with the number of poor falling

by 16 percent vs. 13 percent nationally. The net change in population for

the Southern states from 1969 to 1975 (8. 3 percent) , while not as high as

the top ten states, was still far above the average U.S. rate of population

change (4.8 percent) for this same period. Yet the majority of this growth

was due to younger nonpoor immigrants to Southern metropolitan areas. In

contrast, Southern nonmetropolitan areas grew due to natural population

increase and lesser, outmigration (Engels and Healy, 1979), not due to

inmigration~per see To many, such a gTIowth pattern in the rural South

'would seem to signifY. stagnation more than resurgence. In fact, (white)

retiree immigration to Florida and other Southern states has disguised

much of the substantial and persistent poverty among the indigenous

and largely black Southern aged population located in rural poverty

areas (Thomas, 1973). The migration of younger rural Southern families

to the urban South is not an encouraging development. If anything,

economically disadvantaged rural areas (e.g., Mississippi Delta) will

become even worse off and with them., the remaining older and more dis-

advantaged poor. It was mentioned earlier that between 1969 and 1975,
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the Southern region experienced the largest decline in overall poverty of

any region in the country. The South also had the smallest percentage

decline in aged poor, 27 percent vs. 42 percent nationally, over this

same period.

Despite some progress made against poverty in the rural South during

the past decade, poverty rates in Southern states remain intolerably

10
high (Table A6). Since 1959, the~ 10 to 12 Southern states have led

the nation in the percentage of residents--total or rural only--who are

poor. The poor in these same states are heavily; over 60 percent, rural.

Perhaps the extreme impoverishment of the rural South can best be brought

out by the follow.ing observation by Deavers,~"There are in the U.S. (as of

1975) 255 nonmetro counties which have been in the lowest per capita income

quintile of all nonmetro counties for 25 years; 237 of these are in the

South (1978, p. 5). II

A comparison of the poorest states at different poverty levels further

reinforces these observations (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1979a, p. 21).

Many researchers (Fuchs, 1972; Piven and Cloward, 1972) have argued for

relative poverty standards which reflect the economic status of low-income

families relative to the incomes of the rest of the population. Most often,

these researchers refer to a poverty line of one-half median family income

(MFI) as a reasonable poverty cutoff. The official poverty line for a

family of four was $5470 in 1975. One-half MFI was $6860--just about 25

percent larger. If we were to adopt a relative poverty standard for 1975,

and to adjust for family size, we would end up with a poverty estimate very

close to the alternative poverty level data for persons living below

125 percent of the official Census poverty line. As one might expect, all
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but one of the ten poorest states on this basis are again Southern states

with large, impoverished rural populations. While relative and absolute

poverty levels produce different numbers of poor people, both poverty

perspectives point to the rural South as the area where poverty remains

1 d . b1 11most preva ent an ~tracta e.

Conclusion

This typological analysis has pinpointed several persistent and

important regional differences in rural poverty. While progress

against rural poverty is being made, rural poverty levels, particularly

in the South, remain intolerably high. The eight states in the WSC and

ESC regions of the country contain 40 percent of all rural poor, but c:"

only 22.5 percent of the entire rural population. Three quarters of

the rural Southern poor live in remote rural poverty areas. Many are

aged and/or disabled and in poor health. Rapid Sunbe1t economic expansion

and the recent rural "renaissance" had little impact on economic well

being of these peep1e.

While the specific solutions to these longstanding poverty problems

remain to be found, the prime contributing factors--1ack of good jobs for

the younger poor and inadequate support from income transfers for the

older and disabled poor~-wi11 be considered in the following sections.

UNDERLYING FACl1QRS OF RURAL POVERTY AND LOW INCO:ME

While the existence of widespread rural poverty is clear and we11-

documented, the basic causes are not. Poverty in the form of substandard

earnings is, of course, partly dependent on market determined forces.
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In both urban and 17ural labor markets income is derived from market

determined returns on factor endowments of human and physical capital.

Since most rural nonfarm people have very little physical capital (other

than owner-occupied housing) they must rely on their human resources to

generate earned income. Earned income is dependent on several elements,

the most important of which include (a) the skills, knowledge, and exper­

ience of the worker (quantity and quality of human capital); (b) the

mobility of the worker, both physical (ability to migrate to or commute

to areas where decent jobs are found) and social (lack of racial and

sexual discrimination barriers); and (c) the nature of labor demand

(location, wage structure, skill requirements). "Adequate" earnings

depend on the ability to effectively synthesize all three of these

elements. While we do not concentrate on the nature of labor demand

in rural areas (see Howes and Markusen, 1979), a major aspect of

chronic rural poverty is, and will most likely continue to be, the

lack of capacity to adjust to changing economic development patterns--a

shortcoming that can be traced to labor immobility (Tweeten and Brinkman,

1976) and deficiencies in human capital attainment I (a). and (b) above].

Clearly, impoverished rural areas do not offer much in the way of decent

job opportunities. The industrial structure is usually based on a few

technologically obsolete and often declining industries--usually low-skill

manufacturing industries. In order to increase earnings, the worker must

be able to migrate or commute to areas which offer higher wages and better

opportunities. This physical mobility is a necessary prerequisite to

escaping poverty although it alone is not sufficient. The capacity of

individuals to adjust their situation also d~pends on their stock of
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human capital. Without the skills, knowledge, or experience required

for a good job, migration to an urban-industrial complex offers little

payoff, as the Southern migration to the Northern central cities in the

1960s demonstrated (Long, 1979). Finally, for minorities and many

female-headed, s,ingle-parent families, there are substantial racial

and sexual discrimination barriers to overcome. However, increased

earnings are not the only way, at least for a short period, to escape

poverty.

under welfare state capitalism, inability to generate sufficient

factor income is often tempered by the availability of transfer

payments. Social insurance transfer programs such as Social Security

(OASDHI) and Unemployment and Workers' Compensation are designed to

replace losses in earned income due to old age, disability, or in-

voluntary unemployment. These transfers are usually independent of

other nonlabor income of the earner. Unfortunately, many of the poor

do not qualify for adequate social insurance benefits due to poor

work histories, and chronic illness or disability. In order to provide

for the needs of these people and others, public assistance programs T

are designed to put a floor under incomes by catching those who fall

through the cracks of the social insurance structure. For instance,

5SI benefits poor elderly, blind, and disabled people who have too
-~- ..

little income (usually inadequate OASDI) to escape poverty. A third

type of transfer, ~tended to maintain and enhance human capital,

consists of education transfers, nutritional programs (e.g., school

lunch program), and health care transfers (e.g., Medicaid).
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It is important to note that transfer prqgrams only offer a permanent

solution for the chronic poverty of the aged, and the permanently and/or

totally disabled. For younger able~bodied persons who are poor, income

transfers are intended to provide only temporary aid until suitable jobs

can be found. Transfers alone are not the solution to the poverty problem

for these individuals.

RURAL POVERTY, HUMAN RESOURCES, AND EARNINGS

While a number of socioeconomic factors contribute to rural poverty,

many observers single out the inadequate level of human capital investment

in the rural labor force as either a basic symptom or a cause of poverty.

The human resource interpretation of rural poverty is based on the premise

that rural America has traditionally experienced a serious underinvestment

in human capital due to inferior schooling, lack of individual incentives

for educational self-investment, and a disproportionately small share of

training funds via established manpower programs. The result, according

to Hansen (1970) and others, is a nonmetropolitan concentration of

underdeveloped and immobile human resources characterized by under­

employment, substandard wages, and below poverty level earnings for

rural households. A corollary of this "deficient" human resource

approach is the pronounced selectivity of rural outmigrationby age arid

education levels (Engels and Healy, 1979).

Educational attainment categorized by elementary, high school, and

postcompulsory education is the standard, qualitative indicator of human

capital development.
12

Available educational data for metropolitan arid



Table 2

Median Education Levels (Years of Schooling) by
Region and Poverty Status

Area Central-City Poor Non-Metro Poor National Poor

United States 9.4 8.4 9.2

New England 8.5 10.3 9.9

Mid Atlantic 9.3 9.5 9.7

East North Central 10.1 9.6 10.1

West North Central 10.5 10.1 10.2

South Atlantic 9.3 7.9 8.5

East South Central 8.6 7.6 7.9

West South Central 8.7 7.5 7.9

Mountains 11.0 9.0 9.6

Pacific 9.7 9.6 10.2

Source: Authors' compl1ations from March 1975 CPS.
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rural population show a pattern consistent with our earlier observations

that rural America contains a disproportionate share of the nation's

poverty population in contrast to its share of total population. Geographic

variation in m~d:ian years of schooling measured by the Census Bureau for

1974 reveals lower educational levels and, by implication, a less-developed

stock of human capital for the rural poor in comparison to urban and

national poverty populations. This disparity holds for every region with

the exception of the New England and Mid-Atlantic regions (Table 2).

Part of these differences reflect a comparative paucity of opportunities

(job alternatives) in rural areas. Martin (1977) points out that rural

wages tend to be lower than urban wages for the same job and skill levels.

Yet educational deficiencies per se are a serious rural problem. In 1974,

over 2 million rural adu1ts~-8 percent of the rural adult popu1ation--had

less than 5 years of schooling and thus were considered to be functionally

illiterate. Nationally only 5.3 percent of adults are in this category

(~arham, 1978, p. 551).

A nationwide difference of one median year of schooling between urban

and rural poor conforms to differentials in educational attainment for

total metropolitan and nonmetropo1itan populations during the current

decade (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1978). In 1970, roughly 75 percent

of metropolitan residents (25 years and older) attained some poste1ementary

education in contrast to 65 percent of nonmetropolitan residents. This

urban-rural difference narrowed slightly by 1977 with 83 percent of the

metro and 75 percent of the nonmetro populations respectively attaining

an elementary level of education o Moreover, a given level of education in

rural areas offers less protection from poverty status in contrast to
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metropolitan areas. Poverty incidence in 1975 (U.S. Bureau of the Census,

1979a) for metro families headed by a person with less than eight years of

education was lower in comparison to rural households with the same

education., One-fourth of the latter were below the 1975 poverty level

($5500 for a nonfarm family 6£ four persons) while only 18 percent of the

metro households in this educational cohort were below poverty level. At

any given education level, a higher incidence of poverty was also

characteristic of rural vs. urban households.

These patterns are descriptive, suggesting only an association between

lower educational attainment in nonmetropolitan areas and a disproportion­

ately high incidence of poverty for rural households. Systematic attempts

to directly specify and estimate the relationships between a substandard

stock of human capital and rural poverty are virtually nonexistent.
13

Fishelson (1971) estimated returns to human capital investment for farm

earners using public expenditure per pupil in rural areas as a proxy

variable for human capital produced by schooling. Those estimates were

not statistically significant nor did they pertain to the nonfarm rural

14
sector.

