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FOREWORD
 

In a recent issue of the Survey of International Development (SID),the 

following comment is made concerning the problem facing planners and 

implementors of development programs. ". . . Unemployment, Under­

employment, and marginality are a universal concern and affect at least 
for the Secondone-third of humanity at the present time, the "strategy 

Development Decade needs to be complemented by a programme of action 
to guide international and national development efforts toward fulfilling the 

basic needs of all the people and particularly the elementary needs of the 
lowest income group." 

The Unemployment and Underemployment Institute was created to 

coordinate international economic development activities at Southern Uni­
and to sharpen the strategy focus for un­versity under the 211 (d)grant, 

employment and underemployment. 

Following completion of the 1970 Census of Population, the Bureau of 

the Census undertook an employment survey for low income areas of 51 

central cities of metropolitan areas, and seven (7) multi-county low income 

rural areas. The seven (7)rural areas are located in nine (9)states, since one 

of the areas--Appalachia-includes contiguous counties located in Ken­

tucky, Virginia, and West Virginia. The other states in which rural areas are 

located are: Alabama, Arkansas, California, Missouri, New Mexico, and 

North Carolina. The New Mexico area included the Zuni Indian Reserva­

tion, and a separate enumeration was made for the reservation. As aresult of 

this fact, eight (8)reports were issued for the seven (7) rural areas. The 

locations of the seven (7)low income areas are shown in figures 1 through 7. 

The Census Employment Survey of low income areas makes available 

information on manpower characteristics and utilization which is found 
part, not been analyzed.nowhere else. This information has, for the most 

This study was undertaken to analyze some of the data obtained for the 

low income rural areas. Additional data for these rural areas have been 

developed from other secondary sources. For comparative purposes, some 

manpower characteristics and utilization data for eight (8)of the fifty-one 

low-income sections of metropolitan areas are also analyzed in this report. 

In 1972, the Agency for International Development (AID) approved a 

five year grant to Southern University to strengthen and increase its capacity 

in economic/agricultural economics to enhance Southern's capabilities to 

contribute to the resolution of problems of rural unemployment and under­

employment in developing countries. 
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The general objectives of the Institute are (a)to develop and coordinate 
the activities of the University for greater participation in international eco­
nomic development programs; (b) to make available the capacities and 
expertise thus developed to public and private agencies involved in interna­
tional development programs; and (c) to conduct research, seminars, and 
workshops on domestic and international development problems including 
cooperatives, manpower itilization, small farmers, housing, populations, 
nutrition, leadership training, and community development. 

In keeping with objective (a), the University supports several faculty 
members working towards advanced degrees in the area of economic de­
velopment and related disciplines, supports undergraduate scholarships to 
foreign and U.S. nationals in the Department of Agricultural Economics and 
Economics, provides travel to professional seminars for faculty, foreign ex­
posure to development experiences, and special training on techniques of 
program design and evaluation. 

In keeping with objective (b), the Institute sponsors an International 
Development Seminar Series, Student-Faculty & Staff Research Paper Series, 
and hosts foreign individuals and groups interested in economic develop­
ment programs at Southern University. 

Results of research projects consistent with the objectives of this pro­
gram are published under the Institute's Faculty-Staff Research Paper Series. 
Papers published under this series reflects the diversity of interests and 
specialties of the faculty and staff. 

The above activities of the Institute demonstrate the capacities and 
expertise of Southern University developed through the 211 (d)program. The 
Unemployment and Underemployment Institute at Southern University of­
fers expert and technical assistance to private and public agencies involved 
in international economic development progriams. 

The references in this publication reveal sa)me materials prepared by the 
Institute for the period 1972-77. We make this publication available with 
the hope that the contents will be helpful in your work and we appreciate 
your comments. 

v 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

The authors wish to thank everyone who contributed directly or indi­
rectly to the Study: "Measurement of Manpower Utilization with Implica­
tions for Development." Special acknowledgments are due the United States 
Agency for International Development 211 (d)Institutional Grant for re­
search support for this Study. An expression of thanks is due Drs. Leroy 
Davis, Frederick Temple, Alfred Parks, Ernesto C. Lucas, and John Moland 
for their helpful suggestions and comments during the planning and comple­
tion of the manuscript. 

Special thanks are extended to the Southern University Administration; 
President, Vice-President, Board of Supervisors, and Deans of the Colleges 
of Agriculture and Business for their insight into the significance of this 
Study. Thanks is due the secretarial staff, Business Office, Stenographic Of­
fice, and Comptroller's Office for the efficient manner in which they per­
formed the number of tasks for the authors, including the clearing, duplica­
tion, and typing of the manuscript in record time. 

A debt of gratitude is due the number of students in the Departments of 

Economics and Agricultural Economics who gave so freely of their time in 
the computation of the lata. The authors express their appreciation to Mr. 
Anthony Lin, Ms. Delores Thomas, and Mrs. Patricia Handy who worked so 
cooperatively during each phase of the Study and who performed most of 
the final tabulation and typing. 

Errors of fact and opinion that may exist in this manuscript are the sole 
responsibility of the authors and should not be attributed to the individuals 
or institutions mentioned above. Any part of this publication may be repro­
duced with the permission of the authors. 

vii 





HIGHLIGHTS 

The rural areas studied in this report are not a national sample, but it is 
believed that they represent among them, most of the important types of 
situations to be encountered in planning for rural development. The results 
that are developed are believed, therefore, to have applicability wider than 
the specific areas of study. 

The areas studied are all found to need development efforts. The most 
pervasive need is new and improved employment opportunities. There are, 
however, also indications of need for other types of development policies, 
such as elimination of racial discrimination, improvement in the availability 
of health facilities, and the quality of educational services. 

The study areas are found to have a basic potential for economic de­
velopment as indicated by industrial composition of employment, rates of 
change over recent years in nonfarryi employment, and in per capita in­
comes, the characteristics and present utilizaton of their manpower re­
sources, and indications that the labor marke, in these rural areas function 
about as effectively as it does in large metropolitan areas. 

Keywords: manpower utilization, unemployment, underemployment, 
subemployment, racial discrimination, hidden unemployment, rural de­
velopment. 

The techniques and analytic procedures demonstrated in this report can 
be used by agencies, firms, and individuals that are concerned with de­
velopment in rural areas. They can be used to evaluate the need and poten­
tial of specified areas (domestic and International) for various types of de­
velopmental policies and programs, and to inform potential new or expand­
ing firms of economically relevant manpower characteristics, and relative 
labor costs. 

Analysis of change over time in area income measures relative to 
change nationally in the same measure is found to be an effective indicator 
of development progress, and to be superior to comparative analysis of 
absolute income changes. For the areas studied in this report, there isgener­
ally no indication that rates of growth in income per person are positively 
associated with the size of the largest cities in the counties. 

Analysis of the rates of growth in per capita income relative to the 
national growth rate, and the interrelation between this measure and popuila­
tion change measures are found to place the facts of population loss or gain 
in better perspective as a development problem indicator. The data de­
veloped here shows that a far larger proportion of study counties that lost 
population during each of the past two decades experienced significantly 
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larger than national average increases in incomes per person over the period 
1959 to 1970, than was the case for counties having population gains in 
each of the decades from 1950 to 1970. 

Efficient performance by the labor market isa generally necessary con­
dition for areas to improve relative earnings. A technique isdeveloped in this 
report to compare the relative efficiency of labor markets in rural with those 
in large metropolitan areas. The results for our study areas and comparison 
cities indicate that for men, rural area la.)or markets perform as or more 
efficiently than those in cities. City labor markets appear to perform some­
what more effectively than the rural for women. 

Serving as an indication of both need and potential for development 
policies to increase employment opportunities, the indices of subemploy­
ment, involuntary part-time work, and economic underutilization are taken 
into account, these rural areas have subemployment levels that are strikingly 
higher than the national average. The study area indices exceed the national 
by from about 50 to 400 percent. 

Analyses developed in this study reveal that for many areas and groups, 
potential employers could pay wage rates exceeding those nov, prevailing, 
but less than rates prevailing nationally for persons of comparable earning 
capacities. An economic incentive in the form of lower relative labor costs, 
therefore, exists for the location of new enterprises in such areas. The loca­
tion of new employment opportunities in these areas would, thus, be benefi­
cial for both employer and employee. 

For the thiee study areas having significantly large black populations, 
analysis was undertaken to determine whether racial discrimination in the 
job market ispresent. Comparative analysis for whites and blacks of indus­
trial and occupational statuses of educational attainment and occupational 
indices, and of indices of weeks worked distributions, strongly suggest con­
siderable job discrimination against black,. Wheiher this finding issolely the 
result of long lasting past practices tha! no longer exist, cannot be deter­
mined from data developed in this study. 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

As recently as a decade ago, the major solution proposed by many for 

the manifold of rural areas, and indeed for the country as a whole, was 
sustained growth at an adequate level of the nation's Gross National Product 
(GNP). The experiences of more than a quarter century of national economic 
growth, with not much consideration for its spatial distribution, or with the 
incidence of its social and economic costs and benefits, have, it appears, 
developed an evolving consensus that national and rural development must 
encompass a concern for much more than just an adequately growing GNP. 
These concerns, additional to growth in the national product include: 

1. Inducing placement of new employment opportunities in locations 
that will simultaneously provide jobs for underutilized manpower, 
and alleviate or at least prevent further exacerbation of environmen­
tal and congestion related problems of large metropolitan areas. 

2. 	 Meshing with increased employment opportunities in desired loca­

tions, development of improved delivery systems for employment 
information and related services, health, education, and local gov­
ernmental services; particularly for those largely rural areas 
bypassed during past rather exculsive concentration on aggregated 
national economic growth. 

3. 	 Taking cognizance of the special problems of those, again largely 
rural areas that seem destined not to be recipients of new employ­
ment opportunities, but rather to continue declines of their eco­
nomic bases. 

The present study of several low income rural areas for which special 

data were available was undertaken to shed some light on the development 
problems and prospects of rural areas in this broader context of develop­
ment. The areas considered were selected for the different types of situations 
they represent and are not, of course, a national sample, and cannot be 

generalized to the country as a whole. It is believed, however, Ihat, the 53 

counties encompassing our study area include most of the gamut of situa­
tions that are encountered in seeking rural development in the Nation. 

The Census of Population definition of rural (residence in open kountry 

or in places of less than 2,500) was not used in delineating these study areas. 
The 53 counties involved included two small Standard Metropolitan Statisti­

cal Areas (SMSAs) (Wilmington and Fayetteville, North Carolina. These two 

cities were not included in the survey; however, two small cities that are 
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parts of SMSAs were included. They ,are Phoenix City in Russell County,
Alabama, which ispart of the Columbus, Georgia SMSA, and West Memphis
in Crittenden County, Arkansas, a part of the Memphis SMSA. Each of these 
cities had a population of around 25,000 in 1970. Two counties which by
Census definitions had no urban population in 1970 but are parts of SMSAs 
are among the study counties. These are Brunswick, North Carolina (Wil­
mington SMSA) and Sandoval, New Mexico (Albuquerque SMSA). 

Two counties (Merced, California and Onslow, North Carolina) are 
included which, while not metropolitan, did have urban populations of 
50,000 or more in 1970. Santa Fe County, New Mexico, which is included 
in the survey, contains the small city of Santa Fe with a 1970 population of 
about 40,000. 

The remaining 44 counties of the study areas have the following
urbanity-rurality characteristics: Twelve contain cities with populations of 
between 10,000 and 24,000; 20 have urban places with populations be­
tween 2,500 and 9,999; and 12 have no town as large as 2,500. 

Most of the counties included in the study (34 of them) are located 
within a 50 mile radius of the central city of an SMSA. The 19 remaining
three counties more than 50 miles distant from an SMSA are Ashley and
 
Chicot in Arkansas, and McKinley in New Mexico.
 

The 1970 total populations of these areas varies from a low of just under 
90,000 for the eight Missouri counties to 725,000 for the 12 North Carolina 
counties. The five Alabama, two California, and four New Mexico counties 
have total populations of between 130,000 and 155,000, while the 14 Ar­
kansas and eight Appalachian counties have, respectively, populations of 
323,000 and 277,000. 

The population of the United States increased approximately 13 percent 
from 1960 to 1970. Among these rural areas the New Mexico counties, with 
a population increase of 14.4 percent, were the only ones to exceed the 
national average. The North Carolina area with an increase of 13 percent
virtually duplicated the national average. The Alabama (-5.5 percent), Ap­
palachian (-16.9 percent), and Arkansas (-3.4 percent) areas experienced
population losses during the decade, while the California and Missouri areas 
had gains of 10.0 and 4.8 percent, re3pectively. 

The Alabama, Arkansas, and North Carolina areas have significantly
large black populations, and for these areas most data and analyses that 
appear later deal separately with wlhites and blacks. For the New Mexico 
counties, separate statistics are generally available for white Spanish, and 
separate data are used for the Zuni Indians. For the other areas, separate
racial data are generally not available. 

2
 



. In the United States today, 75 to 80 percent of income generated in the 
production of goods and services is attributable to the human agent. It is, 
therefore, of paramount importance to the attainment of virtually all social 

and private policy goals that manpower resources of our society be utilized 
efficiently. 

'The principal emphasis of this study, therefore, is an analysis of the 

nature and implications of manpower utilization as it relates to development 
policies and programs. Some attention is, however, directed to data on 
population and income change over the decade from 1960 to 1970, to 
indications of the quality of health and educational services, and to informa­
tion concerning the incidence of low incomes among study area families. 
Information of these types can shed light, additional to that available from 
analysis of manpower utilization, upon development directions and 
strategies. 

It is an acceptable fact that in most developing countries the data neces­
sary to calculate economic manpower utilization are not readily available. 
However, the authors domestic and international economic development 
experiences lead us to the conclusion that the technique ad%,anced in this 

report could serve as a useful research tool in helping plan and design 
programs to fulfill the needs of people and particularly the elementary re­

quirements of the lowest income groups in developing countries. 
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Chapter 2
 

INCOME AND POPULATION CHANGES
 
AND INCIDENCE OF LOW INCOMES
 

As a comment on the characteristics of personal well-being, and old 
aphorism aves that "Money isn't everything, but it's way ahead of whatever 
is in second place." It is certainly true that as an indicator of community, 
area, rural, or national well-being, "money isn't everything." It is equally
true, however, that here too it is way ahead of any other indicator available 
to us. The reason is that income level is positively and often highly corre­
lated with most other indicators that may be used. 

Inthis chapter, per capita incomes for 1959 and 1969 are examined for 
the rural study area and their counties. Also analyzed are the relationships
between per capita income levels and changes over time and population
change and size of largest population center characteristics for the study 
areas and counties. 

The basic information on per capita income isshown in Table 1.These 
areas were, of course, chosen for the Census Employment Survey as low
income rural areas. The income figures for both 1959 and 1969 show that
they indeed have low income. More analytically significant perhaps, than 
absolute levels of per capita income are the data concerning change in this 
measure for the decade from 1959 to 1969. 

For the nation as a whole, per capita income increased by almost 70 
percent from 1959 to 1969. A generally rather good indicator of successful
economic development for low income areas of an affluent overall economy
is the extent to which such areas improve over time their per capita income 
position relative to that of the country as awhole. In this respect, five of our 
seven areas had from 1959 to 1969 percentage increases in per capita
income that were well above the 70 percent national increase. These five 
areas were the ones having the lowest incomes among the seven study areas
in 1959. For four of these areas per capita incomes more than doubled 
during the decade. The fifth, Appalachia, experienced an increase of a bit 
more than 90 percent. The still relatively low per capita incomes obtaining
for these five areas in 1969, emphasize the necessity for continuing im­
provement. The impressive gains during the decade do, however, indicate
effective adjustments in resource utilization to changed and changing condi­
tions of production and demand in the economy as a whole. 