Education and rural outmigration of labor is another aspect of the

human resource interpretation of rural poverty. Recent evidence

(Zuiches and Brown, 1978;:' 67) indicates that the outmigration of better­

educated younger persons is continuing on net, particularly for younger

nonwhites. While many younger white families have been moving to rural

areas in recent years, increases in rural :inuiiigration rates are mainly

among retired persons. In general, this selective outflow has left a

residual rural population with less developed human resources and lower
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educational levels and earnings. The selective nature of this process

is reinforced by a complementarity between individual differentials in

human capital and propensities to outmigrate. Schultz (1975) makes an

argument in favor of a positive association between levels of human

capital investment and migration suggesting that "geographical re1oca-

tion of human resources are responses to incentives that arise as a

consequence of disequilibria and that education increases the efficiency

of migrants in relocating themselves (p. 835)." Greenwood (1975)

reviews several studies which suggest that (a) education levels are an

important factor in outmigration from distressed areas, and (b) that

the dominant migration streams--movewent out of the Deep South and

movement off the farm--have been most profitable for more educated

movers. While these studies do not directly confirm a lower educated,
olo .... •

less productive post-migration residual in rural areas, the results

are highly suggestive. While the recent net reversal of overall

population migration streams to selective rural areas may change this

situation in coming years (Beale, 1977), the selective outmigration

process continues today in many poor areas (e.g., the Mississippi Delta).

Policy Efforts to Upgrade Human Capital in Rural Areas

The education and migration dimensions of the human capital

interpretation of rural poverty lead to the chronic underinvestment in

human resources syndrome which is both cause and symptom of the problem.

A policy strategy of greater investment in human resources has been the

traditional reaction (e.g., Marshall, 1974; Hansen, 1973). The actual

manpower policy response to rural poverty includes programs implemented

under the Manpower Training and Development Act (MDTA), and its
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successor the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA), as well

as other "family-based" programs and labor mobility demonstration projects.

The Rural Manpower Service established under the ~roTA (1971) was

designed to provide equity of access to manpower services for rural

clientele. A number of other pilot programs were formulated in the

early seventies with a view toward imPl1oving_ the delivery of manpower

serv.ices and training to sparsely populated rural areas. These included

the Smaller Communities Program where travelling teams of specialists

delivered manpower services into rural areas and the Concerted Services

in Training and Education proj ect aimed at identifying (a) employment

opportunities and occupational education for the rural poor, and (Pl ways

. in which rural communities could promote human resource development.

De1ivery~'0£,'manpower programs to rural areas has been the maj Or policy

concern of all these programs including the Concentrated Employment

Programs which nperated in thirteen rural communities in 1970 and only

four communities by 1978. Marshall (1974) points out that the delivery

prob:h;em for most of these programs has resulted in higher program"costs

that, in turn, have raised some controversy about their feasibility and

effectiveness.

Rural manpower programs under CETA have been primarily developed

under Title III (Special Federal Responsibilities) and focus on migrant

and seasonal farmworkers. Rurally underemployed and unemployed workers

are, of course, included in other portions of CETA, although Hansen (1978)

suggests that CETA is geographically biased toward prime sponsors in

metropolitan areas o Hansen attributes this urban bias to the low visibility

both politically and economically of small towns and rural residents '1
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and to a lack of managerial capability at the local, rural level where

prime sponsarship0operates out of the executive offices of the state in the

the majority of states.

The urban bias of CETA also stems from the funding formulas used

for the distribution of funds. Coltrane, King, and Barnow (1978)

simulate the geographic distribution of CETA funds using formulas based

on (a) countercyclical unemployment, (b) structural unemployment, and

(c) income maintenance needs. Their analysis shows a metropolitan bias
~~ ~ ,

in fund distribution using countercyclical and structural unemployment

measures, but a rural bias for distribution formulas based on income

needs. This latter prorural distribution pattern reflects areas wnich

have either relatively low or incomplete unemployment rates, but high

proportions of low-earnings families and underemployed workers, i.e., the

working poor.

The urban bias in the existing distribution of manpower programs is

explicitly identified by Tweeten (1978) who calculates that 88.3 percent

of all CETA funds (Xable 3) were distributed to metropolitan areas in

1975. A comparatively larger proportion of Title III funds were

distributed in nonmetropolitan areas and reflect the rurally based

target groups of Indians and migrant seasonal farmworkers. Job Corps

outlays (Title IV) also displayed a nonmetropolitan tendency, alibhough

~he target group for this program area is composed of both urban and

rural hard-to-employ individuals.

Other manpower policy responses to "chronic underinvestment"

in rural human resources include "family-based" programs and labor mobility

projects. The former have been implemented on a pilot basis during the

current decade and have involved the relocation of low-income, rural



Table 3

Percentage Distribution of Federal Outlays for Human Resource Development
in Metro and Nonmetro Counties, Fiscal Year 1975

... -.4 s.

Program

"'

TOtal
($ million) ..

Me-cro'
(% of
U.S. )
Total

.s::: .

Nonmetro
(% of
U.S.)
Total

Department of Labor:

CETA title I, comprehensive manpower
. (ETA)

CETA title II, public employment (ETA)

CETA title III, special Federal
response (ETA)

CETA title IV, Job C0rps

CETA title VI, emergency jobs program
(ETA)

Older Arnericans community service
employment

Work incentives program

Placement services (ETA)

Total

Unemployment insurance (ETA)

Population, 1974 (Persons)

1,915.5 89.6 10.4

642.3 86.6 13.4

244.5 84.0 16.0

166.0 81.0 19.0

842.3 92.1 7.9

12.0 99.9 .1

129.8 91.0 9.0

493.6 82.6 17.4

4,446.1 88.3 11.7

1,453.0 79.2 20.8

211.4 72.3 27.6

Source: President of the United States (1977) and Tweeten (1978, po 6) 0
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families to a residential training site. The National Institute of

Education has funded a limited number of such projects where unemployed

and underemployed household heads enroll in a vocational training program

to acquire some job-related skills. Spouses are encouraged to participate

in career education and are required to participate in a family core

curriculum designed to teach basic household skills while school age

children receive education designed to advance them to the proper level

for their age. This strategy of the program to break the poverty

syndrome by dealing with the family unit is noteworthy, although the _

effectiveness of s.uch an approach has not been thoroughly examined

. 15
(Senlnger and Stevenson, 1979).

Labor mobility projects reflect a different manpower policy strategy

which is aimed at relocating unemployed and underemployed workers from

depressed rural labor markets to other areas. Morrison, Mazie, et al.

(1974) point out that no dir.ect reference to relocation assistance is

included in CETA, although implicit authority is provided to local

governments for establishing mobility assistance programs. This type of

program has been implemented in the Wisconsin-Michigan area, rural

Mississippi, and other regions. \ The aim of such an approach is to

relocate potentially productive workeTI§ to places where they can be

effectively employed~-the problem, as Marshall (1974) points out, is

the effect such an approach can have on that portion of the population

not relocated. He suggests that relocation assistance as a component

of manpower policy may be important for younger, better-educated workers

and that, in fact, those who benefit from relocation are the ones who
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have the greatest tendency to migrate without assistance. Again, recent

evidence (Zuiches and Brown, 1978) bears out this hypothesis.

In sum, the rural poor suffer disproportionately from low earning.

These are attributable to deficiencies in human capital caused by low

educational attainment and/or lack of good job opportunities in rural

areas. The most mobile of those in rural low~income areas--the younger

and more educated and those relocated by labor mobility projects--are

migrating to better jobs. Policy efforts to upgrade the skills and

market ability of rural workers have met with little or mixed success, a

deficiency which suggests that more policy attention should be paid to

the problems of rural labor markets and rural workers during the 1980s.

5. TRANSFER PROGRAMS: WELFARE POLICY AND RURAL AREAS

Comparative urban-rural research on the transfer system in the

United States has unequivocally found that the rural poor, particularly

those in the South, are disproportionately served by the current transfer

system and would benefit substantially from welfare reform. (:Bawden, 1977,

1974, 1972; Owens, 1977, 1972; Huffman, 1977; Briggs et aI., 1977;

National Research Center, 1978; Chernick and Holmer, 1979; Lyday, 1971;

Pryor, 1979). This proposition holds regardless of the welfare reform

plan under consideration..This final major section of the paper explains

how the current income transfer system affects rural families in general

and the rural South in particular, and how welfare reform would benefit

these same individuals.
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While the remainder of this discussion will deal specifically with

transfer programs designed to benefit low-income families--i.e., income­

or means~tested programs, the non-income-tested portion of the transfer

system--·the social insurance--deserves mention as well. Only meager

amounts of research On the distributional effect of social insurance

benefi.ts on rural poor families are available. The research that does

exist suggests that the largest source of growth in personal income in the

1970s for 800 rural counties (mainly underdeveloped Southern counties)

was, transfer benefits in general and Social Security (OASDI) benefits in

p'arti.cular OJ.S. Department of Agriculture, '1979, p. 34). Yet, Hines and

Reed (l~77) found that the rural aged received less than their fair share

of OASDI b.enefits, an inequity that can be traced to several sources.

Many of the rural elderly were not eligible for OASDI for much of their

working lives--only in relatively recent years have farmers and

the self-employed been covered by Social Security. To the extent to

which_ low~income rural residents have poor work histories marked by

long spells of unemployment, and to the extent to which their wages are

low, OASDT retirement benefits will also be low. Yet the fact remains

that in several rural areas from which younger, more mobile families have

emigrated, OASDI benefits still provide much of the areas' economic base.

Low wages and long periods of unemployment also lead to lower

Unemployment Insurance (UI) benefits for those workers who are eligible.

UI benefits are usually lowest, both in terms of weekly benefits and

numb.er of weeks before benefits are exhausted, in the South where most

of the rural poor are located (U.S. Congress, Joint Economic Committee,

1974). Ancillary facilities and services for the unemployed are also

in short supply in rural areas. For instance, Rural Jbb Service employment
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centers are few and far between, providing little aid to the job search

of the rural unemployed (Tweeten, 1978; Marshall, 1974).

The Current Welfare System

The inconsistencies in the current welfare system are well known

although little recent analysis on the effect of these vagaries on the

1 . "1 bl 16rura poor 1S ava1 a e.

only aD.out one-half of the poor, lifting only one-quarter from poverty

(~awden, 1979). However, the. picture is even more bleak in rural areas.

Traditionally, those states with the highest number and/or proportion

of rural poor have discouraged welfare applicants by keeping benefits

low, D_Y making application for benefits difficult, and by maintaining

stringent eligibility qualifications. Table 4 presents the major features

of the current welfare system for those thirteen states which ranked in

the top ten of the number or percentage of rural poor in 1975. 17
Together

these. 13 states contain 55 percent of a:Ll poor rural persons. It is

immediately obvious that 12 of the 13 states listed in Table 4 (all but

. 18
New MeX1CO ) are Southern states. In fact, while all Southern states

(except for the border states of Delaware and Maryland) had rural poverty

rates of 15 percent or greater in 1975, only three non-Southern states

can he so designated (Arizona, New Mexico, Missouri).

The majqr cash welfare program in the United States is AFDC. Yet

the rural poor fare less well in this program than do their urban counter-

parts. Maximum benefit levels in poor states are far below the national

median (Table 4). In July 1975, average AFDC benefit levels were only

$50 in MS, $90 in SC, $95 in LA, and $108 in TX compared to a national



·C..hlo 4

Chnrntterlnth:8 oC the l'II\.llc A'lIllutllnCf' Syntl'l l , in tho l'uon'IIt Rural 8tlllcll1

Rural roycrty In 1975: C~9h Public Aslliet.lIn...i!'l....-___ Medlc~I" food Stnmps: "'nl£are Effort I

(;lIuh puhllc Mcdlcnlrl
M.1x lmul1l 1l9ulstnnr.e AvernKe rec1pl.ntll P~t'Cc'nt of

Perce"t of rural AnlC recl Itl <'ntl payment 88 it of Itatl Participation ratesl ItOlO bUd6~t
Rural Peuonl (1I111ioOI) pueona vho ara b"n.. Utl Arne-Up list nil %of Itata per poverty Dilent for
who arl poor (raok) poor (rank) (July 1975) prollra. lupplC!lIeRU poor boneffduy population 1974 1978 publlc loIeUare

Sf .'1(' (1 ) (2) ()) (4) m (6) (7) (6) (9) (10) (ll )

Tr~~r. .65e(l) 20.3%(8) $140 No No 34.4% .632 16% 35.2% 29.4% 15.5%
c.,ort l.. .560(2) 23.2(4) 153 No No 56.7 497 35 32.2 35.7 16.8
:-;erth ~rollna .526() n.8(16) 200 110 No 43.4 496 NA 23.0 37.8 10.5

l'llssIss l;>p1 .511(4) 27.6(1) 60 No No 50.5 326 16 34.5 44.5 12.4

l:rntuck, .426(5) 22.2(5) 235 Ye. No 47 .5 281 43 38.1 51.4 17.2
Florio.. .41' (6) 16.7(1') 170 No No :13.1 448 27 30.0 4R.8· 9.7
1.o11181..n.. .394(7) 25.0(2) 158 No No 53.0 361 23 41.8 46.1 13.1
Tenne5S~ .355(8) 17.0(12) 132 No No 52.2 384 . 19 26.4 1,9.5 15.0
South C.. rolinc .))0(9) ~1. 2(7) 117 No No 46.2 284 16 41.3 40.2 9.9
Al ..b ..n.a .329 (0) 21.3(6) 135 No No 53.3 1006 17 28.8 40.2 n.3
Ar\..1ns.. s .279(12) 19.8(9) 140 No No 49.1 505 10 33.0 37.4 16.2
....."t '''In;lola .218(19) 11.5(10) 249 Yea No 4,3.0 231 35 38.3 55.2 11.8
~ X""lco .186(21) - 24.4(3) 206 No . No 39.0 .381 28 42.6 39.9 9.5

K;>t 1<-0,,1
lot_la/Aycn,;;u 9.480 14.31 $278 Yu-26 Yee-26 S9.:l% $549 59% :)7.51 46.9% 19.31

State. Statell

Sourccs (by ~"lwm nv,.her)

1. ~"tion"l Rv~al Center 1978:50.

2. U.S. 8ure_u of the Ceneua. 1976: Survey of Inco~e and Education. apecia1 tabulation.

). u.s. Dl'p_rl..-nt oC lIe.. lth. Education and WcUllre, 1976:9.,
4. ~ation31 Rural Center. 1978:94.

5. ;;.. t!oll.. l lIur." Ccnter. 1971: 101 (etate8 which 8upple_nt payaentl to the 8ged lllIint.ining thcb: own relidenc.I).

b.. Natlon"l Rural Center, 1978:124-125 (inc1udea ArDC, AFDC-Ur, or SSI recipient. ee Public Alliltaneu reclpienta).

7. 1I.S.o.,partccnl or Hulth. Education lind Welfare, 1978:19.

a. Davis and Schoen, 1978:68 (1970 elltl~tQ).

9. ~~Oonald, 1978:94-95 (percentage of all eligible houeeholda vhicb participate).

10. V.S. De;>art-ent of Agriculture, 1919al36 (pareeatli_ of all aliaih1_ boYa_bo1da w~lcb p.rticip.~e).

II. K..tioQ81 ~.. ral Center, 1971:10.



34

average of $205 (U.S. Congress, Joint Economic Committee, 1974, p. 166).

Briggs et al. (19771 in their study of four rural Southern poverty areas

found average monthly AFDC benefits were $100 in 1973, less than half

of the national average. In fact, more than 70 percent of the rural poor

live in states whose maximum AFDC benefits are below the national median.

In is.olated rural areas throughout the country information on program

rules and available benefits are scarce. Few states have rural outreach

programs' to instruct potentially eligible families on how to go about

applying for benefits. Even if the family is eligible and knows where to

g& to apply for benefits, transportation costs in terms of both time

and money are high and often welfare benefit offices are open only on

s.pecific days (Pryor and Carlin, 19'79). Hence"most nonmetropolitan

s·tates have below average participation rates in the AFDC program. In

any cas,e, only 36 percent of all rural poor children live in female-

headed families as compared to 61 percent of all metropolitan poor children.

While all states are required to have an AFDC program, states may

extend b.enefits to unemployed fathers in two-parent families through the

AFDC-UP program if they so desire. However, among the Southern states only

West Virginia and Kentucky have taken advantage of this provision (Table

41.. Nearly three-fourths of the rural poor live in states without AFDC-UP

programs. Because rural poor families are typically two-parent families~­

almost 65 percent of all rural poor children (60 percent of all rural poor)

come. from husband-wife families--the absence of AFDC-UP in rural states has

resulted in a gap between need and available aid (National Rural Center,

1978). All in all, less than 5 percent of rural two parent-families

with children receive AFDC-UP.
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Typically, existing welfare programs have provided little help for

19, ,
the rural working poor. who are ineligible for most cash assistance

J2rogra'ms~, and for most work training programs because they are not

unemployed (Briggs;et al., 1977). One program which has provided

s;uhs,tantial aid to the rural poor in general, and especially the

working poor (Katz, 1979), is the Food Stamp program. In effect,

Food Stamps provide a national income floor in food vouchers instead

of cash.
20

Nationwide, in 1974, approximately one-fifth of the

p6pulation was eligible for Food Stamps. In the rural, poverty-stricken

ESC and WSC :regions, almost one-third of'the population was eligible for

Food Sta1llps. At the same time, participation in the Food Stamp program

was: typically lowest in the South (Table 4), presumably due to transpprta-

tion costs (especially for the elderly), local administration discouragement,

and general confusion on how the program operates (Kotz, 1979; MacDonald,

1~77; Rungeling and Smith, 1975). Out of the 13 poorest states in Table 4,

~ had Food Stamp participation rates below the national average in both

19.74 (Bickel and MacDonald, 1975) and 1978 u.S. Department of Agriculture,

19~79.a: 36) .21 Not only are program participation rates lower, but average

Food Stamp benefits in rural areas are also below those in urban areas

(Martin and Lane, 1977), despite the fact that fewer rural families

receive AFDC benefits and despite the fact that rural families are

typically larger than urban families (both of which, would tend to increase

the value of Food Stamps to rural people).

Medicaid also benefits poor families if they qualify for aid and if

adequate and suitable medical care providers are available. Unfortunately,
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few rural residents qualify. In virtually every state, AFDC, AFDC-UP,

and SSI recipients are automatically "categorically eligible" for

Medicaid, but since few rural families receive AFDC, and since

S,outhern states do not have AFDC-UP programs, not many of the rural

~QQr ~ualify for Medicaid. Moreover, only five of the 13 states in

Table 4 provide Medicaid benefits to low income families who are not

categorically eligible. While the nationwide state average rates of

Medicaid recipients to poor persons was 59 percent in 1970, the highest

pexcent for the 13 states with severe rural poverty problems was 43

percent in Table 4. Moreover, Davis and Schoen (1978, p. 81) point to

the. fact that average Medicaid benefits in rural areas are only 50 to

60. percent as high as benefits in urban areas; a discrepancy which is

due. not only to the fact that rural Southern states spend little on

Medi.caid (Table 4), but also because the availaoility of medical care

in rural areas is so limited. Even if all low-income residents were

eligible for equal amounts of subsidized medical care, rural areas

would receive smaller benefits due to the lack of health care facilities

in such areas. Given the generally poorer health status and higher

proportion of elderly residents in rural areas, one ~xpects a higher

than average demand for health care services. However, of 2600 non­

metropolitan counties in 1976, 1888 or almost three-quarters of these

counties were in whole or in part medically underserved according to

the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (Parham, 1978, p. 551).

The federal SSI program for poor aged, blind, and disa,bled persons

provides a good example of the effect of welfare reform on the rural

poor. In 1974, the federal SSI program superseded state'programs for

this group. A mandatory federal minimum annual benefit of $2628 for



elderly couples, 80 percent of their poverty line, was established.

SSt resulted :in large income ga:ins for poor elderly families in

previously low-benefit states. When coupled with Food Stamp and

~edicaid benefits, which SSt beneficiaries are almost universally

eligible for, most elderly couples who participate in the program

escape poverty. Of course, transportation problems, again, reduce

program participation for rural families, but for those who do participate,

welfare benefits have increased significantly. In addition, states were

subsidized to :increase benefits above the federal minimum. But for elderly

SST recipients 1iv:ing alone,~ of the 13 states in Table 4 have

supplemented SSI above the federal m:inimum.

In summary, it appears that despite their reliance on transfers as

a. source~of income, poor rural people benefit farl\less from'\he current

welfare system than do urban residents. - Overall, onem three of the

urban poor benefit from cash public assistance vs. only one in five rural

poor. Despite the fact that 40 percent of the poor lived in nonmetropo1itan

areas- in 1975, the rural poor received 35 percent of federal SSI funds,

31 percent of Food Stamp benefits and only 18 percent of federal AFDC and

AFDC-UP funds (National Rural center, 1978, p. 65). Further, none of the

13s-tates in Table 4 spent more than 17.2 percent of their state budgets

for public welfare programs--the national average was 19.3 percent--

despite their severe poverty problems. Clearly the welfare effort in

rural America is below par accord:ing to all of the barometers which we

have discussed.



working poor, the program acted as a wage subsidy for those who enjoyed

38 !

Th~Rural Negative Income Tax Experiment

A rural negative income tax (NIT) experiment was carried out in North

Carolina and Iowa under the directorship of Lee Bawden between 1968 and

19.73. The primary purpose of the experiment was to measure the effect of

income maintenance programs on the work effort of low-income rural

families, particularly those who work and have family responsibilities.