In 1959, the California and New Mexico areas had substantially higher 
per capita incomes than did the remaining five areas. In the ensuing decade, 
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Table 1 

Per capita Income, for rural Census Employment Survey areas, 
1959 and 1969 

Per capita income 

Rural census 1969 as percent 
employment 1959 1969 of 1959 
survey areas 

Relative Relative Relative 
Dollars to U.S. Dollars to U.S. Percent to U.S. 

Alabama ............. 849 45.9 1,781 56.7 209.8 123.6
 
Appalachia ........... 910 49.2 1,734 55.2 190.5 112.3
 
Arkansas ............. 885 47.8 1,814 57.8 205.0 120.1
 

California ............ 1,572 85.0 2,490 79.3 158.4 93.3
 
Missouri ............. 1,002 54.2 2,030 64.7 202.6 119.4
 
New Mexico ......... 1,287 69.6 2,069 65.9 160.8 94.8
 
North Carolina ........ 994 53.7 2,115 67.4 212.8 125.4
 
United States ......... 1,850 100.0 3,139 100.0 169.7 100.0
 

Source: Calculated From U. S. CensLS Of Population, 1960 and 1970. 

however, incomes in those two areas gained at a slower rate than the na­
tional average. In 1969, the California area still had a higher income per 
person than any of the other study areas, and the New Mexico counties 
income was higher than all except North Carolina, and, of course, Califor­
nia. 

Nevertheless, for relatively low income areas to increase per capita 
incomes over a 10 year period at less than the economy wide average is a 
sign of developmental retrogression rather than progress. 

To this point the examination of change in incomes per person has been 
confined to study area averages. Such data could cover up divergent 
changes in individual counties. In general, however, this is not the case for 
the 53 counties comprising our rural study areas. The North Carolina and 
Alabama areas had the largest percentage increase in income per person that 
was at least 11 points above the national average. 

There are 14 counties in the Arkansas area. Thirteen of these had per­
centage increases in income from 1959 to 1969 that ranged from 7 to 33 
percent above the average for the United States. The fourteenth, Prairie 
County, experienced a percentage increase that was 99 percent of the aver­
age for the country. 

The Appalachia and Missouri areas are the remaining ones which, 

overall, increased per capita incomes by larger percentages than the U. S. 
average. Each of these two areas contains eight counties. In Appalachia only 
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one county, McDowell, West Virginia, failed to increase income at the 
national average percentage. The other West Virginia county in this area, 
however, was able to generate a percentage increase only six-tenths of one 
point above the national average. The six remaining counties of the Ap­
palachian area had percentage increases ranging from 7to 21 percent above 
the increase for the nation. 

The Missouri area more than doubled its per capita income from 1959 
to 1969 and experienced a percentage increase 19 points greater than the 
U.S. average. Two of the eight counties included here, however, failed to 
match the national percentage growth. The two counties are Oregon and 
Reynolds. They had percentage changes that were respectively, 98 and 92 
percent of the average for the country. The other six Missouri counties had 
percentage income increases ranging from 9 to 64 percent above the U. S. 
average increase for the decade. 

As was the case with the areas having greater than national average 
increases in per capita income (luring the decade from 1959 to 1969, the 
individual counties in the California and New Mexico areas generally ex­
perienced percentage increases in income per person similar to the areas of 
which they are apart. Each California county had a percentage increase 
equal to about 93 percent of the national percentage. Inthe instance of the 
New Mexico area, three of four counties posted percentage gains that 
ranged from 81 to 98 percent of the national percentage. The fourth New 
Mexico county, Sandoval substantially more than doubled its very low 1959 
income per person. Italso was a very substantial population gained during 
the decade of the 1960's, but remained in 1970 awholly rural county, that 
is, it had no town with a population as large as 2,500. The reasons for 
Sandoval's having an income change experience so dramatically different 
from the other three New Mexico counties are to be found in its developing 
economic relationship with the Albuquerque SMSA during the decade of the 
1960's. Since 1970 the county has been officially added to the SMSA. 

In summary, it appears that ana!ysis of the per capita income change 
experience of individual counties suggest that most of them had the same 
type of experience as the areas with which they are grouped. Of the 47 
counties in [he five areas that had percentage gains greater than the national 
average 42 had larger percentage gains than the country as a whole. It is 
important, however, to remember that our income data suggest definite 
development problems for five of these counties-one in Arkansas, two in 
Missouri, and two in West Virginia. 

Population loss is frequently taken as an indication of lack of develop­
ment progress for counties and areas, and conversely, population gain is 
often thought to be an indication of development progress. In the preceding 
analysis of area and county change in income per person relative to such 
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change for the country as a whole, it was suggested that for relatively low 
income areas, percentage changes in per capita income significantly greater 
than the national average were indications of development progress, and 
that the opposite situation suggested retrogression. 

To facilitate analysis of the interrelationships between changes over 
time in per capita income and population the study area counties have been 
grouped into four population change categories. They are: (1)counties los­
ing population during each of the past two decades, (28 counties. 53 percent 
of the total fall in this group); (2)counties that lost population between 1960 
and 1970 after gaining population during the 1950's (3counties, 5.7 percent 
of the total are in this group); (3) counties that gained population in the 
1960's after losing during the previous decade (10 counties, 18.9 percent of 
the total comprise this group); and (4)counties that gained population dur­
ing each of the past two decades (12 coilties fall in this group. They ac­
count for 22.6 percent of all study counties.) The data cross classifying 
numbers of counties for income and population change groups are given in 
Table 2. 

Table 2 

Counties Included in rural Census Employment Survey by
 
Per Capita Income, 1959 to 1969, and Population Change
 

Category, 1950 to 1970
 

Percentage change in Per Capita Incor., Groups, 1959-1969 
(Number of Counties) 

Population change All More Less than double Equaled Less than 

Category change than but increased more national national 
groups double than national av average average 

Lost population 
in both decades ............ 28 18 6 1 3 

Lost in 1960s 
gained in 1950s ............ 3 2 1 - -

Gained in 1960s 
lost in 1950s ............... 10 6 3 - 1 

Gained in both 
decades ................... 12 4 3 - 5 

All population 
change groups ............. 53 30 13 1 9 

Sources: 	 Income Change Fron Table 1.Population Change Categories Developed InEconomic 
Development Division, Economic Research Service, USDA from Census of Popula­
tion Data. 
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The population change category encompassing the largest number of 
our study counties is that group which lost population during each of the 
decades from 1950 to 1970. Eighteen, or 64 percent of these counties, more 
than doubled their incomes per person between 1959 to 1969, another six 
counties of this group increased per capita income by from 80 to 98 percent 
during this period. Since the income per person for the United States in­
creased by 70 percent during the decade of the 1960's, it is evident that 
about 86 percent of study counties that were two decade losers of popula­
tion, achieved percentage increases in per capita income between 1959 and 
1969 that were substantially above the national average. Such an achieve­
ment is taken as an indication that Aevelopment progress is occurring and 
that population loss for these counties was probably one of the adjustments 
that had to be made to achieve such progress. 

The situation of the four remaining counties of this population change 
group as delineated by population and income change data appears to be 
grim. Not only have they lost population for two decades, and suffered the 
almost always painful adjustments that this fact entails, but starting from a 
low income position in 1959 they have during the decade of the 1960's seen 
their incomes per person beconie a smaller proportion of the national aver­
age than that with which they began. These counties are: Prairie in Arkansas, 
Oregon in Missouri, and McDowell and Mingo in West Virginia. In the 
instance of Mingo county the percentage change in per capita income was 
virtually the same as the national average; its relative position did not wor­
sen, but it failed to iml)rove. 

Among our study counties a small group of only three lost population in 
the 1960's after gaining during the previous decade. The per capita income 
change experience of each of these counties would seem to suggest that the 
population loss was a needed adjustment. Two of the counties, Pender and 
Robeson, in North Carolina substantially more than doubled their incomes 
per person between 1959 and 1969. Their percentage change in per capita 
income exceeded the national average by 44 and 38 percent, respectively. 
The third county involved here is Russell in Alabama; per capita income in 
this county increased by 96 percent. 

The per capita income change experience for the ten study counties that 
reversed a population loss trend and gained in the most recent decade after 
losing during the previous ten years was for the most part quite encouraging. 
The counties are located in Missouri (6), Arkansas (3), and North Carolina 
(1). Six of the t0 more than doubled their 1959 incomes per person and 
three achieved increases ranging from 81 to 93 percent-well above the 70 
percent national increase. The remaining county, Reynolds of Missouri 
realized a 56 percent increase in per capita income-only 92 percent of the 
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average for the country. There isan indication here that population gain over 
a decade is not necessarily indicative of development progress. 

A more impressive indication of this fact is afforded by the income 
change experiences of the final 12 study counties-those that gained popu­
lation during each of the past two decades. Five of these counties, (42 
percent) failed to match the national average of a 70 percent increase in per 
capita income. Of the remaining seven, four more than doubled incomes per 
person, and three attained increases ranging from 88 to 94 percent. 

Since for low income areas percentage change over time in per capita 
income that exceed the national average are regarded as indications of 
progress in economic development, it ispossible by examining the interrela­
ticnships between the relative rurality of our study counties and different 
categories of change in per capita income between 1959 and 1960 to shed 
some light on the development progress of counties grouped according to 
relative rurality. The basic information permitting this analysis is presented 
in Table 3. 

Table 3 

Counties included in rural Census Employment Survey by percentage 
change in per capita income groups and size of largest population 

center groups, 1959 to 1969. 

Percentage change in per capita income I.,59 to 1969 

Size of largest iNumber of counties) 

population center 

or relative A!I More Less than 100 Equaled Less than 

urbanity group Change than but ex(e4eded National national 

1970 Group Doubled national ,w-rage average average 

Less than 2,500 .............. 12 7 2 a 3 
2,500- 4,999 ............... 7 5 1 0 1 

5,(X)O- 9,999 ............... 
10,000-24,999 .............. 

13 
12 

t0 
5 

24 
4 

1 
0 

0 
3 

25,000-49,999 ............... 1 0 0 0 1 
Non-roetropolitan 

50,00( or more urban ....... 2 0 1 0 1 
In standard metrco­

lxlitan statisti(al 
area ...................... 6 3 3 0 0 

All population group .......... 53 30 13 1 9 

Sources' 	 Income change data from Table I. Relative Urbanity Group Data Developed In 
Economic Development Division, Economic Research Service, USDA, From 1970 
Census of Population data. 
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The most favorable indication of development progress that isafforded 
by these data are the number of counties that more than doubled per capita 
incomes during the decade. The fact will be observed that each of the three 
most relatively rural groups of counties are more than proportionally rep­
resented among counties that more than doubled incomes per person. These 
same counties are, however, also more than proportionally represented 
among the counties that had percentage increases in incomes per capita that 
were less than the national average. For low income counties this latter 
income change category is, of course, interpreted as an indication of de­
velopment retrogression rather than progress. In general, it would appear 
that, within our sample of 5-i counties, acounty isabout as likely to do either 
well or poorlv with respect to percentage increase in per capita income in 
one relative rurality group as in another. 

Families with Incomes Below the Low Income Level 

An aspect of area income with some significance for development 
policies and programs is the incidence of families with incomes below a 
socially acceptable threshold. For our study areas data are available on the 
number of families by race and sex of head that had incomes in 1970 that 
were below the low income thresholds based upon definitions originated by 
the Social Security Administration in 1964 and subsequently modified by a 
Federal Interagency Committee.'In the instance of this information on 
families with low incomes, data have been assembled from selected cities 
covered in the Census Employment Survey which permit comparisons of the 
incidence of low incomes, families in our rural study areas and in low 
income areas of selected cities. The cities chosen for comparison here and in 
other sections of this report are: Birmingham, Alabama; Charlotte, North 
Carolina; Cincinnati, Ohio; Memphis, Tennessee; New York, New York; 
Oakland, California; Phoenix, Arizona; and St. Louis, Missouri. 

The data to be examined are presented in Tables 4 and 5. Since the data 
apply only to low income areas of cities, and since our rural study areas 
were selected as low income arcas it is to be expected that percentages of 
families with low incomes would exceed national averages. The important 
comparisons available here are those between urban and rural and between 
the various ru:al study areas. 

For all families of all races the rural study areas had percentages of 
families with incomes below the official low income thresholds that ranged 

IA detailed explanation of the low income thresholds for families with different charac­
teristics is available in Current Population Reports, Series P.23, No. 28, U.S. Bureau of the 
Census. 
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from 13 to 159 percent greater than the United States average. The Califor­
nia area had the 13 percent greater incidence, and the Arkansas group of 
counties exceeded the national average by 159 percent. Arkansas was 
closely followed by the Missouri area with a percentage of families below 
low income thresholds that was 157 percent above that for the country as a 
whole. The incidence of low incomes for the Appalachian and Alabama 
areas were also well over double the national average. In the remaining 
three areas, New Mexico, North Carolina, and the Zuni Indian Reservation 
the national average was exceeded by 73, 76, and 87 percent, respectively. 

Table 4 

Number and percent of families with incomes below the low incormse level, for 
rural Census Employment Survey areas and the United States, by race, 1970 

Families with 

Rural census employment Male heads Female heads All families 
survey areas 

Number 
Percent 
of total Number 

Perccnt 
of toll Numner 

Percent 
of total 

Alabama 
All races ................ 
Kelative to US ...............-
White ...................... 
Relative to U S...............-
Black ...................... 
Relative to U.S ...............-

3,256 

868 

2,388 

16.0 
225.4 

6.9 
111.3 
30.8 

168.3 

2,306 
-
269 

-
2,037 
-

50.6 
115.7 

21.7 
86.8 
61.3 

112.7 

5,5b2 
-

1,137 
-

4,425 
-

22.3 
223.0 

8.2 
102.5 

39.9 
136.2 

Appalachia 
All races .................... 
Relative to U.S ............... 

9,665 
. 

18.3 
257.7 

2,811 
-

44.9 
138.2 

12,476 
-

21.1 
211.0 

Arkansas 
All races .................... 
Relative to U.S ............... 
White ...................... 
Relative to U.S ............... 
Black ...................... 
Relative to U.S ...............-

10,855 
-

4,942 
. 

5,866 

20.0 
281.7 

12.0 
193.5 
45.6 

249.2 

5,327 
-
998 

-
4,329 
-

63.4 
195.1 
31.6 

126.4 
82.4 

151.5 

16,182 
-

5,940 
-

10,195 
-

25.9 
259.0 

13.4 
167.5 
56.3 

192.2 

California 
All races .................... 

Relative to U.S ................. 
White ...................... 
Relative to U.S ................ 

2,050 
. 

2,000 

8.2 
115.5 

8.3 
133.9 

1,160 
--

978 
-

34.6 
106.5 
33.5 

134.0 

3,210 
-

2,978 
-

11.3 
113.0 

11.0 
137.5 

Missouri 
All races .................... 
Relative to U.S ............... 