I~ addition to work behavior, the effect of the experiment on educational

attainment, nutrition, occupational mobility, and asset position was

studied CU.S. Depa.rtment of H.E~W., 1976; Palmer and Pechman, 1978). The

experiment resulted in a modest decline in hours worked for wives and other

family members, but no sign:iJ!~icant decline for husbands (Bawden, 1979).

Blacks in North Carolina and whites in Iowa responded in almost exactly

the same way. Farmers increased their hours worked on the farm, but
"22

decreased off-farm wor.khours by a slightly larger aIiJ.0"unt.

The most important findings were, however, the effect of the experiment

on human capital attainment in recipient families (Schuh, 1978). The

decline in the labor supply of wives and teenagers provided the opportunity

for an increase in home care of children and improvement in educational

attainment. There was a significant improvement in nutrition in North Carolina,

an improvement in the health status of children, and a large increase in the

quality of school performance. In the long run, the cumulative effect of

better health, nutrition, and school performance should produce a net

increase in labor supply.

For adults ;in both experiment sites job search and occupational

mobility increased as well. Because benefits were made available to the

I

I
._. .. . ._.. . ~~_. J
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their current jobs, and as a job search subsidy for those who quit their

former job and used the guaranteed income to support the family while

they searched for a better one. This "search subsidy" effect was

particularly important for younger family heads. Finally, experiment

~amilies increased their purchase of automobiles which directly increased

access to jobs in nearby urban areas!

The experiment also indicated that· a full-scale, permanent, guaranteed

minimum income would have the effect of increasing local wage rat,es as

the lahor supply of wives and teenagers decreased. By providing an

alternative to low~wage jo15s, a guaranteed income would:"force employers

to raise wage levels, thus narrowing the local and national wage spread.

,.However, as Schuh (1978, p. 233) has pointed out:

These general equilbrium effects in the labor market may give

rise to political consequences different from those considered

in the experiment. A private sector faced both with higher

taxes to support an income transfer program, and higher wage

rates as a consequence of the program, may become politically

active against it.

Welfare Reform Proposals

For at least ~ decade, the U.S. government has been considering overhaul

of the federal welfare system. The Nixon Family Assistance Plan (FAP)

examined by Congress from 1969 to 1972 and finally rej ected, .would 'have

provided a national minimum income of $1600 for a family of four persons.

If the plan had passed, about one-half of all FAP benefits would have

----.._-------_._---- -_.
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accrued to rural residents, leading to an average 35 percent increase in

disposable income for poor rural families (Briggs et al., 1977)0 FAP

would have reduced poverty, but because benefit levels were not high

enough, it would not have eliminated it.

In 1977 President Carter proposed the Program for Better Jobs and

Income (PSJI) which was similar to FAP in that, it would have consolidated
{.'

AFDC, 'SSI, a~d Food Stamps into a single program with a national guaranteed

minimum income of about t\'IO-:-thirds of the poverty line. Under the Carter

plan, all individuals--including younger single persons and childless

couples--would have been eligible for benefits. Unlike r~\P, ho\vever,

PBJl would have created 1.4 million public service jobs for those persons

(able-bodied, two-parent family heads) who would be required to work in

order to receive benefits and who could not find a suitable private sector

job. All families in which the head worked full-time, full-year (whether

in private or puolic sector jobs) would have received enough in wages and

other benefits to escape poverty. vfuile public s~ctor employment has been

criticized by many, particularly with respect to its ability to add to

human capital or to lead- to stable private sector jobs, it does provide

full-year, full-time \07ork for residents of job=scarce rural areas lifting
! . .

all families with full-time workers from poverty. It has been estimated

that between 41.7 percent (Pryor, 1979) and 51.7 percent (Danziger et al.,

1979a) of the net increase in personal income from program expenditures,

i.e., up to $2.1 billion, would have accrued to the South. Moreover,
;

PBJl would have generated an ~dditiona1 net increase of up to $3.6 billion

in output in the South due to estimated regional multiplier impacts

(Danziger et al., 1979). Due to the high incidence of rural poverty in
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the South, PBJl would have both reduced rural poverty directly (via providing

higher welfare benefits and stable jobs) and indirectly (via job creation

due to the regional multiplier impacts of the net increase in transfers to

the South). For rural areas on the whole, PHJl would have increased

transfers and reduced poverty by a greater amount than in urban areas as

compared to the current welfare system (Pryor, 1979). Howe~er, PEJI

would also have led to net increases in welfare expenditures for Southern

states (since their mandated 10 percent share·of PBJI benefits ~~ould hav~

exceeded current AFDC expenditures) and also would have generated upward

pressure on wage levels in that area. PBJI died in committee in 1978,

due in part to lack of suppor~ fro~ Southern legislators.

In May 1979, the Carter! administration introduced yet another
J

welfare reform proposal, somewhat similar to PBJI, but not nearly so

comprehensive. The reform would corne in two parts: the Social Welfare

Reform Amendments of 1979 (SWRA) and the Work and Training Opportunitie~

Act of .1979 (vITOA). Unlike PBJI, single persons and childless couples

would be excluded from both programs \~hile Foo"d Stamps \.;ould be retained.

The net increase in welfare· costs under both programs would be $5.7 billion

in 1982. 23 . .
Under S~{RA, a national combined guarantee of cash and Food

Stamps of $4654 or 65 percent of the poverty line would be legislated and

AFDC-UP would be mandated for all states~ . In addition, under lVTOA the

federal· government 'i~ould step up its efforts to find jobs for unemployed,

poor family heads newly eligible for SWRA benefits and provide 260,000

additional public service employment jobs for family heads who could not·

find private sector jobs. In order to enlist the support of Southern

politicians, the plan would "hold harmless" Southern states, guaranteeing

that; unlike PBJI, they would incur no increased welfare costs under Sh~

for seven years. In order to satisfy legislators from Net., York and



CalifornLa \Jhovot~d ngninst PU.11, t!l~~ n(:',,' C.:Htcr biU cont<lins fiscal

relief for state and local "general .:lS,sistLlllCC:' welfare progra.ms as \-,Tell

as for all state AFIIe progrAms, thus benefiting Ne,,, York City and

l.os Angeles. HoweVer, in this period of fiscal belt-tightening the

chances for passage of any proposal ,,,hi-eh i.ncreases the federal dl?, fie i::

are slim. These progra,ms ("ou1t.! again lco.d to, significant incre.:l.ses in

welfare benefits for nonmetropo1itan areas and for Southern states.

Chernich and Holmer (1979) have estimated that 47.5 percent of the net

increase .in direct SImA benefits, and 43.5 percent of all neH public jobs

under tITOX, ,,,ould accrue to rural are,as. The nonmetropolitan South would

alone receive 28.0 percent of the net increase in assistance spending I,mder

S{fRA and 20.6 percent of new WTOA jobs.

T1:).e Political Economy of Welfare Reform

I
Whatever the fate of the Carter administration's new welfare ref0rm pro-

posal, there will probably be little support from Southern legislators. Senator

Russell Long (D-La.), powerful chairman of the Senate Finance Committee, has

long been opposed to the idea of a national minimum welfare floor. In

addition, legislators from other areas of the country are acuhely aware of

the pro-South (and hence, pro-rural) nature of the aggregate distribution

of program benefits.

If welfare reform would be so beneficial to rural areas in general,

and the rural Sou'th in particular, it seems fair to ask, \vhy don't rural

and Southern Congressmen support welfare ,reform? Radical economists

, (Persky, 1977; Bould Van Til, 1977) have long argued that the large pool

of unemployed and underemployed workers in rural areas provide cheap labor

for producers. In this way, rural poverty serves an important functional



.role for c.:lpit;J.Usts ,in ~ene.~r,11 ,Jne rur.:ll cntrcpr£>ncllrs ~n particular.

Y~t, while it" is clenr th.n all of th~! HelEarc reform proposals currently

under revieH would increase wage costs and provide alternatives to low

wage factory jobs in the. rural South, it 18a1so quite likely that most
, I,

Southern voters are in principal against any sort of minimum guarant~ed

annual income for able-bodied working--age males
24

(Davis and Jackson,

1974.; Noynihan, 1973).

6. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

This paper has reviewed the nature and causes of rural poverty---

low earnings and insufficient transfer benefits. We have also discussed

potentially effective remedies for these probiliems---more effective

manpower training and rural labor mobility programs and welfare reform.

While the rate of poverty has declined signif.:i.cantly in rural America over

the past twenty years, it still exceeds the poverty rate in urban P-..merica--

by more than 40 percent once in-kind ttansfers are counted as.income. To

the extent to which rural poverty has declined, and continues to decline

due to the outmigration of younger, more productive people, the remaining

rural poverty which is observed ~vill prove increasingly difficult to

remedy •

.Recently, Lynn Daft (1979) has summarized the rural poverty situation

as well as anyone: .

Ten years after the publication of the report of the Rural Poverty

I Commission, millions of Americans are still left behind. In the

intervening years, significant improvements in programs and policies
,

have been maOe. People's lives have been made more productive and,
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more meaningful aa a result. Still, the thrust bas not been

sufficient to overcome all the ~rQbleQs of rural poverty. Despite

the many significant gains He hove ,-:itnessed over the past decade,

rural poverty therefore remains a problem of'major dimensions.

Unfortunately, it is not a current-day glamour issue and therefor.e

tends to receive less attention than it merits. I remain convinced

that poverty will not be. overcome without extensive reform of

welfare programs, a coordinated program of human resource develop­

ment, and substantial· additions to the capacity of local govern­

ments and other public institutions to deliver essential services

and to better adapt to structural change. These are the major

components of the unfinished agenda •

.Little more need be said about directions for future research

in this area.

- ~~-------
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NOTES

1 .
There are at least two caveats to this statement. First, the situa-

tion is somewhat changed once the census poverty estimates were adjusted for

their obvious deficiencies. Section 2 documents this change. Second, the

I1farm" poverty problem in the United States has, over the past 20 y~ars)

all but disappeared. Despite the fact that Table 1 shows a 17.1 percent

poverty rate among persons living on farms, the· farm poor total only.

1. 3 ·niillion--S.4 percent of all poor persons. There is l.-ecent evidence

(Beale, 1976) that the farm population is stabilizing, and becoming younger.

Smaller farm operators (those with annual farm sales of $20,000 a year

or less) re~eive the great majority of their income from nonfarm sources •.

Average nonfarm income for all farmers rose from ll2 percent in 1973 to over

52 percent in 1976 (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1975:14; U.S.

Department of Agricul~ure, 1977). Less than 10 percent of all. non-

metropolitan (poor nonmetropolitan) workers listed agriculture as their

major occupation in 1975 (Hoppe, 1979; U.s. Department of Agr~culture, 1979).

In sum,. the move "off the farm" and the farm poverty problem seem to be·

practically over in the United States. Only in the rural South will excess

underemployed farm labor continue to exert an influence.on rural poverty,

and even there the influence will be small. It follows that the farm-

nonfarm dichotomy is of little use in· this paper. Policies designed to

help raise the income (earnings) of the rural poor in general will also

aid the incomes (earnings) of those who live on farms.

-'~------- -_._---------------- ---_._----~--------------- --- - ---------
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2The reader is referred to the adjo.Lning paper in this volup\e,

"Rural Poverty--A Regional Perspective" by Candace Hmves and Ann Hnrkusen,

which rev~cws the literature on rural industrial developnent.
. I

3The interested reader should.consult U.S. Bureau of the Census,

1978, 1979, 19790., 1975 for such analyses.
h.

4
It is important to review the definitions of rural and nonmetropolitan.

which are most frequently used in this context. As others (National Rural

Center, 1978; Zuiches, 1979; Beale, 1979; Davis, 1977) have argued, these

definitions may be less than adequate depending on one's purposes. The

U.S. Bureau of the Census in their P-20, Population Series, define

~etropolitan residents as all people living in counties with a city of

50,000 or more (an SHSA) plus persons living in contiguous counties (~;,:ith

smaller cities and rural areas) which are linked to metropolitan areas by

daily commut.ing patterns. The nonmetropolitan population is the residual.

By this definition the nonmetropolitan population increased from 62.8

million in 1970 to 71.1 million in 1977 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1978).

In contrast to this definition, the 1970 Census defined rural as

those living in places of 2,500 or less, both"outside and within metro-

politan areas. Hence 16 million rural people--about 26 percent of the

1976 rural population (61.5 million) live within metropolitan areas

(Beale, 1979). This rural population is the residual of the Census

urban population definition.

These problems with these def:initions are mainly conceptual: By rural

do we mean open places or outside cities? Do we mean no communities or



- ,

I " (

47

small communities? Are we interested in access to larg~ cities~(i.~.,

potenti':11 places of employment) or she of plaC.li'l per sc? Depending on

~he typologltal aspoct of interest, different definitions of rural may

need be employed. However, it is our general feeling that by using the

tern rur':ll to rct'~r only to places of 2500 or less, the official;, Census

rural definition is too harrow. People living in places of from 2)500 to

say 50,000 arc classified as "urban!· by this definition despite the fact

that l:lany of the people in such places have "rural" lifes,tyles. Hence in

_general, both our definitions of nonmetropolitan and rural coincide with

the official Census definition of nonmetropolitan given above.

"Farm" and !'nonfann" are similarly difficult terms. For instance,

in 1977, 382,000 or 17.6 percent of all fann families ,'lere located in'

metr.opolitan areas. Hence, farms are not necessarily located in rural

areas. The rural nonfarm population cannot be derived by subtracting

the farm population from the nonmetropolitan (rural) population.

5'
Unless otherwise stated, all poverty data are computed on the

basis of the official Census Bureau poverty lines which vary by family

size, composition, and farm-nonfarm residence. In 1974, the Census

poverty line was roughly $5,000 for a nonfarm family of four persons.

The farm poverty line is 85% of the nonfarm poverty line, the difference

reflecting the lower cost of living which presumably favors farm fafililies.
\

No other cost of living adjustments are included in the poverty lin~ for

two reasons: first,_ because cost-of-living differences between urban

and rural areas and between regions of the country are very slight at

pov~rty line incoqe levels; and second, the'cost-of-living difference

between urban and rural areas within any region or state may b~ as large '

as the differences between regions cir stateS. -Hence) it is almost
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impos~ible to adjust poverty lines for regtonnl cost of living differenc8s

with <:Iny rC;.lsonable degree of accuracy (Smeeding, 1974).

6Scvcrnl studies of. rural poverty in specific low-income areas

can .berecommendcd. One of the best and mcist rec~nt deuls with four

'extremely poor Southern rural counties located in Georgia, Louisiana,

Texas and Mississippi (Rungeling et a1., 1977). Other studies and their

geographic areas of interest include: Kentllcky (Larson and Youmans. 1978);

Louisiana· (Roy a.nd Bor-delor, 1974); Mississippi Delta, Ozarks, Southeast

Coastal Plain (McCoy, 19Z0); and North Central U.S~ (Iowa Agricultural and.

Home Economics Experiment Station, 1974).

7h~en the .1980 ~ensus is taken, holding constant the 20 percent cutoff

for 'defining rural poverty are~s, a smaller ~nd hence more useful and

exact count of rural poverty ~reas should emerge. However, such data will

probably .notbeavailahle until 1983 at the earliest.

8 ' .
. It is easy to confuse rates of population grm.,th and actual net

increases· in population. For instance, between 1970 and 1976, Orange

County California gre\.; by 334,000 ·people, but only by 17.0 percent. In

contrast, Summit County, Colorado more than doubled its population, but

only grew by 3,000 people. Because nonmetropolitan areas hold fe",'er

people than metropolitan areas, greater rates of growth often mean smaller.

actual increases in population. This is particularly tr~e of isolated

rural, counties \.,hose largest population center is less than 2500 people

to begin with (Engels and Healy, 1979, p. 18).
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9The ten f[1~;tcst grmvlng slntes in .the V.·S. from 1969 to 1975 <llld

their percentage ch...mge in population are: AZ (2(1.6), FL (21.9), NV

(20.8), AK (20.5), co (15.0), ID (l l•. l). UT (13.5), HY (13.0), HA (12.3),

and NN (12.5).

laThe one non-South ~xception is New Mexico.

11One might legitimately question whether the extreme levels of rural

Southern poverty noted above are more closely correlated with "rural" or

IISouthern". Actually both forces are at work. Poverty rates in the

South generally exceed those found in· other (metro and nonmetro) areas of

the count ry. Ho\.,rever, the highest poverty rates are found in the

nonmetropolitan South, particul~rly when in-kind transfers have been

taken into account (Table A3). In the non-South, rural poverty levels are

higher than urban poverty levels everywhere but in the Hiddle Atlant"ic

States (Table A3). Interestingly, these states (New York, New Jersey,

Pennsylvania) are just those states in which one might roost seriously

question the roetro-nonroetro (urban-rural) dichotomy.

12 .
Post-compulsory education. includes college education (contained

in roost national data) as well as vocational education, manpower training

programs, and other educational "self investroents" which,. unfortunately,

are not contained in most national data series.

. 13Returns to education in. general are comparatively lower in nonmetro

.\ areas using mean earnings by educatioll level for adults as an approxinlate

indicator of returns to schooling. Mean earnings for metropolitan

residents were higher than nonmetropolitan residents in both 1970 and 1977

--~------~.._-" ------------------_.__ ..- --
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for, 0nl.~h level of cducat ion (less th.:tn S ye.:trs ~ 8 yca rs, some: high
,

school, etc. )--see U"S. Bureau of Census (1978). These figures are,

however, av~ragcs and ~o not account for Ca) variance within educational
I

categories, or (b) cost of U.vi.ng differenc~s between metro and nonliletro

areas ~.Jhich may be reflected by these wage (earnings) differentials.

14Moreover, as previously mentioned, observers (Booth, 1969;

Huffman, 1979) have argued that the basic problem of rural Amer:f:ca,

poverty, is no longer connected with farming.

15The Hountain-Plains Education and Economic Development program

established in G1asgotv, Montana in 1971 is a good example. (Hountain-

Plains, 1976).

16Briggs et a1. (1977) and the Natio~al Rural Center (1978) are

important exceptions.

17we diose this double ranking because. both the absolute number of

rural poor and the relative incidence of rural poverty are impo~tant

for policy purposes (Hoppe, 1979). The number of poor reflect the state

in which the largest concentrations of rural poverty can be found, while

the incidence of poverty (percentage of rural persons who are poor) indicates

the states in which the poverty is most prevalent among the rural population.

18nespite the fact that NM has poverty incidence figure of 24.4

percent, it ranks twenty-first in tenns of the number of rural poor persons.
19 .

The Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) will

probably provide some help for the working poor in current and future

i
1
i,
I
.\,
1

I
J
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yCJ.rs. In 1979, illl fC1mi.lic~, \,'ith children caming less thi.ln $11,000

\oJill be eligible for aid. N.1ximum benefits arc, hO"\o.'ever, only $600 per

ycnr. Almost 35 percent of benefits ore expected to rench r.u("al fsmilie'>

(Cilrlin, 1976). However, it should be remembered that the EITC does little

more than 'refund the employer portion of OI\SDHI payroll tnxes for most

of these families. For instance, in 1979, at the maximum EITCbenefit

earnings level of $6000, the working poor family receives a net transfer

bonus of only $232.20 ($600 EITC minus $376.80 OASDHI payroll taxes).

20 rn 1979 the Food Stamp program guarantees $2400 of food vouchers

to a family of four with no other income. In 7 of the 13 states in T3bl~

4, the Food Stamp guarantee (maximum payr;tent) exceeds the state maximum

AFne payment for the same size family.

21Runge1ing and Smith (1975) indicated that one reason for Food

Stamp program nonparticipation was the cost of the stamps. Prior to

1979~ the recipient was required to pay a fee for Food Stamps which

varied inversely with income. For instance, many financially strapped

rural families could not afford the $100 purchase requirement necessary

to purchase $175 worth of Food Stamps. Hmvever, the ne,v 1979 Food Stanp

program has done away with the· purcJ1C!_se requirement:._ Hence, in the

_".~=~exCl.mp!~ above,F-he family would not pay anything for $75 worth of stamps.

The effect of this rule change on program participation in rural areas

remains to be seen.

22Hos t researchers felt that this farm labOr supply response -';'18S

·unfortunate in that these individuals '·lere being subsidized to increase
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their work effort in a technologically inefficient farming enterprise.

More importantlyaciministration of farm family (and other self-employed

units) income and asset level eligibility tests and benefit determination

proved to be an extremely difficult problem (Bawden, 1979).

23pBJ1 was estimated to have cost an additional $19.0 billion in

cash assistance and job creation costs by the time it was fully inplemented

in 1982.