4,224 
-

24.1 
339.4 

730 
-

42.8 
131.7 

4,954 
-

25.7 
257.0 
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Table 4-Continued 

Families with 

Rural census employment Male heads Female heads All families 
survey areas 

Percent Percent Percent 
Number of total Number of total Number of total 

New Mexico
 
All races .................... 2,271 14.2 775 47.6 3,046 17.3
 
Relative to U.S ...............- 200.0 - 146.5 - 173.0
 
White Spanish ............... 863 14.3 282 48.4 1,145 17.3
 
Relative to U.S ............... -


North Carolina
 
All races .................... 11,784 13.5 6,602 38.6 18,386 17.6
 
Relative to U.S ............... . 190.1 - 118.8 - 176.0
 
White ...................... 5,172 7.8 1,953 21.4 7,125 9.5
 
Relative to U.S ............... . 125.8 - 85.6 - 118.8
 
Black ...................... 5,236 31.9 3,956 59.1 9,192 39.8
 
Relative to U.S ............... . 174.3 - 108.6 - 135.8
 

Zuni Reservation 
All races .................... 83 16.5 31 29.3 114 18.7 
Relative to U.S ...............- 232.4 - 90.2 - 187.0 

United States 
.................  3,280
All races, .. 7.1 1,934 32.5 5,214 10.0 

White' ...................... 2,604 6.2 1,097 25.0 3,701 8.0 
....................  
Black, .. 625 18.3 820 54.4 1,445 29.3 

Sources: Study areas, Census Employment Surey, PHC (3)-74 For The United States Census 
Population, 1970 

Data not available for U.S. 
Numbers in thousands. 

For these eight study areas, two facts would seem to be significant: (1) 
families headed by males exceeded by far larger amounts, the national aver­
age percentages having low incomes than did families headed by females. 
The absolute percentage incidence is, of course, substantially higher for the 
United States and for all study areas for families with female than with male 
heads. (2) In the areas for which separate data on race are available, black 
families, compared to much higher national percentage base, exceeded the 
national percnilage incidence of low incomes by far larger amounts than 
did whites. 

These two facts would tentatively suggest that relative to the country as 
a whole incomes earned in our study areas are relatively lower for males 
than for females, and that in the Alabama, Arkansas and North Carolina 
areas the past influence of job and education related discrimination is re­
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Table 5
 
Number and percent of families with incomes below the low Income level for
 

low income areas of selected cities, 1970 

Families with 

City, State, and item Male heads Female heads All families 

Percent Percent Percent 
Number of total Number of total Number of total 

Birmingham, Alabama 
All races .................... 4,531 16.9 4,903 53.4 9,434 26.3
 
Relative to !.S ...............- 238.0 - 164.3 - 263.0
 
W hite ...................... 1,077 10.8 717 35.6 1,794 16.3
 
Relative to U.S ...............- 174.2 - 142.4 - 203.8
 
Black ...................... 3,454 20.7 4,186 58.4 7,640 32.0
 
Relative to U.S ...............- 113.1 - 107.4 - 109.2
 

Phoenix, Arizona
 
All races .................... 3,791 14.0 3,354 46.9 7,145 20.8
 
Relative to U.S ...............- 197.2 - 144.3 - 208.0
 
White Spanish ............... 1,436 20.1 1,046 61.7 2,483 28.1
 
Relative to U.S ............... a - 2 - a
 
Other White ................. 1,617 10.2 1,129 34.6 2,746 14.4
 
Relative to U.S ............... -- I -

Total White ................. 3,053 13.3 2,175 43.9 5,228 18.7
 
Relative to U.S ...............- 214.5 - 175.6 - 233.8
 

Oakland, California
 
All races .................... 2,400 10.1 3,708 42.5 6,108 18.8
 
Relative to U.S ...............-- 142.2 - 130.8 - 188.0
 
White ...................... 730 9.2 482 28.5 1,212 12.6
 
Relative to U.S ...............- 148.4 - 114.0 - 157.5
 
Black ...................... 1,546 11.1 3,121 46.3 4,667 22.6
 
Relative to U.S ............... - 60.6 - 85.1 - 77.1
 

St. Louis, Missouri
 
All races .................... 8,645 18.1 10,795 52.9 19,440 28.6
 
Relative to U.S ...............- 254.9 - 162.8 - 286.0
 
White ...................... 2,416 14.8 1,416 40.9 3,832 19.3
 
Relative to U.S ...............- 238.7 - 163.6 - 241.2
 
Black ...................... 6,229 20.0 9,379 55.3 15,608 32.4
 
Relative to U.S ...............- 109.3 - 101.6 - 110.6
 

New York, New York 
All races .................... 50,700 13.0 78,100 39.5 128,800 21.9
 
Relative to U.S ...............- 183.1 - 121.5 - 219.0
 
White Spanish ............... 16,300 16.1 27,100 46.3 43,400 27.2
 
Relative to U.S ............... . I a - I
 
Other White ................. 11,900 11.4 5,800 28.0 17,700 14.1
 
Relative to U.S .-............. . - I- I
 
Total White ................. 28,200 13.7 32,900 41.4 61,100 21.5
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Table 5-Continued 

Families with 

City, State, and item Male heads Female heads All families 

Percent Percent Percent 
Number of total Number of total Number of total 

Relative to U.S ...............-
Black ...................... 19,500 

221.0 
12.1 

-
40,900 

165.6 
37.3 

-
60,400 

268.8 
22.3 

Relative to U.S ...............- 66.1 - 68.6 - 76.1 

Charlotte, North Carolina 
All races .................... 
Relative to U.S ...............-
White ...................... 

1,498 

242 

12.3 
173.2 

7.8 

2,496 
-
219 

48.4 
148.9 

24.1 

3,994 
-
461 

23.1 
231.0 

11.5 
Relative to U.S ...............-
Black ...................... 1,256 

125.8 
13.9 

-
2,277 

96.4 
53.8 

-
3,533 

143.8 
26.7 

Relative to U.S ...............- 76.0 - 98.9 - 91.1 

Cincinnati, Ohio 
All races .................... 4,450 16.7 5,692 56.3 10,142 27.6 
Relative to U.S ...............-
White ...................... 
Relative to U.S ...............-

2,156 
235.2 

19.0 
306.4 

-
1,284 
-

173.2 
50.2 

200.8 

-
3,440 
-

276.0 
24.8 

310.0 
Black ...................... 2,267 14.9 4,408 58.4 6,675 29.3 
Relative to U.S ...............- 81.4 - 107.4 - 100.0 

Memphis, Tennessee 
All races .................... 7,813 20.5 9,085 58.8 16,898 31.5 
Relative to U.S ...............- 288.7 - 180.9 - 315.0 
Black ...................... 6,882 22.1 8,372 60.2 15,254 33.9 
Relative to U.S ...............- 120.8 - 110.7 - 115.7 

United States 
All races, ................... 
While' ...................... 
Black, ...................... 

3,280 
2,604 

625 

7.1 
6.2 

18.3 

1,934 
1,097 

820 

32.5 
25.0 
54.4 

5,214 
3,701 
1,445 

10.0 
8.0 

29.3 

Sources: Study Areas, Census Employment Survey For The United States, Census Of Popula­
tion, 1970 

Data not available for U.S. 
'Numbers in thousands 

flected in the very high percentages of black families having incomes below 
the low income threshold. Implicit in these implications are the suggestions 
that efforts to obtain new industries should consider those that can produc­
tively employ low income men and women and that affirmative efforts 
should be made to make entrance to all occupations available to all who are 
qualified without regard to race. 

With respect to family incomes below a socially acceptable level, there 
are both similarities and striking differences between the rural study area and 
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the low income sections of the eight cities selected for comparison. Consid­
ering families of all races, the cities have even larger percentages of families 
with unacceptably low incomes than the high levels found in rural areas. 
The cities as did the rural areas, have, when compared to the national 
averages for their respective categories, higher incidences of poverty among 
families with male heads than those headed by females. In the instance of 
both groups the families with women heads had, of course, much higher 
absolute percentages with unacceptably low incomes than did families with 
male heads. 

The principal differences between rural areas and cities that these data 
reveal is that compared to national average data for black families below 
the low income threshold, black families in the cities show substantially less 
incidence of poverty than their rural area counterparts. 

Health and Educational Services 

An important aspect of rural development is improving the quality of 
services and facilities available to rural people. A cignificant part of these is 
health and educational services. We have some data for our study areas that 
shed some light on what they have in these areas and how they compare to 
the country as a whole; Tables 6 and 7. 

With respect to health services, the study areas will seem to have defi­
nite problems. The New Mexico area with 53 percent as nany physicians 
per 10,000 population as the United States average leads all other areas in 
this respect. The other areas have percentages of the U. S.average ranging 
from 15 percent for Missouri to 46 percent for California. Generally, it will 
be seen that the availability of other health professionals and of hospital beds 
compares unfavorably with the average for the country as a whole. 

There are no really satisfactory data for comparing the relative quality of 
elementary and secondary educational services for various areas. As a very 
rough approximation, we have developed information on per capita expen­
ditures for 1962 and 1966 with comparisons to average levels for the state 
and the country as a whole. 

It will be noted that the California area exceeds both state and national 
expenditure per capita levels, and the New Mexico area exceeds the na­
tional level, but falls a little short of the state expenditure. On the other hand, 
the Appalachia, Arkansas and Missouri areas spend more per capita on 
education than the state. 
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Table 6
Availabilityof selected professional health personnel and hospital beds for rural Census Employment Survey 

areas, and the United States, 1966 and 1970. 

Physicians' Dentists2 Registered nurses2 Pharmacists Hospital beds'" 

State 

Number 

Per 
10,000 
popula-

lion Number 

Per 
10,000 
popula-

tion Number 

Per 
10.000 

popula-
tion Number 

Per 
10,000 
popula-

tion Numbpr 

Per 
1,000 

popula­
tion 

Alabama 
Relative to U.S. 

Appalachia 
Relative to U.S. 

Arkansas 
Relative to U.S. 

California 
Relative to U.S. 

Missouri 
Relative to U.S. 

New Mexico 
Relative to U.S. 

North Carolina 
Relative to U.S. 

U.S. 

47 
-
168 

-

129 
-

98 
-

18 
-
113 

-
343 

-
281,702 

3.4 
24.6 

5.5 
39.8 
3.6 

26.1 
6.3 

45.6 
2.0 

14.5 
7.3 

52. 
4.5 

32.6 
13.8 

23 
-

55 
-

78 
-

55 
-

24 
-

45 
-
136 

-
106,680 

1.6 
29.6 

1.8 
33.3 

2.2 
40.7 

3.7 
68.5 
2.7 

50.0 
3.0 

55.6 
1.9 

35.2 
5.4 

280 
-
255 

-
207 

-
317 

-
48 

-

304 
-

1,369 
-

613,188 

19.8 
63.2 
8.3 

26.5 
5.8 

18.5 
21.3 
68.0 

5.4 
17.2 
20.0 
63.9 
19.2 
61.3 
31.3 

41 
-

56 
-

110 
-

45 
-

27 
-

66 
-

190 
-

117,495 

2.9 
48.3 

1.8 
30.0 

3.1 
51.7 

3.0 
50.0 
3.0 

50.0 
43 

71.7 
10.9 

181.7 
6.0 

577 
-

991 
-

906 
-

539 
-

67 
-

364 
-

1,965 
-

842,986 

4.2 
102.4 

33 
80-5 

2.5 
61.0 

35 
85.4 
0.8 

19.5 
23 

56.1 
2.6 

63.4 
4.1 

Sources: Physicians and Hospital Beds From "Distribution Of Physicians In United States, 1970" American Medical Association, Chicago, 1971.Other Professions From "Health Manpower County And Metropolitan Data Book, HEW, 1971. 
'December 1970 
2 December 1966 



Table 7
 
Per capita expenditures for education in public elementary and seond­

ary schools, for rural Census Employment Survey areas with
 
comparisons to state and United States expenditures, 1962 and 1966.
 

Rural census employ- Dollars per capita Relative to State Relative to U.S. 
ment survey areas 

1962 1966 1962 1966 1962 1966 
Percent Percent Percent Percent 

Alabama ................... 59.26 97.31 90.3 92.2 62.1 69.8
 
Appalachia ................. 70.10 119.84 86.5 115.9 73.3 85.9
 
Arkansas ................... 58.40 103.70 97.3 108.4 61.6 74.4
 
California .................. 130.71 222.92 95.1 134.3 136.9 159.9
 
Missouri ................... 76.58 134.01 109.9 106.6 80.2 96.1
 
New Mexico ............... 116.97 174.83 91.7 97.3 122.5 125.4
 
North Carolina .............. 74.15 110.47 106.3 97.9 77.7 79.2
 

Source: Census of Governments 1961 and 1966 
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Chapter 3 

MANPOWER UTILIZATION 

The previous chapter developed some dita on per capita income levels
and changes for the decade from 1959 to 1969, on the incidence of families
with low income, and examined some of the interrelationships between percapita income change and population change, and per capita incomechange and the relative urbanity of our rural study areas. Information wasalso presented concerning the relative adequacy of health and educational 
services in the study areas. 

Ingeneral these data indicate that most of the areas studied have made
development progress during the decade of the 1960's, but the levels ofincome obtaining, and the incidence of low income families in 1969, and
the indicators of health and educational services that were developed point
to the need for continuing and accelerated development progress. 

Since from three-fourths to four-fifths of income generated in this coun­
try in producing goods and services isattributable to manpower input, thebalance of this chapter isdevoted to developing and analyzing information 
on manpower utilization and to endeavoring to discern the implications of
these data for development strategies, policies and programs. 

We began this examination by considering briefly the general employ­
ment characteristics and trends for the study areas. 

General Employment Characteristics and Trends2 

In the United States 96 percent of employment was nonfarm. In 1970
this was up 94 percent from 1962. Of this nonfarm employment nine out of10 were wage and salary workers. The remaining 10 percent were self­
employed and nonpaid family workers (Table 8). 

With the exception of the Applachian and New Mexico areas, which
have percentages of farm employment lower than the U. S.average of four 
percent farm employment accounts for substantially higher percentages oftotal employment in our rural study areas than in the country as a whole. In1970 these percentages ranged from 34 in the California area to about 10 inthe Alabama area. Employment on farms is, however, declining as a 
percentage of total employment in all study areas. Only for the California 

The data upon which this section is based was assembled from State Employment Security
Agencies by Claude C. tlaren of Ihe Economic Research Service, USDA. 
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Table 8
 
Average annual employment by broad categories for rural Census Employment
 

Survey areas, with comparisons to the United States, 1962 and 1972.
 

Total Wage and Other 

Rural employment 
survey area 

Total 
employed 
(Number) 

Percent 

Farm Nonfarm 

nonfarm 
employed 
(Number) 

salary 
workers 

(Percent) 

nonfarm 
employed 
(Percent) 

Alabama 
1970 .................... 40,950 10.2 89.8 36,760 74.4 25.6 
1962 .................... 34,380 19.0 81.0 27,830 66.0 34.0 

Appalachia 
1970 .................... 68,502 2.4 97.6 66,846 89.3 10.7 
1962 .................... 63,114 3.7 96.3 60,810 86.3 13.7 

Arkansas 
1970 
1962 

.................... 

.................... 
90,100 
79,150 

17.3 
28.5 

82.7 
71.5 

74,475 
56,600 

78.2 
72.8 

21.8 
27.2 

California 
1970 
1962 

.................... 

.................... 
48,840 
40,040 

34.2 
38.9 

65.8 
61.1 

32,120 
24,450 

84.7 
82.2 

15.3 
17.8 

Missouri 
1970 
1962 

.................... 

.................... 
29,140 
24,420 

18.6 
26.2 

81.4 
73.8 

23,730 
18,030 

78.8 
71.5 

21.2 
28.5 

New Mexico 
1970 .................... 44,059 3.3 96.7 42,595 89.0 11.0 

1962 .................... 23,687 5.4 94.6 33,758 85.9 14.1 

North Carolina 
1970 
1962 

.................... 239,690 

.................... 179,260 
15.0 
28.5 

85.0 
71.5 

203,620 
128,260 

84.6 
82.4 

15.4 
17.6 

United States 
19701 .................... 
1962' .................... 