24Nonmetro America contains 52.5 percent of all nonaged, employed,

male-headed families with children vs.only 32.3 percent of all families

(Pryor, 1979).
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Table ,,\1

I. Number of Poor (Hilliohs) and Incidence of PovertYt
by Netropolitan-Nonmetropolitan Status)

Race t and Type of Income in 1974

---
~

Income Definition Total Hetropolitan Non'-\et ropo1it3n~._------
(Row All Central All

Number) Race Persons (%) Cityl (%) Suburb2 (%) Persons (%)

A. Official Census
4Income

(1) All persons 23.37 (11. 2) 8.37 (13.7) 5.48 (6.7) 9.52 (14.2)
(2) Whites 15.74 (8.6) 4.:?3 (9.2) 4.45 (5.8) 6.93 (11. -'<)
(3) Nonwhites 7.63 (30.3) 4.14 (18.3) 1.03 (19.0) 2.59 (4.06)

B•. Pre transfer Income5

(4) All persons 38.64 (18.5) 13.75 (22.5) 9.84 (12.1) 15.04 (22.5)
(5) Whites 28.44 (15.6) 8.06 (17.6) 8.46 (11.1) 11. 92 (19.7)
(6) Nonwhites 10.19 (39.5) 5.69 (38.9) 1.39 (26.9) 3.12 (49.2)

C. Final Income6

(7) All persons 16.37 (7.8) 5.20 (8.5) 4.14 (5.1) 7.03 (10.5)
(8) Whites 11.29 (6.2) 2.86 (6.2)· 3.39 (4.5) 5.04 (8.3)
(9) Nonwhites 5.07 (19.0) 2.34 (16.0) .75 (14.4) 1. 99 (30.2)

.II. Percentage Reductions in Poverty Under Various Income Definitions

A•. Pretransfer Poor to Final Poor

All persons (4) -(7)
57.6% 62.2% 57.9% 53.3%

(4)

Whites (5)-(8)
60.3 64.5 59.9 57.7

(5)

Nonwhites . (6)-(9)
50.2 58.9 49.7 36.2

(6)

B. Official Census Poor to. Final Poor

All persons
(1)-(7)

28.5 36.6 23.9 23.9-(1)

Whites
(2) -(8)

40.1 30.9 23.5 25.2
(2)

Nomlhites
(3)-(9)

33.2 42.3 26.5 20.8(3)

-._-~-----------------
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Notes to Table Al

l"Central Cities" include persons living in city centers of standard

metropolitan statistical areas (SMSAs) with cities of 50,000 or more

inhabitants.

2 .
. "Suburb" are all persons living in metropolitan areas but outside of

central cities as defined above.

3 .
"Nonmetropolitan" includes all persons not residing in SHSAs as

defined above. . .
4"Official Census Income" is the same income measure used by the

U.S. Bureau of the Census in their P-60 Income and Poverty Series.

5"Pretransfer Income" includes all taxable factor income except for

capital gains plus non~SociaI Security pensions, gross of personal income

and payroll' taxes.

6"Final Income" is Census income, adjusted for underreporting of survey

income, federal income and payroll taxes, and the cash ~quivalent value of

in-kind food and medical care transfers. For more detail, see Smeeding (1977).
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Table A2

The Metropolitan/Rac.ial Composition of the Poor
Using Various Income Neasures in 1974

Metropolitan
Income Definition

AlII (Central Nonmetropolitan
Race Persons Total City) (Suburb) Total

A. Official Census Income2

All persons 100.0% 59.6% (35.8) (23.8) 40.4%

White 100.0 56.0 (27.1)· (29.9) 44.0'

Nonwhite 100.0 67.8 -(53.5) (13.4) 33.2

B. Pretransfer Income
2

All-persons 100.0 61.1 (35.6) (25.5) 38.9

White 100.0 58.1 (28.3) (25',5) 41.9

Nonwhite 100.0 59.4 (55.8) (29.7) 30.6

'c. Final. Income2

All ,persons 100.0 57.1 (31.8) , (25.2) 42.9

White 100.0 55.4 (25.3) (30.0) 44.6

Nonwhite 100.0 60.8' (46.1) (14.7) 39.2

1 add to 100.0% due to roundingTotals may not error.

·2 previously defined.Income concepts are as
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Table A3

Number (Nil lions) and Percent of Persons Belo,., the Poverty. Level
by Region and Place of Residen~e: 1968 and 1974

A. Official Census Incomel

/';i !

Place of Residencell

2 Central 4' 5Year and Region City3 (%) Nonmetropo1itan (%) Total (%)

1974

New England .369 (11.5) .354 (9.7) .945 (7.8)
Middle Atlantic 1. 951 (15.4) .389 (6.0) 3.322 (9 .l;)

. East North Centr~l 1. 528 (12.6) .961 (9.1) 3.289 (8.2)
West North Central .406 (ll.7) .885 (10.3) 1.473 (9.2)
South Atlantic 1.039 (15.0) 2.127 (16.3) 4.170 (11.2)
East South Central .. 586 (17.7) 1.689 (21. 6) 2.502 (17.1)
West South Central 1.190 (15.8) 2.048 (24.8) 3.395 (18.7)
Hou.ntain . 268 .(10~0) . .702 (16.2) 1.147 (11.8)
Pacific. 1.033 (11. 5) .368 (9.1) 2.623 ~9.5)

TOTAL 8.3io (13.7) 9.520 (14.2) 23.370 (11.2)

1968

New England .213 . (7.0) .300 (8.2) .753 (6.5)
Middle Atlantic 1. 712 (12.9) .621 (9.3) 3.465 (9.6)
East North Central 1.360 (10.6) 1.241 (9.7) 3.322 (8.2)
West North Central .353 (11. 2) 1.130 (13.3) 1.637 (10.7)
Sout}:l Atlantic 1.059 (18.7) 3.341 (23.4) 5.162 (17.7)
East South Central .365 (16.4) 2.403 . (32.2) 3.107 (25.9)
West South Central 1.101 (15.4) 1.963 (27.5) 3.409 (19.6)
Mountain .250 (12.7) .719 (16.6) 1.097 (12.7)
Pacific .751 (10.3) .549 (l0.8) 2.219 (8.7)

TOTAL' 7.200 (12.6) 12.170 (17.6) 24.180 (12.3)

(see notes at end of table)



Table A3 cont~nued

6B. PretransEer Income

-_.....-
Place of Residence'!

2
Central 4 5

'Year and Region . City 3 (%) Nonrnetropo1itan (%) Total (%)

1974

New England .641 (20.0) .609 (16.6) 1.870 (15.3)
~1iddle Atlantic 3.428 (27.0) .958 (14.8) 6.275 (17.5)
East North Central 2.469 (20.2) L 787 . (16.8) 5.740 (14.2)
West North Central .719 (20.2) 1.638 (19.1) 2.667 (16.6)
South Atlantic 1.591 (22.9) 3.213 (24.5) . 6.452 (20.1)
East South Central .838 (25.2) . 2.380 (30.4) 3.646 (26.2)
West South Central 1.664 (22.1) 2.721 (33.1) 5.196 (24 .8)
Hountain .452 (16.8) .925 (21. 3) 1. 761 (18.0)
Pacific 1.947 (21.5) .810 (19.9) 5.027 (18.1)

TOTAL 13.750 (22.5) , 15.040 (22.5) 38.640 (18.5)

1968

New England .409 (13.5) .398 (10.3) 1.210 (10.5)
Middle Atlantic 2.448 (18.5) .833 (12 .5) 4.858 (13.5)
East North Central 2.029 (15.8) 1.638 (12.8) 4.782 (11. 9)
West North Central .548 (17.3) 1.423 (17.6) 2.203 (14.4)
South Atlantic 1.299 (22.9) 3.652 (26.4) 6.080 (20.8)
East South Central •488 (21. 9) 2.682 . (35.9) 3.601 (30.0)
West South Central 1.232 (17.3) 2.295 (32.1) 3.933 (22.6)
Mountain .199 (15.3) .843 (19.6) 1.322 (15.4)
Pacific 1.193 (16.3) .875 (17.3) 3.495 (13.7)

TOTAL 9.999 (17.5) 14.650 (21.2) 31.490 (16.1)

(see notes at end of table)



..

58 .

Table A3 continued

C. Final Income 7

,n,','"?

Place of Residence';- .

2 Central 4 5
Year and Region City3 (%) Nonmetropolitan (%) Total en

1974

New England .133 (4.2) .202 . (5.5) .481 (3.9)
Hiddle Atlantic .863 (6.8) .245 (3.8) 1.689 (4.7)
East North Centra] .801 (6.6) •.676 (6.4) 1.998 . (4.9)
West North Central .258 (7.4) .674 (7.9) 1.051 (6.6)
South Atlantic .782 (11. 3) 1.629 . (12.4) 3.343 (10.4 )
East South Central .438 (13.2) 1.248 (16.0) 1.870 (13.4)
West South Central .977 (13.0) L510 (18.3) 3.073 (14.7)
Hountain .229 (8.5) .671 (12.9) .935 (9.6)
Pacifi.c .714 (7.9) .284 (7.0) 1.925 (6.9)----

TOTAL 5-.197 (8.5) 7.029 (10.5) 16.370 (7.8)

1968

. New England .140 (4.6) .218 (6.0) .529 (4.6)
·Middle Atlantic 1.046 (7.9) .430 (6.4) .233 (6.5)
East North Central 1.064 (8.3)' .875 (6.9) 2.527 (7.3)
West North Central .282 (8.9) .846 (10.4) 1.229 (8.0)
South Atlantic .930 (16.4) 2.940 (21.2) 4.658 (15.9)
East South Central .359 (16.1) 2.187 (29.3) 2.869 (23.9)
West South Central •987 (13.8) 1.676 (23.4) 2.975 . (17.1)
}!ountain .213 (10.9) .610 (14.1) .961 (11.2)
Pacific .545 (7.4) .415 (8.2) 1.548 (6.1)

TOTAL 5.598 (9.8) 10.200 (14.8) 19.630 (10.0)
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Table A3 continued

NOTES

l"OEficial Census Income" is the saoe income measure used by the U.S.

Bureau of the Census in their P-60 Income and Poverty Series.

2The states included in each region cited below are as follows:

New England: CT, ME, HA, NH, RI, VT

Middle Atlantic: NY, NJ, PA

East North Central: OH, MI, IN, LI, vrr

West Nort;h Central: MN, IA, :10, KS, NB, ND, SD

South Atlantic: DE, DC, .r-m, VA, WV, NC, SC, GA, FL

East South Central: KY, TN, AL HS.,

West South Central: AR, OK, LA TX,

Mountain: AZ, CO,. ID, NM, DT, NV, HY, r-rr

Pacific: AK, HA, OR, HI, CA

3"Central Cities" include persons living in city centers of standard

metropolitan .statistical areas (SMSAs) with cities of 50,000 or more

inhabitants.

4"Nonmetropolitan" includes all.persons not residing in SHSAs as

defined above.

5"Total" ~ncludes all .poor in metropolitan areas (central cities plus

suburbs) and nonmetropolitan areas. Note that due to the omission of suburbs"

central city and nonmetropolitan do not sum to Total •

.6"Pretransfer Income" includes' all taxable factor income except for

capital gains, plus non-Social Security pensions, gross of personal income

and payroll taxes.

-----------_.._-~_. __.-
---'--'--'--"~-'--------
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Table A3 continued

Notes continued

7"Final Income" is Census income, adjusted for underreporting of

survey income, federal income and payroll taxes, and the case equivalent

value of in-kind food and medical care transfers. For more detail~ see

Smeeding (1977).