81,756 
68,210 

3.9 
6.3 

96.1 
93.7 

78,558 
63,911 

89.8 
86.9 

10.2 
13.1 

Source: Developed InEconomic Development Division, Economic Research Source USDA From Date Of 
State Employment Security Agencies. 

Numbers in thousands. 

area did the absolute number employed on farms increase between 1962 

and 1970. 

As is the case for the United States as a whole, nonfarm employment in 

all areas is comprised predominately of wage and salary workers, and in the 

case of all areas, the wage and salary workers increased as a percentage of 

all nonfarm employment between 1962 and 1970. Except for the Appala­

chian and New Mexico areas, however, wage and salary workers are a 
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smaller proportion of the total nonfarm work force than is the case for the 
country as a whole. The difference is accounted for by the still relatively 
large proportions of nonfarm employed in these areas who are either self­
employed or are nonpaid family workers. For the study areas the proportions 
of nonfarm employed found among self-employed and nonpaid family 
workers range from 11 percent in Appalachia and New Mexico to almost 27 
percent in Alabana. The fact will be noted, however, that for all areas these 
percentages diecreased markedly between 1962 and 1970. 

The comparatively high proportions of presently employed nonfarm 
workers found in categories other than wage and salary workers in these 
areas suggest that potential employers of wage and salary workers would 
find among this category a valuable and significantly large source of man­
power. 

Industrial Composition of Employment 

The idea is frequently advanced that a major problem for low income 
areas is that they have poor industrial compositions, that is, a preponderance 
of relatively low wage paying industries. We have developed for our rural 
study areas and comparative cities distributions of wage and salary workers 
by major industries, and have calculated for males and females in each area 
an index of the economic quality of industrial composition. The results are 
shown in Tables 1 and 2 of the Appendix. 

The indices were calculated by weighting the percent distributions of 
employment by the U. S. median earnings of the appropriate sex, and ex­
pressing the aggregate resulting as a percentage of an aggregate for the 
United States which was obtained by the same procedure. 

The results show that for men in our rural areas the industrial composi­
tion of employment isas good or better than the national average in all areas 
except Arkansas and California. In each of these two areas the index is 87. 
The reason for the low index in these two areas is the relatively high propor­
tion of employment in agriculture, forestry and fisheries. This industry has a 
quite low national median income. 

In the instance of women, only two rural areas, Appalachia, and Mis­
souri, have an index of 100 or more, although it will be noted that the New 
Mexico area, at 99.7 is virtually at the national norm. The indexes for the 
other four areas are not extremely low; they range from 93 to 97. In the 
Arkansas, California and North Carolina areas, the lower indexes appear to 
result mainly from relatively high proportions of employment in the agricul­
ture, forestry and fisheries industry. In Alabama the cause may be the rather 
high employment in personal services. 
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For the low income areas of our eight comparative cities the industrial 
quality index for men is higher than the U. S. norm (100.0) in seven of the 
eight, and in the instance of Birmingham, Alabama with an index of 99.7 is 
practically at the U. S. average. 

For women wage and salary workers in the cities the industrial compos­
ition is not so favorable. In only Cincinnati, New York City, and St. Louis is 
the index equal to or better than the national norm. InPhoenix, and Oakland 
the indexes, at 98, are not much below the norm. In none of the other three 
cities, however, does the index reach 90. The actual indexes are 75.5 for 
Birmingham, 85.1 for Charlotte and 86.6 for Memphis. 

On the whole, the industrial quality indexes are a little better for men in 
the cities than in the rural areas while for women the reverse appears to be 
true. For women workers in most areas, and for men in afew it appears that 
development planning for expanded employment opportunities should en­
deavor to upgrade the present industrial mix. 

Unemployment Characteristics 

Unemployment is,of course, the most dramatic form of failure to utilize 
manpower resources. The belief is still wide-spread that unemployment is 
generally less severe in rural than in metropolitan areas. This belief isvalid, 
however, only in situations where a preponderance of the work force are 
self-employed as either farmers or in other business and professions. 

In our rural stUdy areas Unemployment of women wage ancl salary 
workers was higher than the 6.3 percent national average for the fall quarter 
of 1970 (tie period of survey enumeration) in seven of the eight areas. The 
area of exception was the Zuni Reservation. Inthe inratance of men workers 
four of our areas had unemployment rates higher than the 4.9 percent U. S. 
average, four had rates lower than this. The details for both men and women 
are shown in Appendix Table 3. The fact will be n'oted that the unemploy­
ment rate for blacks, both male and female, isshown to he alout twice as 
high as that for whiles in the three areas (Alabama, Arkansas, and North 
Carolina) for which such statistics are available. Bla( k unemployment has, 
of course, traditionally been higher than that tor whites inthe country at 
large. For example, in the fourth quarter of I970, the proximate tire of the 
Census Employment Survey, national average unemployment for white 
males was 4.5 percent compared to 7.7 percent for blacks. Inthe instance of 
women the comparable figures are 5.8 for whites anid 9.5 fur blacks. 

For comparative purposes unemployment data of the same type as that 
for our rural study areas are presented in Appendix Table 4. For the total of 
all men as well as women the unemployment rate was substantially above 
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the national average in each of these eight cities. It may also be noted that 
only in Charlotte, and Cincinnati was the unemployment rate for white 
males below the national average for all races. White women had rates 
below the national average only in Charlotte and St. Louis. 

Unemployment is, therefore, seen to be substantial in both the rural 
study areas and in the low income enclaves of the cities selected for com­
parison. On balance, however, the cities appear to have more severe prob­
lems of unemployment as revealed by the data of these tables. 

The relative severity of unemployment cannot, however, be judged very 
accurately by rates that weight equally all persons in the labor force. Inorder 
to shed some additional light on the relative severity of unemployment the 
data of Table 9 were developed. For this table the percent distributions of the 
age groups listed in Appendix Tables 3 and 4 were weighted by U. S. median 
incomes for all races for the appropriate age and sex group. The aggregate of 
this weighting process was then expressed as a percentage of the aggregate 
resulting from weighting the U. S. distribution by age groups for all races by 
the U.S. median income for all races of each age-sex group. The resultant 
index numbers have as a base, or 100.0, the aggregate resulting from this 
weighting of the percent distribution by age of national unemployment for 
all races by sex by the appropriate national median income for all races. 

The results modify to an appreciable extent earlier indicators of the 
relatively greater severity of unemployment among blacks than whites. This 
indicates that relatively larger proportions of unemployed blacks than of 
whites are found in ages with relatively low incomes. 

The fact will also be noted that the index of relative severity alters the 
picture of comparative unemployment between rural study areas. For exam­
ple, the economic severity of unemployment among males in Missouri, New 
Mexico, and the Zuni Reservation isgreater than in California, which has a 
substantially higher overall unemployment rate than either of these three 
areas. For women, also, the economic severity index drops the California 
area from highest according to the overall rate to third highest when consi­
dered from the standpoint of economic severity. Women of both the Mis­
souri and Zuni areas experience more economically severe unemployment 
than those in the California area. 

Hidden Unemployment 

There has been considerable interest in the last few years in measuring 
the extent and assessing the significance of hidden unemployment. These 
are persons of labor force age who are not in the labor force because they 
think or know that no employment is available to them. The Census 
Employment Survey asked questions to determine the extent of this 

22
 



Table 9
 
Index of the economic severity of unemployment, by sex and race for all rural areas and selected cities
 

included in the Census Employment Survey, 1970
 

All race, \White Black White Spanish Other White 
Rural areas and cities 

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

RURAL AREAS 
Alabama 75.6 88.q 98.0 100.8 64.2 83.4 . . . . 

Appalachia 80.1 89.0 - - - -

Arkansas 90.6 95.8 102.8 102.5 82.9 90.0 . . . . 

California 103.2 97.2 103.1 98.1 - -.. 

Missouri 109.8 102.5 - - - -

New Mexico 105.6 96.4 - - - - 94.9 91.2 104.4 105.1 
North Carolina 82.2 72.9 - 1003 - - - - -

Zuni Reservation. 
New Mexico 107.4 126.0 97.5 94.0 105.7 - - - - -

CITIES 
Birmingham. Alabama 92.1 93.6 104.8 100 1 89.0 92.0 - - - -

Phoenix, Arizona 1109 95.3 - - - - 96.1 90.2 117.8 99.1 
Oakland, California 116.8 1076 113.7 91.1 117.0 112.3 - - - -

St. Louis,. Misouri 104.1 92.6 111.7 91.5 102.1 92.8 - - - -

New 'york Cit,. New York 105.3 103.1 - - 100.7 100.9 103.6 107.0 112.2 104.7 
Charlotte. North Carolina q08 886 74.3 92.2 94.3 87.9 - - - -

Cii " ati. Ohio 956 87.8 89.7 94.0 97.6 83.8 - - - -

Memphis. Tennessee 84.0 91.8 - - 82.7 92.5 - - - -

U-S.percent distribution by age groups weighted b,median earnings = 100. 
Source: 	 Deseloped trom Census Employment Sursev Data and Median Earnings Data From "Current Population Reports, Series. P. 60, No. 80. 

October. 1971 



phenomenon. For this report we have taken the most conservative approach 
to "discouraged workers" or "hidden unemployment." The only ones 
counted as discouraged workers are those who responded that they wanted 
a job now and that the reasons they were not looking was that they believed 
no work was available, or they had been unable to find any work. 

The resultant percentages of the adjusted civilian labor force are pre­
sented in Tables 10 and 11. For most groups it will be seen that hidden 

Table 10
 
Discouraged workers and wage and salary workers involuntarily work­

ing part-time, rural Census Employment Survey areas
 

Percent of adjusted civilian labor force' 

Rural census Involuntarily working 
employment survey Discouraged workers part-time 

area and race 
Male Female Male Female 

Alabama 
All races ....................... .8 3.8 4.8 8.8 
White ......................... .7 1.6 3.3 6.1 
Black ...... .................. .8 5.9 6.8 11.3 

Appalachia 
All races ...................... 2.2 13.0 3.6 4.3 

Arkansas 
All races ....................... 0.4 5.5 3.4 6.7 
White ......................... 0.1 2.4 1.6 3.8 
Black ......................... 1.3 10.7 7.3 11.1
 

California 
All races ...................... 0.7 3.6 5.2 8.8 

Missouri 
All races . ..................... 0.7 7.7 5.0 9.9 

New Mexico 
All races ....................... 2.6 8.3 3.3 5.8 

North Carolina 
All races ....................... 0.5 3.1 6.1 7.2 
While ......................... 0.3 2,0 4.0 5.1 
Black ......................... 1.1 5.8 11.7 11.9
 

Zuni Reservation 
All races ....................... 2.3 1.3 1.8 .9 

Source: Census Employment Survey Volumes, PHO(3).74. 
' Adjusted civilian labor force is conventionally defined labor force plus "Discouraged 

workers" not in labor force. 
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Table 11
 

Discouraged workers and wage and salary workers Involuntarily work-

Ing part-time, low income sections of specified cities included in Cen­

sus Employment Survey, 1970
 

Percent of adjusted civilian labor force' 

Involuntarily workingCity and race 
part-timeDiscouraged workers 

Male Female Male Female 

Birmingham, Alabama 
1.9 6.3 3.6 5.0All races ....................... 


White ........................ 4.6 5.0 1.9 2.7
 
6.02.2 6.8 4.4Black ........................ 


Cincinnati, Ohio 
2.2 7.0 3.4 3.2All races ...................... 


White ........................ 1.5 5.0 3.2 2.8
 
3.42.5 8.0 3.6Black ......................... 


Charlotte, N.C. 
All races ....................... 1.1 	 5.7 3.3 4.7 

.9 3.0 2.7 2.7White ......................... 

Black ......................... 1.2 6.3 3.5 5.2
 

Memphis, Tenn. 
All races ....................... 2.5 7.3 3.6 5.8 

Black ......................... 2.8 8.2 3.9 6.4 

New York, N.Y. 
Allraces ....................... 1.6 5.6 1.6 3.1 

2.0 8.2 1.4 2.9White Spanish .................. 

2.6 1.8 3.0Other while .................... 0.9 


Black ......................... 1.8 5.8 1.8 1.2
 

Oakland, California 
3.6 10.4 3.9 7.2All rates ....................... 


While ......................... 2.4 8.6 3.3 5.6
 
4.5 11.1 4.5 7.7

Black ......................... 


Phoenix, Ariz.
 
All rates ....................... 1.3 5.6 5.2 5.8
 

White Spanish .................. 1.0 8.2 5.5 8.1
 
1.1 3.6 4.8 4.4Other white .................... 


St. LOuis, Missouri 
4.52.2 5.5 4.3 


White ......................... 

All races ....................... 


1.4 5.7 6.4 3.2 

Bla(k ......................... 2.5 5.4 1.3 4.8 

Source: Census Employment Survey Volumes, PHO (01-74 
The adjusted civilian labor force is the regularly defined labor force plus the number of 

discouraged workers. 
' 
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unemployment, while not extremely high, is a significant faction of conven­
tionally defined unemployment. The concept is additive with unemploy­
ment percentages when each is expressed as a percent of the adjusted 
civiliar.,labor force (which is the regularly defined civilian labor force plus 
those counted as discouraged workers). 

Hidden unemployment is in almost all instances shown to be much 
more severe among women than men. In part this probably stems from the 
always large number of respondents among women who are wives of family 
heads. Such persons may genuinely want employment, but when job finding 
is quite difficult they find it more economically feasible to drop out of the 
labor force than would an unrelated individual or a family head. 

The rates of hidden unemployment, for the rural study areas and the low 
income section., of our comparison cities will be seen not to differ dramati­
cally. That the rates are much the same in major cities as in rural areas 
suggests that tie labor market in the cities may not be functioning markedly 
better than in rural areas-an assumption frequently made in endeavoring to 
explain rural-urban income differentials. 

In an effort 1o shed a bit more light on some characteristics of "discour­
aged workers", the data of Table 12 were developed. It will be seen that 
especially among men the "discouraged workers" are heavily concentrated 
among the most youthful and the least educated. It is also noteworthy that 
relatively few family heads are among these persons, either men or women. 

Among "discouraged women workers" there is much less concentra­
tion at the lowest educational levels and much larger percentages are found 
among the most productive age groups. Inmost instances two-thirds or more 
of these women are wives of family heads. 

Involuntary Part-Time Workers 

Another aspect of manpower utilization that is significant for develop­
ment planning is the percent of persons in the labor force who are involun­
tarily working only part-time. Information of this type is also available in 
Tables 10 and 11. 