Table M

Number (Millions) and rt~rcent of Inci.denc.e of Poverty by Size of Place·
and Work Status: J9fi9 anti 11)71;

All Plnces Metropolitan Nonmetropolitan and Size of Pla'ce
Year
Race; Central No Place One Place Ona Place

\Ooril Status of Uead Total (%) Total (:t) City (:t) Total (%) 2,500 or more ~:t) 2,500-24,999 (7.) '25. 000 or more (X)

A. All Persons

1969

Total Persons 27.20 (13.8) 15.22 (11.2) 9.25 (14.9) 11.98 (19.3) 1.90 (27.2) 7.73 (20.3) 2.35 (13.9)

Famil!y Head:

....orked 2.8J (6.6), 1.46 (4.9) .82 ' (6.J) 1.37 (10.4) , .23 (16.0) .89 (11.0) .25 (6.8)

Worked 50-52 weeks 1.27 (J.9) .66 (2.7) .33 (3.4) .66 (G.7) .12 (U.5) .43 (7.1.) .12 (4.1)

1'J76

Total Persons 24.98 (11. 6) l5.2J (l0.7) , 9.48 (15.8) 9.75 (14.0) 1.44 (16.8) 6.08 (14.0) 2.25 (12.B)

F8IIlilY Head:

Worked 2.55 (5.7) , 1.37 (4.5) .76 (6.5) 1.18 (B.O) .19 (10.3) .72 (7.8) .27 (7.3)

Worked 50-52 weeks 1.04 (3.0) .46 (2.0) .26 (2.9) .58 (5.2) .11 (8.2) .• 35 (5.1) .12 (4.2)

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Social and Economic Characteristics of the Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan Population: 1977 and 1970, P-23, 075.
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Table AS

Number (Millions) and Percent Composition of Poverty by Size of Place,
Race, and Poverty Area Status: 1969 and 1976

All Places Metropolitan Nonmetropolitan and Size of Place
Year

Race, Central No Place One Place One Place
Al:ea Status Total (%) Total (%) City (%) Total (7.) 2,500 or more on. 2,500-24,999 (%) 25,000 or more (1)

A. All Persons

1969

Poverty Areas1
p.75 (50.55 6.41 (42.1) 5.03 (54.4) 7.34 (61.3) 1.54 (81.1) 4.90 (63.4) .90 (38.3)

Nonpoverty Areas 13.45 (49.5) 8.81 (57.9) 4.22 (45.6) 4.64 (38.7) .36 . (18.9) 2.83 (36.6) 1.45 (61. 7)

TOTAL 27.20 (100.0) 15.22 (100.0) 9.25 (100.0) 11.98. (100.0) . 1.90 (100.0) 7.73 (100.0) 2.35 (lOO.O)

1976

1 10.53 (42.2) 5.30 (34.8) 4.31 (45.4) 5.22 (53.5) 1.07 (74.3) 3.31 (54.5) .86 (38.4)Poverty Areas

Nonpoverty Areas 14.45 (57.8) 9.93 (65.2) . 5.17 (54.6) 4.52 (46.5) .37 (25.7) 2.77 (45.5) 1.39 . (61.6)

TOTAL 24.98 (100.0) 15.23 (100.0) 94.8 (100.0) 9.75 (100.0) 1.44 (100.0) 6.08 (100.0) 2.25 (lOO.O)

B. Nonwhites

Poverty Areaa
1

6.21 (80.5) 3.63 (76.7) 3.00 (80.4 ) 2.60 (87.2) .41 (95.3) 1.83 (88.4) .37 (74.0) .

Nonpoverty Areas 1.50 (19.5) 1.12 (23.3) ,73 .. (19.6) .38 (12.8) .02 . (4.7) .24 (l1.6) .13 (26. 0)

TOTAL 7.71 (100.0) 4.73 (100.0) 3.73 (100.0) 2.98 (100.0) .43 (100.0) 2.07 . (100.0) .50 (lCO.O)

.!lli.
·1

5.08 (66.9) 3.11 (60.5) 2.65 .(63.7) 1.97 (80~ 7) .30 (90.9) 1.25 (6[, .5)Poverty Areas .43 (67.2)

Nonpoverty Areas 2.51 (33.1) 2.03 (39.5) 1.51 (36.3) .47 (19,3) .03 (9 •.1) .23 (15.5) .21 (32.8)

TOTAL 7.59 (100.0) 5.14 (100.0) 4.16 (100.0) 2.44 (100.0) .33 (100.0) 1.48 (100.0) .64 (100.0)

So\1 rc;:eI U,S, »lIfe~lJ Q( th~ C~nl!\HI, S9~1A1 Dnd f:t;:(lnQ!ft~c .9)j1.J.illLt<:r1BUcll (If thQJJY.H2l.!olitnn lI..!'.d NOnml1ttllpolHlIn Popu1:ltl"nl 1917 lI"d 1970, P-23, '15.



Table A6

The Ten Poorest States in Terms of Percent of Persons Who Are Poor: 1959-1975

Overall Poverty -- _Ru.!'al PoverEL

1959 1969 1975 1975-------

, (Population· (% Poor \-1ho
Rank State % State % State % change) .* are Rural) State %

1 MS . 54.5% MS 35.4% MS 26.1% (5.6) (83.6) MS 27.6%

2 AR 47.5 AR 27.8 LA 19.3 (4.4) (54.7) LA 25.0

3 SC 45.4 LA 26.3 NM 19.3 (12.5) (86.4) NH 24.4
,

42.5 . 25.4 18.5 (9.7) (71.8)4 AL AL AR GA 23.2

5- NC 40.6 SC 23.9 GA 18.0 (7.5) (73.6) KY 22.2

6- LA 39.5 KY 22.-9 KY 17.7 (5.2) (71.7) AL 21.3

7 TN 39.3 NM 22.8 SC 17.2 (8.7) (68.8) SC 21.2

8 GA 39.0 WV 22.2 - AL 16.4 (5.0) (55.9) TX 20.3

9 KY 38.3 TN 21.8 TN 15.8 (6.3) (54.5) AR 19.8

10 WV 34.6 GA 20.7 TX 15.2 (9.3) (42.3) \oJV 17.5
\

U.S.
Average: 22.1% 13.7% 11.4% (4.8) (39.5) 14.3%

Source: . 1976 Survey of Incqme and Education.

. Note: * Popu.lat:Lon ChllngC equals the percentage change in state population from 1969 to 1975.



REFERENCES

Ba wclen, Lee. "Future Pov~rty Programs: Political Pros pee ts and Implie~ttions

for the Rural Poor". In Rural Povert': and the Policy Crisis. Edited

by R.O. Coppedge and C.G. Davis. Ames: 1O\.;a State University Press,

1977: 186-193. '

"t-lork Behavior of Low Income Rural Nonfarm Hage ~vorkers". American

Journal of Agricultural Economics. 56(1974).

"Welfare Analysis of Poverty Programs". American Journal of

Agricultural Economics. 54(1972) •
.

"The Rural Income Haintenance Experiment". In Rural Development

Perspectives, U.S. Department of Agriculture, RDP #2. September, 1979.

Beale, Calvin L. "Demographic Typological Aspects of Nonmetro Areas".

(Mimeo) 1979.

Beale, Calvin L. "The Recent Shift of United States Population t.o Non-

,MetropoJ-itan Areas," International Regional Science Revie,." Vol. 2,

No.2 (Winter 1977), 113-122.

riA Further Look at Ndnmetropolitan Population Growth Since 1970".

American Journal of Agricultural Economics. 58(1976): 953-958.

The Revival of Population Growth in Nonmetropolitan America.

U.S. Department of Agriculture. ERS-605. June, 1975.

Berry, Brian L. "Labor Harket Participation and Regional Potential".

Growth and Change. 1(1970): 3-10.

Bi<;,kel, G., and M. MacDonald. "Participation Rates in the Food Stamp Program:

Estimated Levels for 1974". Leg_al Actio_o Support Proiec!=_J'aper's on

Poverty and Law. Washington: Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc. (1975).



..

Blaug, i'1ark. "The Empirical Status of Human Capital Theory: A Slightly

Jaundiced Survey," Journal of Economic Literature, VoL 14, No. 3

(September 1976): 827-855.

Booth, E.J.R. "The Economic Dimensions of Rural Poverty," American JO':L.E.~;:ll

of Agricultural Economic~, Vol. 51, No. 2 (~lay 1969): 428-443.

Bould Van-Til, S. "The Social .Cost of Poverty," in Rural Poverty and the

Policy Crisis. Ope cit.(1977~: 71-80.

Briggs, V., B. Rungeling and L. Smith. "The Significance of Helfare

Reform for the Rural South," Proceedings of the Thirtieth Annual Hinter

Meeting. Industrial Relations Research Association. (1977): 226-234.

Brown, D. "Racial Disparity and Urbanization, 1960 and 1970," Rural

Sociology, Vol. 43, No.3 (1978): 403-425.

Carlin~ T.A. "The Impact of Earned Income Tax Credit,lI Economic Research

Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Economic Report

No. 336. June, 1976.

Clawson, M. "Economic Implication of the Rec.ent Population Shift Toward

Rural Areas," American Journal of Agricultural Economics. 58(1976):

. 963-966.

Chernik, H. and M. Holmer. "The Urban and Regional Impact of the Carter

Administration's 1979 Welfare Reform Proposal". (Mimeo) June, 1979.

Coelen, S. and W. Fox. "Facilities for Rural Public Service Delivery,"

this volume.

Colt'rane, Roberq King, Chris T.; and Barnow, Burt, "Funding Formulas"

in National Commission for Hanpower Policy Ced.), _C_E-,-T_A_:--"An-,,-,-~An~alysi~

of the Issue~. (Washington, D.C., U.S. Government Printing Office,

1978): 127-184.

------------ - --~----_.--~-------



,67·

.Congr~ssiona.L Budget Office. Povert,LStatus .of Families Under ..!-lten}il...tive

Definit.iot:ls of Income. Background Paper 1117 . (Revised). H.:lshington:

U.S. Government Printing Office, June, 1977.

Daft, L. "The Rural Poverty Commission - Ten Years Later," in Ru_ral

Development Perspectives, U.S. Department of Agriculture, RDP#2,

September, 1979.

Danziger, Sheldon; Haveman, R.; Smolensky, E.; and Taeuber, K. "The

Urban Impacts of the Program for Better Jobs and Income," Institute

for Research on Pov~rty, Discussion Paper 538-79. Madison: Uriiversity

of Wisconsin, 1979a.

___, Haveman, R., and Plotnick, R. "Income Transfer Programs in the

United States: An Analysis of Their Structure and Impacts",

Prepared for the Joint Economic Committee of the United States, }fadison:

University of Hisconsin, 1979.

Davis, C.G.. "Poverty and Rural Underdevelopment. in the United States:

Where Do He Stand?" in 'Rural Poverty and the Policy Crisis, Ope cit.

(1977): 11-34.