In our rural study areas the percentages involuntarily working part-time 
generally approach or exceed the unemployment rate for both black men 
and women. For white men the involuntary part-time rate exceeds or ap­
proaches the unemployment rate in the Alabama, Missouri and North 
Carolina areas. Inthe Alabama, California, and Missouri areas white women 
working involuntarily at part-time jobs are approximately the same or larger 
In number as those who are unemployed. 
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Table 12 

Percent distribution by specified characteristics of persons who want work now, but are not in labor force 
because they think no work is available, low-income rural census of employment areas, 1970 

Alabama 	 Appalachia Arkansas 

Age, family status Male Female Male Female Male Female 

educational attainment 
%All 	 %All
 

%Black 	 %White %Black %White races races %Black %White %Black %White 

Age total............................ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
 

16-21 in school ................... 55.0 47.8 7.2 - 10.4 1.0 40.7 - 7.2 3.2
 

16-21 not in school ................ 18.0 8.0 20.5 21.8 33.3 
 18.9 	 33.1 50.0 14.5 13.4 

22-34 ............................ 18.0 - 27.3 21.8 14.8 29.5 17.1 - 15.3 14.0
 

ha 35-44 ............................ - - 9.5 40.0 10.6 22.7 - - 20.0 22.0
 

•4 	 45-54 ............................ - 9.7 17.7 10.9 17.8 20.8 - - 18.5 23.7
 

55-64 ............................ 9.0 34.5 17.8 5.5 13.1 7.1 9.1 50.0 24.5 23.6
 
Family status' 

Total ............................. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
6.4 	 30.8 50.0 16.9 25.3Family head ....................... - 47.5 8.2 12.2 27.2 


Wife of head ...................... - - 61.9 63.3 - 75.8 - - 62.1 
 67.8 

Other family members .............. 100.0 15.2 24.9 24.5 66.0 15.7 69.2 50.0 15.7 6.9 
unrelated individuals ............... .- 37.3 5.0 - 6.8 2.1 - - 5-3 -

Educational attainment' 
100.0 	 100.0Total ............................. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 


36.8 	 28.2 43.0 50.0 46.9 21.1Less than 8 years ................... 25.0 69.5 26.7 18.4 


8 years ........................... - 15.2 15.2 18.4 29.3 16.6 28.8 - 17.3 14.2
 

9-11 years ........................ 25.0 - 37.0 25.8 11.6 31.8 28.2 - 29.2 28.5
 

12 years .......................... 25.0 15.3 12.9 25.2 15.4 20.2 - - 3.8 36.1
 

13 years or more ................... 25.0 - 8.2 12.2 6.9 3.2 - 50.0 2.8 -


Source: De-veloped from 1970 Census Employment Survey volumes, PHC(3)-74.
 
'Persons 16 to 64 years of age and not in school.
 



The data for our comparison cities indicate that involuntary part-time
schedules are a significant problem in these low income areas of cities. In 
general the involuntary part-time rates for men in the cities are as high or
higher than in rural areas. For metropolitan women the rates are generally
only slightly less than in our rural areas. Involuntary part-time schedules are, 
therefore, a significant problem. 

Economic Indices of Factors Influencing Earning

Capacities of Wage and Salary Workers
 

There is probably a virtual consensus of judgement, at least among
economists, that in an enterprise economy at any given time there will be 
area and regional differentials in income stemming from variations in the
quantity and quality of economic resources available. It does not always 
seem to be recognized, however, that earnings, the preponderant source of
income in the United States, call logically be expected to vary among popu­
lation groups in response to differentials in the quality of the earning capac­
ity of manpower resources which comprise the various populations. 

In an effort to quantify the probable effects upon earnings capacity of 
specific manpower attributes, and use characteristics for our rural studypopulations the data presented in Tables 13 and 14 have been developed.This isan endeavor to estimate in quantitative ternis the influence upon the 

Table 13
 
Economic indexes of selected factors influencing earning capacities of
 
wage and salary workers in rural Census Employment Survey areas,
 

19701
 

Economic index of:

Rural census employ.
 

men survey areas, Educational Occupational Age Work
 
sex and race attainment structure structure experience
 

Alabama 
Maltes 

While ....................... 97.4 108.9 98.3 108.6
 
Black ....................... 74.7 79.3 88.0 96.7


Females 
While ....................... 102.1 111.8 
 99.6 119.5 
Black ....................... 85.0 69.2 95.9 104.7 

Appalachia 
Males
 

All races ..................... 
 84.4 98.1 95.9 103.0 
Females 

All races ..................... 102.8 100.3 94.3 102.0
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Table 13-Continued 

Rural census employ.
 
ment survey areas, 


sex and race 


Arkansas 
Males 

White ....................... 
Black ....................... 

Females 
White ....................... 
Black ....................... 

California 
Males 

All races ..................... 
White ....................... 

Females 
All races ..................... 
White ....................... 

Missouri 
Males 

All races ..................... 
Females 

All races ..................... 

New Mexico 
Males 

All races ..................... 
White Spanish ................ 

Females 
All races ..................... 
White Spanish ................ 

North Carolina 
Male 

White ....................... 
Black ....................... 

Females 
W hite ....................... 
Black ....................... 

Zuni Reservation 
Males 

All races ..................... 
Females 

All races ..................... 

Economic index of: 

Educational Occupational Age Work 
attainment structure structure experience 

95.7 98.0 97.3 106.8 
69.0 63.6 88.9 82,7 

102.2 106.4 97.5 111.1 
75.5 52.8 96.9 80.2 

97.9 87.4 93.0 96.8 
98.1 88.2 93.2 98.1 

105.6 94.0 92.8 84.9 
105.6 94.9 93.0 84.8 

90.9 97.9 99.3 100.0 

99.3 98.2 97.6 105.7 

100.2 102.3 96.2 104.5 
94.5 95.5 94.1 105.1 

109.2 104.8 92.2 100.2 
100.7 92.9 89.4 99.0 

96.5 105.8 96.1 108.1 
79.2 72.9 86.0 91.7 

106.7 106.7 94.9 109.7 
89.8 69.6 93.1 86.1 

93.3 107.9 91.4 98.8 

86.4 110.5 89.5 105.9 

U.S. index for male wage and salary workers of all races-Go for males.
U.S. index for female wage and salary workers of all races-1O0 for females. 
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Table 14 

Economic indexes of factors Influencing the earning capacity of wage 
and salary workers, in low Income areas of specified cities, 19701 

Economic index of: 
City, sex, race 

Educational Occupational Age Work 
attainment structure structure experience 

Birmingham, Alabama 
Males 

W hite ....................... 95.2 103.3 95.3 113.3 
91.0 107.1Black ....................... 85.0 83.8 


Females 
White ....................... 72.5 102.0 93.5 123.0 

Black ....................... 91.6 71.5 97.8 111.2 

Phoenix, Arizona 
Males 

White Spanish ................ 78.0 83.7 87.5 107.5 

Other White .................. 97.2 101.1 94.1 106.0 
Females 

White Spanish ................ 76.1 71.1 84.6 87.5 
Other W hite .................. 99.8 103.1 92.3 112.8 

Oakland, California 
Males 

White ....................... 101.8 96.8 96.0 99.3 

Black ....................... 94.8 85.0 94.7 99.0 

Females 
White ....................... 101.5 105.5 92.4 115.8 

Black ....................... 97.2 86.4 97.0 105.8 

St. Louis, Missouri 
Males 

White ....................... 83.3 95.1 98.9 107.5
 
Black ....................... 87.5 85.7 96.4 106.2
 

Females
 
White ....................... 82.4 108.3 93.3 125.8
 

Black ....................... 88.9 84.5 96.2 119.1
 

New York City, New York 
Males 

While Spanish ................ 76.4 90.0 96.9 112.1 

Other White .................. 101.4 104.4 102.9 113.6 
Black ....................... 92.0 92.0 109.1 115.1 

Females 
White Spanish ................ 70.2 102.3 93.1 124.5 

Other White .................. 96.5 116.5 98.2 131.3 
99.9 135.8Black ...................... 89.1 94.7 
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Table 14-Continued 

Economic index of: 
City, race, sex, race 

Educational Occupational Age Work 
attainment structure structure experience 

Charlotte, North Carolina 
Males 

White ....................... 89.1 102.1 99.5 111.2 
Black ....................... 86.0 72.1 93.2 111.6 

Females 
While ....................... 94.4 111.8 100.1 132.7
 
Black ....................... 89.6 75.5 83.3 118.8
 

Cincinnati, Ohio 
Males 

While ....................... 92.3 101.6 96.2 109.7
 
Black ....................... 89.5 84.1 97.8 110.3 

Females 
White ....................... 86.8 102.4 90.5 120.3 
Black ....................... 89.0 78.4 97.0 123.1 

Memphis, Tennessee 
Males 

All races ..................... 85.9 88.1 94.1 108.6
 
Black ....................... 8 2.6 84.8 94.0 109.0 

Females 
All races ..................... 90.0 81.7 96.6 120.0 
Black ....................... 86.3 74.5 98.1 117.7 

U.S. index for male wage and salary workers of all races-100 for males. 
U.S. index of female wage and salary workers of all races-I100 for females. 

earning capacity of wage and salary workers in our study populations of 
their distributions with respect to levels of educational attainment, occupa­
tional structure, age structure, and number of weeks worked during the year. 

Each number in these Tables represents the estimated percentage of the 
national median earnings of all wage and salary workers of the same sex 
which would be warranted as median earnings for the particular population 
if they were remunerated the same as persons having the identical distribu­
tion characteristics with respect to the specified attribute, e.g., educational 
attainment is renumerated in the economy as a whole. For example, the 
number 97.4 in Table 13 opposite the line white males in the Alabama area, 
and in the column headed educational attainment means that it is estimated 
that the educational attainment distribution of these men would warrant 
their having median earnings of 97.4 percent of the national median earn­
ings of all male wage and salary workers. The procedure for developing 
these indices of factors affecting earning capacities is as follows: 
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1. A national percentage distribution isdeveloped for wage and salary 
workers of each sex for each attribute, e.g., occupational structure. 

2. The percent distribution for any attribute is then weighted by multi­
plying each percentage of the distribution. For example, in an occu­
pational distribution the percentage representing "professional, 
technical and kindred workers" would be multiplied by the national 
median earnings of the appropriate sex, in this occupation. 

3. The results of weighting each percentage in each national distribu­
tion are then summed for each attribute distribution. This number for 
each distribution becomes the national norm or 100.0. 

4. 	Percentage distributions for each attribute are developed for each 
sex-race group in each study area, and these percent distributions 
are weighted by the same national median earnings figures 
discussed under (2), above, and the results of the weightings are 
summed for the percent distributions of each attribute for each sex 
race group. 

5. The numbers resulting are divided by the national number (3), 
above, for the relevant attribute. The percentages thus obtained are 
the economic indices displayed in Tables 13 and 14. 

The indices themselves show some significant patterns. One that may 
be noted at this point is the almost uniformly rather low indexes for educa­
tional attainment and occupational structure for both black males and 
females in the three rural study areas which separate data are available for 
blacks. 

To really analyze the effect of these various index levels for different 
attributes we need a method of combining them to give an overall picture. 
This task isundertaken in the following chapter where the indices of Tables 
13 and 14 are used to develop measures of the economic utilization of wage 
and salary workers in our rural study areas and comparison cities. 
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Chapter 4 

RELATIVE ECONOMIC UTILIZATION OF 
EMPLOYED WAGE AND SALARY WORKERS 

In many areas of a diverse, complex economy, such as that of the 
United States, underutilization of employed manpower may be as or more 
important as an economic and social indicator as unemployment, hidden 
unemployment or involuntary part-time schedules for workers. 

The indices presented in Tables 13 and 14, and discussed in the preced­
ing Chapter provide a foundation for developing a quantitative measure of 
economic underutilization of manpower. These indices can be used, along 
with a modicum of other data, to develop for each population group in each 
study area an estimate of the median earnings that would represent for each 
particular group median earnings for manpower resources that are equiva­
lent to those of each study population. 

There are at least four alternative techniques that can be used to obtain 
estimates of these "warranted median earnings." The least complex, and 
perhaps the least satisfactory, would be to take a simple average (mean) of 
the four earning capacity influencing indices. The resultant average, used as 
a percentage, would be multiplied by the national median earnings for the 
appropriate sex to obtain a "warranted median" would then be expressed as 
a percentage of the actual median earnings of the relevant group. The resul­
tant percentage would represent an index of economic utilization for the 
particular group. Use of this procedure would tend to give maximum esti­
mates of the extent of economic underutilization. 

A second method would use the s,lme procedure as outlined above 
except that instead of obtaining the arithmetic mean of the four indices the 
geometric mean would be developed. Using this procedure would result in 
lowering somewhat the estimates of "warranted median earnings," and 
therefore in moderately lowering estimates of the extent of economic under­
utilization. 

A third alternative would be to use regression analysis techniques. In 
this instance the "warranted median earnings" would be set as the depen­
dent variable and the indices influencing earning capacity as independent 
variables used to estimate "warranted earnings." This method would proba­
bly result in estimates of underutilization somewhere between those of the 
first two techniques. The method would have the advantage of providing 
statistical estimates of the relative importance of the four indices in produc­
ing the estimate of warranted median earnings. 
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The fourth method, and the one used in this analysis, obtains the prod­
uct of the four indices (1 x 2 x 3 x 4). As would be the case with the first 
two methods, this product of earning capacity influencing indices, for any 
population group, is multiplied by the national median earnings fcr the 
relevant sex to obtain an estimate of "warranted median earnings." The 
warranted median earnings is then divided by the actual median earnings for 
the group to obtain an index of economic utilization. 

This latter technique was chosen because it is believed that its use 
results in the most conservative (the lowest) estimates of the extent of eco­
nomic underutilization for most population groups found among wage and 
salary workers in low income areas such as those with which this study is 
concerned. This can be quickly indicated by considering a hypothetical 
population group with economic indices affecting earning capacity of .90 
each for educational attainment, occupational structure, age structure, and 
work experience (weeks worked distribution). The product of these four 
indices would be .656, the arithmetic mean method would, of course, result 
in this instance in an overall index of earning capacity of .900. 

By the same token the product of indices method will result in relatively 
high estimates of the extent of underutilization for population groups having 
values of over 100 for all or most individual earning capacity influencing 
indices. 

Inaddition to the indices influencing earning capacity three other bits of 
information are introduced in Table 15, which displays our estimates of 
economic utilization for the population groups of the rural study areas. 
These are the national median earnings of male and female wage and salary 
workers of all races, the estimated purchasing power of income, and the 
actual median earnings of men and women wage and salary workers for 
each study area population group. In Table 16 the individual indices affect­
ing earning capacity isdesignated as "adjustment factors" and their product 
as, simply, "product of factors." This product of factors is,of course, in more 
analytically functional termhnology an overall index of earning capacity for 
each population group. National median earnings for the appropriate sex is 
multiplied by this index to obtain the "warranted median earnings" estimate 
which is so crucial to an estimate of economic underutilization. 

Since we derive our warranted median earnings by taking a designated 
percentage of national median earnings, and since to obtain the index of 
economic utilization, we divide warranted by actual median earnings, it is 
desirable that actual median earning5 be adjusted to reflect differences be­
tween the purchasing power of income in the study areas and in the nation 
as a whole. 

The purchasing power of income index which isgiven in Table 15 isthe 
closest approximation available to us for achieving this end. These indices 
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Table 15
 
Estimated economic utilization of all male and female wage and salary workers with work experience for rural
 

Census Employment Survey areas, by race, 1970
 

Alabama Appalachia Arkansas 

Item Males Females Males Females Males Females 

White Black White Black All races White Black White Black 

Median earnings U.S. (All races) ....... $ 7,152 7,152 2,730 2,730 7,152 2,730 7,152 7,152 2,730 2,730 
Actual median earnings .............. $ 5,789 3.151 3.172 1,505 5,978 1,969 5.406 2,357 2,756 815 
Purchasing power of income 

factor (U.S. Urban = 100) ........... 88 88 88 88 88 88 88 88 88 88 
Real median earnings (= actual 

median - purchasing power 
of income) ....................... $ 6,578 3,580 3,604 1,710 6,793 2,237 6 .43 2,678 3,131 926 

Number in group .................... $12,772 10,771 9.803 10,229 51,827 24,589 36,963 17,540 27,800 15,568 
Adjustment factors 

Occupation ....................... 108.9 79.3 111.8 69.2 98.1 100.3 98.0 63.6 106.4 52.8 
Age .............................. 98.3 88.0 99.6 95.9 95.9 94.3 97.3 88.9 97.5 96.9 
Education ......................... 97.4 74.7 102.1 85.0 84.4 102.8 95.7 69.0 102.2 75.5 
Work experience ................... 108.6 96.7 119.5 104.7 103.0 102.0 106.8 82.7 111.1 80.2 
Product of factors .................. 113.2 50.4 135.9 59.1 81.8 99.2 97.5 32.3 117.8 31.0 

Warranted median earnings 
(= U.S. median X product of 
adjustment factors) ................ $ 8,096 3,605 3,710 1,613 5,850 2708 6,973 2,310 3,216 846 

Index of economic utilization 
real median earnings 

+ warranted; ...................... 81.3 99.3 97.1 106.0 116.1 82.6 88.1 115.9 97.4 109.5 
Percent economic underutilization ...... 18.7 0.7 2.9 - - 17.4 11.9 - 2.6 -

Man equivalent years of 
economicall,, unutilized labor ........ 2.388 75 284 - - 4.278 4,399 - 723 -



Table 15--Continued 

California Missouri Zuni Reservation 

Item Males Females Males Females Males Females 

All races White All races White All races All rces 

Median earnings U.S. (All Races) ....... $ 7,152 7,152 2,730 2,730 7,152 2,730 7,152 2,730 
Actual median earnings ............... $ 5,884 6,017 1,805 1,813 4,415 2,280 3,972 2,935 
Purchasing power of income 

factor (U.S- Urban = 100) ........... 100 100 100 100 94 94 93 93 
Real median earnings 

( = actual median purchasing 
power of income) .................. $ 5,884 6,017 1,805 1,813 4,696 2,425 4,270 3,155 

Number in group ..................... 26,656 25,395 20,854 19,570 13,590 11,122 547 455 
Adjustment factors 

Occupation ....................... 87.4 88.2 94.0 94.9 97.9 98.2 107.9 110.5 
Age .............................. 93.0 93.2 92.8 93.0 99.3 97.6 91.4 89.5 
Education ......................... 97.9 98.1 105.6 105.6 90.9 993 93.3 86.4 
W'ork expenence ................... 96.8 98.1 84.9 84.8 100.0 105.7 98.8 105.9 
Product of factors .................. 77.0 79.1 78.2 79.0 88.4 100.6 90.9 90.5 

Warranted median earnings 
(= U.S. median X product of 
adjustment factors) ................. $ 5-507 5,657 2.135 2,157 6,322 2,746 6,501 2,471 

Index of economic utilization 
= Real median earnings 

- sarrantedj ...................... 106.8 106.4 84.5 84.1 74.3 88.3 65.7 127.7 
Percent economic underutilization ...... - - 15.5 15.9 25.7 11.7 343 -

Man equisalent years of 
economically unutilized labor .......... 3.232 3,112 3,493 1,301 188 -



North Carolina New Mexico 

Item Males Females Males Females 

White Black White Black All races 
White 

Spanish All races 
White 

Spanish 

14 

Median earnings U.S. (All Races) ...... $ 7,152 
Actual median earnings .............. $ 5,818 
Purchasing power of income 

factor ............................. 88 
Real median earnings (= actual 

median purchasing power 
of income) ....................... $ 6,611 

Number in group ..................... 64,313 
Adjustment factors 

7,152 
3,227 

88 

3,667 
22,515 

2,730 
2,907 

88 

3,303 
60,612 

2,730 
1,356 

88 

1,540 
24,605 

7,152 
6,057 

93 

6,512 
16,937 

7,152 
5,225 

93 

5,618 
6,727 

2,730 
2,130 

93 

2.290 
10,558 

2,730 
1,825 

93 

1,962 
3,487 

Occupation ....................... 
Age .............................. 
Education ......................... 
Work experience ................... 
Product of factors .................. 

105.8 
96.1 
96.5 

108.1 
106.1 

72.9 
86.0 
79.2 
91.7 
45.5 

106.7 
94.9 

106.7 
109.7 
118.5 

69.6 
93.1 
89.8 
86.1 
50.1 

102.3 
96.2 

100.2 
104.5 
103.0 

95.5 
94.1 
94.5 

105.1 
89.3 

104.8 
92.2 

109.2 
100.2 
105.7 

92.9 
89.4 

100.7 
99.0 
82.8 

Warranted median earnings 
(= U.S. median X product of 
adjustment factors) ................ S 7,588 3.254 3,235 1,368 7,367 6,387 2,886 2260 

Index of economic utilization 
real median earnings 
%,arrantedi...................... 87.1 112.7 102.1 112.6 88.4 88.0 79.3 86.8 

Percent economic underutilization ...... 12.9 - - - 11.6 12.0 20.7 13-2 

Man equisalent .ears of econom­
ically unutilized labor .............. 8,296 - - - 1,965 807 2,186 460 



have as 100.0 the U. S. average urban cost of a "lower budget" for afamily 
of four as reported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, (BLS) of the United 
States Department of Labor, for the spring of 1970.3These estimates are 
developed by BLS for specified metropolitan areas, and for four regions of 
the country for nonmetropolitan urban areas, which is defined as places of 
2,500 to 50,000 population. For the most part we have used for our rural 
study areas the BLS index for nonmetropolitan areas for the appropriate
region. In the instance of the Missouri and New Mexico areas, and the Zuni 
Reservation the broad regional indices for the North Central and West,
respectively, were adjudged to be too high for these study groups. The 
numbers appearing in Table 15 have, therefore, been adjusted downward by 
three percent for Missouri, and seven percent for New Mexico and the Zuni 
Reservation. 

As is indicated in the stub of Table 15, actual median earnings are 
divided by the index of the purchasing power of income to provide esti­
mated real actual median earnings. The effect is to cause real actual medians 
to be higher than actual reported medians for all except the California area. 
The western region nonmetropolitan areas index, which isused for Califor­
nia, was 100 so actual and "real actual" are the same for this area. 

For males in these rural areas "real actual median earnings" were lower 
than the national median earnings of $7,152 for all groups. Inthe instance of 
black males they were from about $3,500 to $4,500 less than the national. 
In eight of the thirteen male population groups in Table 15 "warranted 
medians" were higher th.in "real actual medians" thus indicating some 
degree of economic underutilization. 

The estimated extent of economic underutiliiation will be seen to range 
from highs of 34 percent for the Zuni Reservation and 26 percent for Mis­
souri area males to a low of a nominal .7 percent for black males in the 
Alabama area. White males in Alabama, Arkansas, and North Carolina are 
shown to have LJnnderutilizalion rates of 19, 12, and 13, respectively. In the 
New Mexico area males of all races and white Spanish males each had rates 
of underutilization of about 12 percent. 

1here are five male population groups for which "real actual medians" 
exceeded the medians representing earnings equivalent to those obtaining in 
the country as a whole for persons of equivalent earning capacities ("war­
ranted medians"), and for which, therefore, no underutilization isestimated. 
These groups are males of all races in Appalachia, white and all races in 
California, and black males in Arkansas, and North Carolina. It will be 
recalled that for no population group of males did "real median earnings" 
exceed the national median of $7,152. For population groups in three areas, 
however, "warranted medians" were higher than the national. These are 

3 Spring 1970 Cost Estimates for Urban Family Budgets, USDL.- 1-606, December, 1970. 

38 



white males in Alabama, and North Carolina, and males of all races in New 
Mexico. The obverse of this statistic, of course, is that the national median 
exceeds that "warranted" for ten of 13 male study population groups. 

While no group of men in our rural study areas had "real" actual 
median earnings that exceeded national median earning, for males, four of 
the 13 women population groups are shown to have "real" median earnings 
greater than the national median of $2,730. The four are white women in 
Alabama, Arkansas, and North Carolina, and women of the Zuni Reserva­
tion. The women in these four populations had "real" median earnings
ranging from a little over $3,100 to $3,600. The women of three other 
population groups (all races in Appalachia, Missouri and New Mexico) had
"real" medians between $2,200 and $2,500. Five of the remaining six popu­
lation groups had medians between $1,500 and $2,000. The final popula­
tion group, black women in Arkansas, had "real" median earnings of only 
$926. 

With respect to "warranted" medians, eight of the 13 women popula­
tion groups had earning characteristics that resulted in "warranted" median 
earnings larger ihan "real" actual medians. Thus, some degree of economic 
underutilization is estimated to exist for women in these eight population 
groups. 

The estimated underutilization for white women in Alabama, and Ar­
kansas is a quite moderate three percent. Women of all races and white 
women in California are each estimated to have about 16 percent rates of 
economic underutilization, while women in the Missouri area are under­
utilized at a rate of about 12 percent. The highest degree of underutilization 
found for women in our rural study areas is the 21 percent rate for women of 
all races in the New Mexico area. White Spanish women in New Mexico 
were underutilized by about 13 percent. The final area experiencing under­
utilization of women wage and salary workers isAppalachia. These women 
had, at 17 percent, the second most severe degree of economic underutiliza­
tion. 

There are five female population groups for which we estimate no 
economic underutilization, that is, these women are economically utilized 
as well or better than their counterparts in the economy as a whole who 
have comparable earning capacities. These groups are: black women in 
Alabama, Arkansas, and North Carolina; white women in North Carolina; 
and women of the Zuni Reservation. 

City Comparison 
Estimates of economic underutilization were developed for the low 

income enclaves of eight of the surveys of such enclaves for 51 cities in­
cluded in the Census Survey of Employment. The data comparable to that for 
rural areas ispresented in Table 16. 
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Table 16 
Estimated economic utilization of all male and female wage and salary workers with work 

experience by race, 1970 

Birmingham, Alabama Charlotte, North Carolina 

Item Males Females Males Females 

White Black White Black White Black White Black 

Median earnings U.S. (All races) ......................... $ 7,152 7,152 2,730 2,730 
 7,152 7,125 2,730Actual median earnings ................................ $ 6,494 4,724 3,308 1,788 5,942 4,869 
2,730
 

Purchasing power of income factor 4,001 2,431....................... 
 92 92 92 92 95 95 95 95 
(U. S. Urban = 100) 

Real median earnings (= actual median) - purchasing power of income) ....................... $ 7,058 5,134 3,595 1,943 6,254 5,125 4,211 2,558Number in group ....................................... 
 9,642 18,760 7,357 17,786 3,413 11,343 3,028 12,078 
Adjustment factors 

Occupation ......................................... 103.3 83.8 102.0 71.5 102.1 72.1 111.8 75.5Age ..............................................
 95.3 91.0 93.5 97.8 99.5 93.2 100.1 833Education .........................................
 95.2 85.0 72.5 91.6 89.1 86.0 94.4 89.6Work experience ..................................... 
 113.3 107.1 123.0 111.2 111.2 111.6 132.7 118.8
Product of factors .................................... 106.2 69.4 85.0 71.2 100.7 64.5 140.2 66.9 

Warranted median earnings (= U.S. 
median X product of adjustment
factor) ............................................. 
 $ 7,595 4,963 2,320 1,944 7,202 4,613 3,827 1,826 

Index of economic utilization (= real
 
median earnings - warranted) ......................... 
 92.9 103.4 155.0 99.9 86.8 111.1 110.0 140.1 

Percent economic underutilization ........................ 7.1 ­ - 0.1 13.2 - ­ -
Man equivalent years of economically utilized la .o........ 
 685 ­ - 178 451 - ­ -



Phoenix, Arizona Oakland. California 

Item Males Females Males Females 

White Other White Other 
Spanish White Spanish White Black White Black White 

Median earnings U.S. (All Races) ......................... $7,152 7,152 2,730 2,730 7,152 7,152 2,730 2,730 
Actual median earnings ................................. $5,651 6,614 1,951 3,049 6,610 6,412 3,176 3,420 
Purchasing power of income factor ....................... 100 100 100 100 110 110 110 110 
Real median earnings (= actual 

median - purchasing power of income) ................. $5,651 6,614 1,951 3,049 6,009 5,829 2,887 3,109
 
Number in group ...................................... 7,411 14,436 5,285 12,135 15.935 9391 13,971 5,944
 

Adjustment factors 
Occupation ......................................... 83.7 101.1 71.1 103.1 85.0 96.8 86.4 105-5 
Age ................................................ 87.5 94.1 84.6 92.3 94.7 96.0 97.0 92.4 
Education ........................................... 
 78.0 97.2 76.1 99.8 94.8 101.8 97.2 101.5 
Work experience ..................................... 107.5 106.0 87.5 112.8 99.0 105.8 99.3 115.8 
Product of factors .................................... 61.4 98.0 -'0.1 107.1 75.5 100.1 80.9 114.6
 

Warranted median earnings (= U.S. 
median X product of adjustment 
factors) ............ ................................ S4,391 7,009 1,095 2,924 5,400 7,159 2,209 3,129 

Index of economic uttlizat.on (= real 
median earnings - warranted .......................... 128.7 94.4 178.2 104.3 111.3 81.4 130.7 99.4 

Percent economic underutilization ........................ - 5.6 - - - 18.6 - 0.6
 

Man equralent years of economically unutilized labor .......- 808 - - - 1,747 - 357
 

http:uttlizat.on


Table 16-Continued 

New York City New York City Cincinnati, Ohio 

hem Males Females Males Females 

White Other White Other 
Black Spanish White Black Spanish White White Black White Black 

Median earnings U.S. (Ali races) ....... $ 7,152 7.152 7.152 2,730 2,730 
 2,730 7,152 7,152 2,730 2,730
Actual median earnings .............. $ 6,070 5,156 7,046 4,452 3,538 4,724 5,912 5,693 3,381 2,921
Purchasing power of income factors .... 103 103 103 103 103 103 95 95 95 95 
Real median earnings (= actual 

median + purchasing power 
of income) ....................... $ 5,893 5,006 6,841 4,322 3.435 4.586 6,223 5,992 3,558 3,074

Number in group ..................... 191,500 113,100 112,300 158,600 57.800 65,300 12,138 16,484 9,384 16,697 

Adjustment factors 
Occupation ....................... 92.0 90.0 104.4 94.7 102.3 116.5 101.6 84.1 102.4 78.4
Age .............................. 109.1 96.9 102.9 99.9 Q3 1 98.2 96.2 97.8 90.5 97.0
Education ......................... 92.0 76.4 101.1 89.1 70.2 96.5 92.3 89.5 86.8 89.0
Work experience ................... 115.1 112.1 113.6 
 135.8 124.5 131.3 109.7 110.3 1203 123.1 
Product of factors .................. 106.3 74.7 123.4 114.5 83.2 145.0 
 99.0 81.2 96.8 83.3 

Warranted median earnings 
(= U.S. median X product 
adjustment factors) ................ $ 7,603 5,343 8,826 3,126 
 2,271 3,959 7,080 5,807 2,643 2,274 

Index of economic utilization 

1= real median earnings 
warranted) ...................... 77-5 93.7 77-5 
 138.2 151-2 115.8 87.9 103.2 134.6 135.2 

Percent economic underutilization ...... 22-5 6-3 22.5 ­ - - 12.1 - - -

Man equivalent years of econom­
ically unutilized labor ............... 43,088 7,125 25,268 - - - 1,469 - - ­



St. Louis, Missouri Memphis, Tennessee 

Item Males Females Males Females 

All All 
White Black White Black races Black races Black 

Median earnings U.S. (All Races) ........................ $ 7,152 7,152 2,730 2,730 7,152 7,152 2,730 2,730
 
Actual median earnings ................................ $ 6,062 5,276 3,646 2,800 4,769 4,611 2,398 2,247
 
Purchasing power of income factor ....................... 100 100 100 100 92 92 92 92
 

(U.S. Urban = 100) 
Real median earnings (= actual median 

+ purchasing power of income) ....................... $ 6,062 5,276 3,646 2,800 5,183 5,011 2,606 2,442
 
Number in group ....................................... 16,695 36,340 11,870 35,538 41,377 35,055 39,784 33,051
 

Adjustment factors 
Occupation ......................................... 95.1 85.7 108.3 84.5 88.1 84.8 81.7 74.5 
Age ................................................ 98.9 96.4 93.3 96.2 94.1 94.0 96.6 98.1 
Education ........................................... 83.3 87.5 82.4 88.9 85.9 82.6 90.0 863
 
Work experience ..................................... 107.5 106.2 125.8 119.1 108.6 109.0 120.0 117.7
 
Product of factors .................................... 84.2 76.8 104.7 86.1 773 71.8 85.2 74.2
 

Warranted median earnings (= U.S. 
median X product of adjustment 
factors ............................................ $ 6,022 5,493 2,858 2,351 5,528 5,135 2,326 2,026 

Index of economic utilization (= real
 
median earnings - warranted) ......................... 100.7 96.0 127.6 119.1 93.8 97.6 112-0 120-5
 

Percent economic underutilization ......................... 4.0 - - 6.2 2.4 ­ -

Man equivalent years of economically unutilized labor ...... .- 1,454 - - Z565 841 - ­



The purchasing power of income index was derived from the same 
source as indicated for rural areas. In the instance of our eight cities BLS 
Indices were directly available for Cincinnati, New York City, Oakland and 
St. Louis. Indices for the other four cities were estimated. In making the 
estimates consideration was given to index levels available for any nearby 
cities, and to the general relationship between metropolitan and nonmet­
ropolitan urban indexes for the region in which the city is located. 