Davis, K.; and Schoen, C. Health Care and the War on Poverty. Washington:

Brookings Institution, 1978.

Davis, 0.; and Jackson, J. "Representative Assemblies and Demands for

Redistribution: •. The Case of Senate Voting on the Family Assistance

Plan," in H. Hochman and G. Peterson, eds. Redistribution Through

Public Choice. New York: Columbia University Press, 1974: 261-288.

Deavers, K. "Public Policy Issues in Rural Development," for National Public

Policy Conference, September 11-15 (1978).



68

II Ru r <11 R(~ :1<1 i s S~111C: C ~~,~ .. ons Id~~ red)" A~,~~ ri ,:. \ n_... _.~--- ---'

Fishelson, Gideon. "Returns to Human & Rt:seorch Copital in the :--lon-South

Agd.cultural Sector 0'£ the United States, 1.949'-19M." Arneric.:m

Journal of. Af,ricu;).turalJconomics, Vol. 53, No.1 (Febr.uary. 1971),

129-131.

Fuchs) Victor. "Comments on Measuring the LO\v Income Popula tion" in

L. Sol tow, ed. Six Papers on the Size Distribution of Wealth and

Income, New York: National Bureau of Economic Research (1969).

Greenwood, Hichael J. IIResearch on Internal Higration in the United States

A Survey, II Journal of Economic Literature, Vol. 13, No.2' (June

1975), 397-434.

Hansen, ~iles. RUIpl Poverty and the Ur.ban Crisis. (Bloomington: Indiana

University Press, 1970).

The Future of Nonmetropolitan America, (Lexington, Hass.:

Lexington Books, '1973).

Improving Access to Economic 'O£portunity: Nonmetropolitan Labor

Markets.in an Urban Soc 4 etv. (Cambr1.·dg~ ~ras- .... . . -,!' :;, .. Bollinger, 1976).

Hines, ·F.; and Reid, J. N. "Using Federal Outlay Data to Heasure PrograQ

Equity - Opportunities and Limitations," U.S.D.A. Economic Research
1 '

Service, tvorking Paper 117711. Washington: U. S .D.A. 1977.

Howes, ,C.; and Markusen, A. "Rural Poverty: A Regional Political Economy

Perspective," this volume.

Hoppe:, B. "Poor Peorle of Ruri1l America," in Rilral. Developmen~.Jer:.sP('rttves.

U.S. Department of Agriculture RDP ~20, September, 1979.



69

Huffman, H. E. "Interactions Bet,,7een Fannand Nonfarm Labor Markets, II

presented to American Agricultural Economics Association (July 31,

1977) .

Iowa Agriculture and Home Economics E:-:periment Station. Patterns of Livin..,&

Rela ted to Income Povet'ty in Disadvantaged Families, North Ct"nt ra 1

Regional Research Publication, No. 217, Special Report 74, Ames: Iowa

State. University (1974).

Klein, D.P. "Gathering Data on Residents of Poverty Areas," Month1v L-abor
~--

Revie~, February (1975): 38-44.

Kotz, N. Hunger in America: . 'The Federal Response. New York:. Field

Foundation (1979).

Larson, D.; and Youmans, E. Problems of Ru"ra1 Elderly Households in Po,,,ell

Couny~_ Kentucky. U. S. D. A. Economics, Statistics and Cooperative

Service, ERS 665 (1978).

Lieberson, S. "A Reconsideration of the Income Differences Found Between

Migrants and Northern-born Blacks," American Journal of Sociology

83(4) (1978): 940-966.

Long, L. Interregional Migration of the Poor: Some Recent Changes, Current

Population Reports, Series P-23, No. 73, Washington u.S. Government

Printing Office (1978).

Lyday, J.M. "Political and Social Implications for Rural Areas of "a

Nationalized "System of He1fare," American Journal of Agricultural

Economics. December; 1971: 750-753.

MacDonald, H. Food Stamps and Income Maintenance. New York: Academic Press,
I

1978.

Marshall, Ray. Rural t-lorkers in Rural Labor Har1:ets. (Salt Lake City:

Olympus Publishing, 1974).



I

i
~ ,

70

Martin, P. "Rural LJbor Markets and Rural ~·{iJr.i'O\·!er Policy," ProceeJin-ss

of the 30th Annual tVinter Heeting. Industrial Relations Research

Association (1977): 217-225.

___,; and Lane, S. "Distributional Equity of the Food Staf:lp ProgC"am, "

American Journal of Agricultural Economics. December, 1977: 1006-

1012.

McCoy, J. "Rural Poverty in Three Southern Regions". U.S.D.A. Economic

Research Service Report No. 176. Washington: U.S. Government Printing

Office, 1970.

Morrison, P. "The Shifting Regional Balance." American Demographics

~~y (1979): 9-15.

______, et al. Review of Federal Programs to Alleviate Rural

Deprivation. (Santa Monica: Rand Corporation-R-165l-CF (1974».

Mountain Plains, Inc. Proposal FY75-FY76 Career Education Model IV, Vol.

1. Glasgow, Montana (1976).

Moyniban, D.P. The Politics of a Guaranteed Annual Income. New York:

Random House, 1973.

National Rural Center. The Rural State in Public Assistance, Vol. 10.

Washington: National Rural Center, December 1978.

Owens, E.W. "Survey of Poverty Issues and Programs: Can, He Improve The

Performance?", in Rural Poverty and the Policy Crisis, Ope cit. (1977):

163-180.

"Income Maintenance Pr'ograms in the 1960 's: A Survey,"

American Journal of Agrisultural Economics, 54 (1972): 342-355.

Palmer, J.; and Rechman, J., eds. Welfare in Rural Areas, Washington:

Brookings Institution, 1978.



71

Parham, J.T., Deputy Assistant,Secre.tary for Human Development Services,

Department 'of Health, Education and ~·:elfare. "Statement to House

Agricultural Subcommittee on Fnmily Farr.:s, Rural Development and

Special Studies," April 19, 1978: 547-570.

Persky, J.' "Radical Political Economics, Poverty, and Income Distribution,"

in Rural Poverty and ~he Policy Crisis, op. cit. (1977): 114-124.

riven, F.;' and Cloward, R. Regulating the Poor: The Function of Public

, Welfare, New York: Basic Books (1971).

'President of the United States. "Rural De~e10pment." 95th Congress,

First Session, House Document No. 95-51. Washington: U.S. Government

Printing Office (1977).

President's National Advisory Commission on Rural Poverty. The People

Left Behind. Washington, U.S. Govern~ent Printing Office (1967).

Pryor, S. "Regional and Resident'ial Impacts of the Proposed Better Jobs

and Inc'ome Program," Economic Development Division, ESCS, U.S.

Department of Agriculture. (mimeo) 1979.

Roy, E.; and Bordelon, F. Economic Aspects of the Low Income-Limited

Resource Problem in Louisiana. ,Report #467, Louisiana State University

(1974).

Rungeling, B; Smith, L., Briggs, V.; and Adams, J. Employment', Income,

and Welfare in Fhe Rural South.' New York: Praeger (1977).

; ,and Smith" 1. "Factors Affecting Food Stamp Nonparticipation in---
the Rural South," Center for Hanpower Studies, University of

Mississippi (1975).



72

Seninger, S., and Stevenson, W. ,"The Economic Impact of Family Based

Rural Education and Training," Social Science Journa1~ Vol. 16, no. 3,

(October, 1979), 92-98.

Schuh, E. "Policy and Research Implications," in J. Palmer and J.

Pechman, eds. Welfare in Rural Areas, op. cit. (1977): 211-236.

Schultz, Theodore W. "The Value" of the Ability to Deal with Disequilibria,"

Journal of Economic Literature, Vol. 13, No. 3 (September 1975),

827-846.

Smeeding, T. "The Antipoverty Effectiveness of In-Kind Transfers,"

Journal of Human Resources (1977): 360-378

"Cost of Living Differentials at Lmv Income Levels," Institute

for Research on Poverty Discussion Paper #190-74. ~Iadison: University

of Wisconsin (1974).

Thomas, G. "Regional Higration Patterns and Poverty Among the.Aged in

the Rural South," Journal of Human Resources, VIII (1973): 73-84.

Tienda, M. "Chicanos in Rural America: Prospects and Retrospect," this

volume.

Tweeten, Luther. "Rural Employment and ·Unemployment Statistics," Back-

ground Paper No.4. for National COffiflission on Employment and Un­

employment Statistics, Washington, V.S. Government Printing Office, (1978).

______; and Brinkman, George L. Micropolitan Development: TIleory and

Practice of Greater Rural Economic Development. Anes: Iowa State

University Press (1976).



· ,

73

U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current P~ulation Reports, Series P-23~ No. 75,

"Social and Economic Charactedstics of the Hetropo1itan and Non­

Metropolitan Population: 1977 and 1970," 1..'ashington: U.S •.

Gove~~ment Printing Office (1978).

"Characteristics of the Population Belo\.,T the Poverty Level~ 1977,"

Current Population Reports Series P-60, .No. 119. Washington:

United States Government Printing Office (1979).

"Demographic, Economic, and Social Profile of States: Spring

1976," Current Population Reports, Series P-20~ No. 134. \-1ashington:

U.S. Government Printing Office (1975) •.

U.S. Congress, Joint Economic Committee. "Handbook of Public Income

Transfer Programs: 1975," Studies in Public Welfare, Paper No. 20.

Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office (1974).

U.S. Department of Agriculture. "Farm Income Statistics." Statistical

Bulletin No. 576. Washi~gton: Economic Research'Service, U.S.D.A.

(1977) •

"The Economic and Social Condition of Nonmetropolitan Ame'Lica

in the 19705," for the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, U.S.

Senate, 94th C?ngress. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office

(1975).

"Rural Policy Background 'Paper," prepared by the Economic

Development Division of the Economics, Statistics, and Cooperatives

Service (mimeo) June 1979.

Annual Food 'Stamp Program Evaluation, Fiscal· Year 1978,' prepared

for U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Agriculture, Ntltrition~

and Forestry. September 1979.



-. '~

..... ""'. \

74.

u.s. Departraent of Health, Education .3.n~ \·:elrare.· "Summary Report:
,

Rural Income Haintenance. Experiii12nt, II \{ashington: U.S. Governfilent

Printing Office (1976).

Aid to Families With Dependent Children Statement for Basic

Needs, July 1975. Social and Rehabilitation Service. NCSS Report

D-2 (July 1975). Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office;

April (1976).

Zuiches, J. "Residential Preferences of Rural Residents," for the Farmers

Home Administration, Future of Rural America Advisory Group, U.S.D.A.

(1979).

___; and Brotm, D. .1'The Changing Character of the ~onmetropolitan

Population 1950-1975," in Rura11I.S.A. Persistence and Change.>.

T.R. Ford, ed. Ames: Iowa State University Press (1978): 55-72.

.,,,-