For males it appears that the overall extent of economic underutilization 
in the low income sections of cities isroughly comparable to that pervailing 
for men in rural areas. For example, 11 of the 17 separately identified city 
male population groups are found to have some degree of economic under­
utilization. In the instance of rural men eight of 13 population groups had 
some underutilization. Thus, about 65 percent of city and 62 percent of rural 
male population groups have real median earnings lower than those prevail­
ing in the economy as a whole for persons having comparable earning 
capacities. 

The extent of economic underutilization among city males is,overall, 
somewhat less severe than that for rural males. Some city groups, however, 
exhibit high rates. For example, New York City black males, and white 
males other than Spanish each have economic underutilization rates of 22.5 
percent, and white males in Oakland experienced underutilization of almost 
19 percent. 

The underutilization picture for city female population groups is al­
together different from that for city males, rural males, and rural females. For 
all practical purposes our data indicate that there isno economic underutiliza­
tion for any of the 17 city female population groups of our eight comparison 
cities. The lowest indexes of economic utilization found among these 17 
women population groups are 99.4 for white women in Oakland, and 99.9 for 
black women in Birmingham. 

Subemployment Index 

We have now examined four different measures or indicators of man­
power utilization in our low income rural study areas. The four are un­
employment, involuntary part-time schedules, hidden unemployment or 
discouraged workers, and economic underutilization. Each is an important 
facet of the overall picture, but only afacet. There is needed a measurement 
which can combine all four into a general social indicator of manpower 
utilization. The construction of such a measure is attempted in presenting 
the data of Table 17. The new resulting number iscalled a "subemploymnt 
index." The numbers underlying each of the four individual measures pevi­
ously presented are expressed as a percentage of the adjusted civilian labor 
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Table 17
 
Subemployment index with component parts for low-income rural areas induded in Census Employment
 

Survey, with comparisons to United States, 1970
 
% Female% Male 

Invol- Discour- Economic Subem- Invol- Discour- Economic Subem-

Area and race Unem- untary aged underuti- ployment Unem- untary aged underuti- ployment 

plovment parttime workers lization index ployment parttime workers lization index 
Alabama: 

All races ................. 3.4 4.8 0.8 NA NA 7.1 8.8 3.8 NA NA 

White ................... 2.1 3.3 0.7 15.2 21.3 5.1 6.1 1.6 2.8 15.6 
Black ................... . 5.1 6.8 0.8 0.7 13.4 8.9 11.3 5.9 0.0 17.2 

Appalachia: 
All races ................. 5.8 3.6 2.2 0.0 11.6 8.4 43 13.0 15.5 41.2 

Arkansas: 
All races ................. 4.1 3.4 0.4 N NA 7.7 6.7 5.5 NA NA 
White ................... 23 1.6 0.1 8.9 12.9 4.6 3.8 2.4 2.5 14-3 

• h. Black ................... 8.0 7-3 1-3 0.0 16.6 10.6 11.1 10.7 0.0 31.8 
51n California: 

All races ................. 9.3 5.2 0.7 0.0 15.2 9.1 8.8 3.6 17.0 38-5
 

Missouri: 
All races ................. 5.7 5.0 0.7 17.4 28.8 7.5 9.9 7.7 103 35.4 

New Mexico: 
All races ................. 7.7 3-3 2.6 10.1 23.7 6.4 5.8 83 19.7 40.2 

North Carolina: 
All races ................. 3.8 6.1 0.5 NA NA 8.7 7.2 3.1 NA NA 
White ................... 2.8 4.0 0-3 7.5 14.6 7.1 5.1 2.0 0.0 14.2 
Black ................... 6.0 11.7 1.1 0.0 18.8 11.1 11.9 5.8 0.0 28.8 

Zuni Reservation: 
All races ................. 2.8 1.8 1.3 212 27.1 2.0 0.9 1.3 0.0 4.2 

United States: 
All races ................. 4.9 2.2 03 0.0 7.4 6.2 3.1 0.9 0.0 10-3 
White ................... 4.5 NA 03 NA NA 5.6 NA 0.8 NA NA
 
Black ................... 7.7 NA 0.7 NA NA 9.5 NA 1.5 NA NA
 

Sources: 	 For Study areas, Census Employment Survey, Vol. PHC(3)-74. For the U.S. Handbook of Labor Statistics, USDL Bulletin 1705, and "Monthly 
. abor Review," March, 1"973. 



force (regular civilian labor force plus the number of discouraged workers).
The percentages for the four measures are then summed to give a sub­
employment index. The number used to obtain the percent for economic 
underutilization is found on the final line of Table 15, where it is called
"man equivalent years of economically unutilized labor." This number is 
expressed as a percentage of the adjusted civilian labor force. 

In order to provide a base for judging the significance of the sub­
employment indices that are developed, a comparable index for males and 
females of all races has been constructed for the United States. Data are not 
available that permits development of a national subemployment index for 
racial groups. 

The fact will be observed that economic underutilization isnot shown 
for the U. S. index. This, of course, is because all races for the U. S. is the 
norm used for calculating the index of economic utilization for area sex 
groups. The U. S.index of economic utilization is, therefore, by definition, 
equal to 100.0 and there can be no national underutilization. 

For males the national subemployment index is 7.4 the lowest index 
among our study areas males is 11.6 for Appalachia. This is more than 50 
percent higher than the national. The Missouri area males with 28.8 has the 
highest index of subemployment. 

The fact should be noted that not only is the subemployment index for 
each male group in our study areas much higher than the national norm, but 
also that each component of the index for each area male group is much 
larger than its national (ounterpart. 

The picture revealed for women is essentially the same as that just 
sketched for men. For all but two area groups the suhemployment index for 
women issubstantially higher than for men. The two exceptions are white 
women in North Carolina and women of the Zuni Reservation. The Zuni 
women with a subemployment index of 4.2, less than half the national norm, 
are the only group of either sex to have an index smaller than the national 
norm, which in the instance of women is 10.3. In Appalachia and New 
Mexico the subemployment index for women isshown to be more than 40 
percent, and in California and Missouri it exceeds 35. 
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Chapter 5
 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
 
FOR DEVELOPMENT
 

Conclusions 

The preceding chapters of this report have developed various measures 
indicative of: (1)development need; and (2)the nature of manpower utiliza­
tion in our study areas with some comparisons to data for low income 
sections of selected large cities. In this chapter we examine the conclusions 
and their implications for development of rural areas that arise from the 
information that has been developed. These conclusions and implications 
are organized into five parts: (1) indicaions of need for development in the 
rural study areas; (2) the potential for development inl the study areas and in 
rural areas (3) indications of racial discrimination in the job market; (4) 
manpower development policies and progranis; and (5) the ecoonflic im­
plications for potential employers in tlie ruril study areas. 

The infornia tion we have developed portrays a group of rural areas 
having per (apita incones in 1969 that range from 4 5 to aOLt 2I percent 
below the national per capitai income of $3,1.9. ()nly California of the 
seven study areas, (the Zuni Reservation is inc-luded with the New Mexico 
counties ini per (apita in orue calculations), had a per (apila income as high 
as 79 percent of the national. Among the other six areas three had incomes 
per person between 50 and 60 percent of the national; the other three had 
per capita in(r)es dispersed rather closely around 65 percent of the U. S. 
income per person. 

The data for the incidence of families with in(onies below socially
acceptable thresholds jlso indicate a group of areas with rather severe in­
come problems. All areas have substantially larger percentages of low in­
come families than the average for the (oiunlry. These two incoune indicators 
suggest that the study areas are badly in need of e(,onomi( development 
which will permit in(rea,,el earnings. 

The previous analysis of per (apita in(one ( hanges from 1959 to 1969 
as related to population ((hanges from 1950 to 197(0, un(overed four indi­
vidual counties that had lost p)oI)ulatihO for the last two decades, and had 
seen their per (apita inllmnes de(line as 1r(entages of the national during
the decade from 1959 to 1969. These (ounties are looated ini tile Ap­
palachia, Arkansas, and Missouri sludy areas. Each of these areas, as a 
whole, experienced increases in per capita inconles from 1959 to 1969 that 
were substantially above the national average. 
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This situation points to the possibility for these four counties of adiffer­
ent type of development problem. Their situation may be that more and 
better paying jobs are not in prospect, and that innovative social action is 
indicated to at least cushion the continuing erosion of assets of the people In 
these counties. 

A further indication of needed development policies not directly related 
to industrialization isafforded by the data which were developed concern­
ing the availability of health facilities and personnel and expenditures per 
capita for public elementary and secondary education. 

Only the New Mexico area has half as many physicians per 10,000 
people as the U. S. average. The others range from 35 to 45 percent of the 
national average. The same general picture prevails with respect to the 
availability of dentists, nurses and pharmacists. Except for the Appalachian 
area, (which has about the same national average) hospital beds per 1,000 
people are substantially below the national average in the rural study areas. 

Per capita expenditures for elementary and secondary education are 
well below the national average in most areas. In the California and New 
Mexico areas expenditures exceed the national norm and in Missouri they 
are 96 percent. 

All of the study areas are thus indicated to be in need of development 
activities to substantially improve the availability of professional health per­
sonnel and all but one needs development of improved hospital facilities. To 
the extent that expenditures per capita can be used as aguide to the relative 
quality of educational services, it appears that four of seven areas need 
development activity aimed at upgrading the quality of their elementary and 
secondary educational services. 

A final indication of need for development is provided by the sub­
employment indices developed for the study areas. These indices, which 
include unemployment, hidden unemployment, involuntary part-time 
workers, and economic underutilization, are taken as indications of need for 
development policies and programs designed to provide increased and bet­
ter paying employment opportunities. 

Only one population group among the 26 for which subemployment 
rates were developed had a rate smaller than the United States average. This 
group is the women of the Zuni Reservation. The other groups, both men 
and women, exhibit rates of subemployment that are from 50 percent to 400 
percent higher than the U. S. average. Subemployment is generally much 
more severe for women than for men. The rates for men, however, range 
from a low of 11.6 to 29 percent. The national average for men is 7.4 
percent. 

Some analysts have looked at rural-urban income differentials and 
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changes over time, and population change data, and reached the gloomy 
conclusion that in general, rural areas have little prospect of effective de­
velopment in either the narrower sense of industrialization, or in the broader 
concept of increasing employment while improving the quality of services 
and facilities. 

The data developed in this study do not support such conclusions. One 
of the principal reasons such conclusions are sometimes reached is that 
income differentials and changes over time are analyzed mainly in absolute 
terms rather than in terms of proportional change. 

In a large, complex and diverse overall economy such as the United 
States, it is highly improbable that all areas and regions and economic 
activity sectors will c'ver have precisely equal incomes even after logical 
adjustments for the quality of income earning resources, and tile relative 
purchasing power of income are made. If, therefore, relatively low income 
areas, activity sectors or population groups of the econoniy experience over­
time, increases in income that are significantly larger, in percentage terms, 
than those obtaining for the economy as a whole, progress is being made. It 
is suggested that only in Keyensian sense of "long-run" ('when we shall all 
be dead") is it practicable to expect low income areas to completely over­
take the higher areas. 

To worry, therefore, because absolute income increases overtime are 
larger in high income area or sectors than those for low income areas, and to 
calculate the extent to which absolute differentials have increased overtime, 
despite larger proportional increases for low income areas or sectors, is, 
from the standpoint of evaluating developmental progress or potential, func­
tionally irrelevant. 

Changes in per capita income tor our rural study areas belween 1959 
and 1969 reveal that five of the seven areas increased in(onies substantially 
more than the 7) percent national increase. The two remaining areas, 
California and New Mexico, attained increases in per apita inconie that 
were seven anid five percent, respectively, less than the national rate of 
increase. The estimated klir( hasing power of iri onie factor (the relative cost 
of living) for the New Mexi o area is .93. If the 94.8 perent of the U.S. 
change in per capita income is divided by .93, the re olIt is aIl estimate that 
in "real" terms per capita inrme for the New Mexico arei increased during 
the decade by 102 per ei of tIhe ilioinal increase. 

This same adjuslt ni('it WOuld ,also increa&, Ie )ercentage margin over 
the U. S. for all other area, snept C,alifornia. hlie California area is esti­
matedl to have a relative ost of living fa( tor of 100.0, equalI to the U. S. 
average. AdjutsiMeit to "real" ternis would not, therefore, for this area influ­
ence estimates of change overtime for per capita income relative to national 
change.
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The data on relative change in per capita income suggests, therefore, 
that in five of our rural study areas that approximately doubled their incomes 
per person during the period 1959 to 1969, (compared to a 70 percent
national increase) effective development progress was occurring. 

The two (2)California counties definitely lost ground during the decade. 
Some quetion israised with respect to its development potential using only
historical income change data. The four counties comprising the New 
Mexico area did not lose ground per capita income-wise when expressed in
"real" terms. Their gain was, however, quite nominal-not an encouraging
performance for an area starting the decade at 30 percent below the national 
income per person level. 

The information developed on changes in broad employment
categories between 1962 and 1970 offers encouraging evidence for the 
development potential of our rural study areas. The most relevant data con­
cerns the percentage increases in nonfarm employment that were attained 
by these rural areas during the period 1962-70. 

For this period the U.S.increase was 22 percent. Only the Appalachian 
area which experienced an increase of nine percent failed to materially
exceed the U.S.percentage gain in nonfarm employment. The significanceof
the relatively low percent increases in Appalachia ismoderated considerably
by the fact that the area had apopulation loss of 17 peccent between 1960 and 
1970. 

In the California and New Mexico areas where per capita income 
change experience was not encouraging, increases in nonfarm employment 
were 31 and 26 percent respectively-well above the national average in 
each instance. 

The Alabama, Arkansas, and Missouri areas each realized gains of al­
most one-third in nonfarn employment. 

The North Carolina area, with an increase of 58 percent, substantially 
more than doubled the national average. These data suggest that our study 
areas have been making progress in obtaining new employment oppor­
tunities at better than national average rates. They certainly indicate that 
these areas have an encouraging potential for continuing levelopment of 
new employment opportunities. 

The industrial (compsilion of employment in our rural study areas is 
believed to be generally supportive of potential for increasing employment 
opportunities and earnings. 

In five of the ,even areas the industrial mix for males results in an 
estimated index of industrial quality that is equal to or greater than the 
United States average. The Arkansas and California areas, with heavy con­
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centrations of males employed in agriculture, forestry and fisheries, have 
indices of industrial quality of 87. Other data shows, however, that between 
1962 and 1970 farm employment as apercent of total employment declined 
by 40 percent in the Arkansas area. The comparable decline was 13 percent 
for California. These latter data suggest that the industrial quality mix for 
Arkansas and California area males has been improving in the recent past. 

In the instance of women, the industrial quality composition also 
suggest a good potential for increased employment and earnings oppor­
tunities. The indexes for all the study areas are at or near the national 
average.
 

There is a considerable body of literature comparing and endeavoring 
to explain rural-urban income differentials whicii is relevant to this examina­
tion of the development potential of our study areas and of rural areas 
generally. Much of it stems from an insightful article by T. W. Schultz 
entitled "Reflections on Poverty Within Agriculture" published in The Jour­
nal of Political Economy in February 1950. The two most c(omprehensive 
efforts at empirical verification of the general theme sketched by Schultz are 
probably W. Keith Bryant's unpublished Ph.D. thesis (Michigan State Uni­
versity, 1963), which is entitled, "An Analysis of Inter(ornluni ty Income 
Differentials in Agriculture," and the 1960 Census Monogram, "People of 
Rural America" by Dale E. I lathaway, 1.Allan Beegle and W. Keith Bryant. 

The overall hypothesis, which these analysts have generally accepted, 
despite sometimes mixed empirically deris d indicatii s,is that the labor 
market performs significantly more efficiently at or near the ('enter of large 
urban industrial complexes. Ifthis is a fact there is less th an bright potential 
for improving relative earnings in most rural areas. 

The data on relative e(ononiic utilization of ma npower for rural areas 
and cities which was developed in tlis stLidy can be uSe(I to examine the 
validity of this hyp )thesis for these areas. It is suggested a reasonabile test of 
labor market efficiency is the extent to v,hi h,in a given niarkel, various 
population groups are ec0nonri(ally utilized in suh mianner that the real 
median earnings they attain are equivahlent to or better than the median 
earnings obtainable for persons in the ('(0nn1y as a whole who have com­
parable income earning capacities. 

When this test is applied for males in our eight rural study areas and the 
eight comparison large cities, it is found lhat in lhe (ilieS 11 IlO ulationp 
groups experien(ed economic underutili/atoin I, li, is 64 percent of the 17 
male population groups analyzed for these eight (lies. In the instarice of the 
rural areas, 13 male population groups are identified. Light or 61 percent of 
these were found to have economic uri(nderutilization. 

These facts are interpreted to mean that the labor market is working at 
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least as efficiently for males in the rural areas studied here as it is in the 
central cities of the eight large cities used for comparison. It is also suggested 
that this relative efficiency of labor market performance argues well for the 
potential of these rural areas to improve relative earni, ags overtime. 

When the same test of labor market efficiency is applied to women 
wage and salary workers in the rural areas and the cities, the results indicate 
that for women the labor market is performing more efficiently in the cities 
than in rural areas. Sixty-one percent of (8 of 13) rural wonien population 
groups experienced eofonoic underutilization, while only four (24 percent) 
of 17 city woemen population groups failed to have real median earnings as 
large or larger than those obtaining in the county as a whole for persons of 
comparable earning (apacity. Ihese facts probably indicate that cities tend 
to generate a greater en)loyment demand for jobs usually employing 
women than do rural areas. As women, overtime, obtain access to wider 
varieties of o(Cul)ations and industries, the relative efficiency of the labor 
market for women in rural areas should improve. 

Since all the rural areas except Califoriia have 1)Lirdasing power of 
income that is greater than the U. S. average the increases in educational 
expenditures vis a vis the national average would be yet greater in "real" 
terms. The 1urclhaing isver ot incomein the California area is the same as 
the national average. 

Over the east several years mo,-tl available statistics indi(ate that prog­
ress has been nadle in ameliorating racial dis rimination in the job market. 
The past effe( ts of p()lic e,, that ( onlined sorne groups to theliotoni rungs of 
some occ upalional lidders, and exc tided lherm enlirely from other occopa­
lions will, ho wever, be seen in slatisti s for a long lime. Some of the informa­
lion c(,vehojeld in this stUdy stuggesIs the (ontinuing effe s Of past job dis­
crimination and soial neglect in Ihe education of blacks in southern 
areas. 

Separate data were developed for blacks in the Alabama, Arkansas 
and Norlh Carolina areas. These data show that both black nien and 
women have s-ul) stantially lower median earnings than their white counter­
parts. lao k medians are for the most part only albouL 5) to 00 percenl as 
large as those for sNlhites. ()ur an,dysis does riot, however, anticipate equal 
earnings medians for all pIopulation, group,,. It rather has endeavored to 
determine whether em h group was attaining real median earnings equiva­
lent to those (ohtliiuighor persns of ( oniara hle earning (apacily in the 
econonmy as a whole. 10 (1o this "warranted" ne(Jian earnings were calcu­
lated. Ihese warranted medians wer obtained by multiplying national rue­
dian earnings of a(11sex by our (,.irnated indt.x of overall earning caipacity. 
lhiis index of overall earning (al), ( ity, it will he recalled, is the pr(xluct of 
indices for e(lu(atiornal attainient, occupational structure, age structure, 

52 



and work experience (weeks worked distributions). The "warranted" me­
dians that evolved for blacks were, except for Alabama males, lower than 
the very low actual medians. In the instance of black men in Alabama the 
"warranted" and "real" actual medians were virtually the same. 

On the basis of these facts asuperficial conclusion would be that no job 
market discrimination exists, because our data indicate they are utilized as 
effectively as are persons of comparable earning capacity in the nation at 
large. Such a conclusion would be based on an implicit assumption that 
access to occupations and to full-time work experience was available to 
blacks without discrimination. 

Some of our data appears to bring the validity of such an assumption 
sharply into question. Let us first consider the relationships between the 
index of industrial quality (which is for all races) and indices of occupational 
quality for blacks and whites. There is, of course, no reason to expect 
perfect correlation, but the results for blacks and whites in our three are 
interesting. For white males in Alabama, Arkansas and North Carolina, oc­
cupational indices are sharply higher than the area indices for industrial 
quality. For black males in the same three areas, occupational indices are 
even more sharply lower than the relevant industrial quality index. Precisely 
the same situation prevails for white and black women in the three areas. 

As a comparison we can look at the relationship between industrial 
quality and occupation indices for all races in the Appalachia, California 
and Missouri areas. The population of each of these areas is preponderantly 
white. For males in Appalachia the industry index is substantially higher 
than that for occupations; in the Missouri area the industry index is moder­
ately higher and for California males the indices are practically the same. In 
the instance of women the two indices are virtually identical for Appalachia 
and California and the occul)ational index ismoderately lower in the Mis­
souri area. 

These facts are believed to suggest that both black men and women in 
the Alabama, Arkansas and North Carolina areas have in the past been 
restricted to lower rungs of those occupations to which they were admitted. 

A further indication of possible job discrimination against blacks may 
be found by analyzing the relationships between educational and occupa­
tional indices for whites and blacks, because it seems reasonable to as­
sume that there should be some consistent relationship between these two 
individual indexes. 

For white males in Alabama and North Carolina the educational index 
is 97.4 and 95.6, respectively, while the occupational indices are consider­
ably higher at 108.9 and 105.6. The two indexes are more nearly equal In 
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Arkansas, but the occupational measure at 98.0 still exceeds the educational 
index which is 95.7. 

The educational indexes are relatively low for black men. They are 
74.7, 69.0 and 79.2 for Alabama, Arkansas and North Carolina, respec­
tively, while the occupational indices are considerably higher at 108.9 and 
105.6. The two indexes are more nearly equal in Arkansas, but the occupa­
tional measure at 98.0 still exceeds the educational index which is 95.7. 

The situation aniong white women in the three areas is not greatly 
different from that for white men. The women have higher educational 
indexes and generally somewhat higher indices for occupational structure. 

Black women exhibit more striking differences between educational 
and occupaltional indexes than do the men, but there are the same type of 
differences-the educational consistently and markedly higher than the oc­
cupational index. 

The consistent pattern of blacks having occupational indices lower 
than their educational, while for whites the reverse is true, (oes not prove 
that this results from job discrimination, but it raises a serious question about 
its existence. Taken alone, the low levels of educational attainment of blacks 
compared to whites highlights past social neglect of this minority group. 

An indication that job discrimination is not confined to rural areas, or to 
the South can l)e foUnd by (onsidering, briefly, the relationships between 
educational and oCCUpational in(lices for our comparison (ities. 

InCinci nna ti and Charlotte it( edlucational (ILualityindex for black males 
isonly slightly below that of white males, but for Charlotte, the occupational 
index of black niales is 0 points behw that for whites, and in Cincinnati it is 
seven points lower for Negroes. For (akland there is a seven point spread in 
favor of white males in (ILI(ationa Iattainment, but a 12 point differential in 
the same lirect( on for ite( (U1p),tional index. 

The same sort of sitLuation is found in St. Louis. Here black males have a 
slightly higher e(uc ational attainnent index, but have a nine point lower 
occupational index than dIo whites. 

In New York City and Phoenix, Aritona, on the other hand, there will 
seem to be a rough (luivaen(y among male racial groups in the point 
divergences between the elu( ational and Occupational indexes. 

The same situation exists for black women as that just discussed for black 
men with respe(t to extreme (Iiverge(es between the occul)ational and 
educational indexes as I)etween whites and blacks in cities. 

In Cincinnati black women have a higher educational index than whites, 
but they have a24 point lower occupational index. InOakland, black women 
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have an occupational index 19 points lower than whites, but show an educa­
tional index of four points higher. InSt. Louis the situation issimiliar. Blacks 
have asix point higher educational index and a 24 point lower occupational 
index. InCharlotte the situation isalso distributing. Here black women have a 
five point lower educational index and a 36 point lower occupational index 
than do whites. These facts do not, of course, prove jot) discrimination in these 
labor markets. They (o raise qtestions worth investigating. 

The work experience i idex is one that can also be affected by job 
discrimination against blacks, for if [)lacks are discriminated against with 
respect to occupations, they would likely be much more than proportionally 
represented in the more casual types of jobs and those that are the first to be 
dispensed with if there isa cutback in production or business activity. 

A comparison of while and black work experience indices for the rural 
study areas reveals that whites uniformly have higher work experience indi­
ces than do blacks. InAlabama the work experience for white men is 14 points 
above that for blacks, while in Arkansas there isa 24 point spread in favor of 
white males. Black men in North Carolina have a work experience index 16 
points below that of whites. 

Both white and black women in Alabama have work experience indices 
above 100.0, but the white index is 15 points higher than that for black 
women. Inthe Arkansas area white women have awork experience index of 
111 while that for blacks, at 80, is 31 points lower. The situation in North 
Carolina isonly moderalely less extreme. 1he index for white women isab)out 
110 while that for black,, is 86. It thus appears that there is a sul)stantiaI 
probability that b)th black men and11en are I iscri m inated against in ways 
which lead to relatively low work exp rien(e indi(es. 

These data, taken in (onjUnction with inftrmation in(i(ating discrimi­
nation leading to uojulstifia)ly low M( HIL tion indi es, suggest that tle over­
all indices of earning capacity for hla( ks in lhelstudy afea are substantially 
lower than would be the case in the absence of jol) discrimination. Higher 
indices of overall earning capacity would prohaly give a truer indication of 
the overall quality of the black labor forces. It might also result in estimates of 
economic underutilization for sone or all black population groups. 

Implications: 

By far the most important implication of the manpower utilization data 
developed in this report is that these rural study areas need more and better 
employment opportunities. The nature of this manpower utilization informa­
tion that should encourage employers to locate employment opportunities in 
these and similar rural areas is discussed in the following pages. 
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There is to be found in our data, however, Implications of need for 
manpower development programs and policies. Such programs and policies 
are, of course, meaningful only within a context that includes employment
opportunities for the upgraded skills that are developed. 

The educational, occupational and work experience status of blacks in
the Alabama, Arkansas and North Carolina areas suggest need for job
oriented training for better employment opportunities. With respect
blacks, continued and stepped up programs to eliminate discrimination in

to 

the job market are probably tile most urgently needed manpower develop­
ment policy. 

Male wage and salary workers in the California area appear to be 
another specific population group that would benefit from job oriented train­
ing programs to upgrade their skills. 

The relatively large percentages of total nonfarm employment found 
among the self-employed and nonpaid family workers for each of the study
areas, probably indicates a need for skill development training in all the 
areas included in this study. 

Potential employers are concerned, minimally, with the quantity, qual­
ity and relative cost of labor for their entcrprises. The data developed in this 
report are believed to contain some important implications concerning these 
aspects of available manpower that should encourage employers to locate 
economic activities in these and similar areas of the country. 

The quantity of labor that would be available in each of these areas for 
new employment opportunities issignificantly larger than labor force statis­
tics will indicate, because there exists in each of them a considerable 
number of discouraged workers who have withdrawn from the labor force. 
The percentages of discouraged workers in these areas are from about dou­
ble to more than 10 times the percentage for the country as a whole. 

Two other indications that labor for potential employers would be rela­
tively plentiful in these areas are to be found in: (1)the much higher than 
national average percentages of wage and salary workers in the study areas 
who are involuntarily working part-tine; and (2) the higher than national 
average percentages of all nonfarm employed persons who are unpaid fam­
ily workers or who are self-employed. Substantial numbers of persons in this 
latter category are usually readily drawn to wage and salary opportunities. 

The indications of labor quality that have been developed suggest that 
white males in the Alakama, Arkansas an(; North Carolina areas, and males
of all races in the New Mexico area have earning capacities either about 
equal or superior to the average for the nalion. The Appalachian, Missouri, 
and Zuni Reservation males have overall indices of earning capacity ranging
from 82 to 91 percent of the national average. The index for California males 
is 77 percent of the national. 
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In the instance of women wage and salary workers, overall earning 
capacity indices indicate that white women in Alabama, Arkansas and North 
Carolina and women of all races in the Appalachia and Missouri areas have 

earning capacity indexes virtually equivalent to the national average. The 

women of the Zuni Reservation have an earning capacity index of about 91. 

While as was the case with males, the California women of all races had the 

lowest indicated earning capacity of any group thus far considered, their 

index of earning capacity is 78. 

The relative quality of labor in the black population groups has not 

been discussed to this point, because, as indicated in the discussion of racial 

discrimination, it is believed that our indices of overall earning capacity for 

blacks tends to understate the quality of these laborforcrs. Even if it were 

possible to correct for the influence of discrimination cn the individual 
occupation and work experience index components of the overall indices of 

earning capacity for black men and women, the overall indices would still 

be relatively low. Since, however, real median earnings of these black 

groups are also quite low, these people may still be economically attractive 

to potential employers. 

For an employer not requiring for some operations a high level of formal 

education, and who can and will eschew racial discrimination, the 

employment of black men and women in the Alabama, Arkansas and North 

Carolina areas may represent a real bargain. The real median earnings of 

these groups are generally 40 to 50 percent below the national medians for 

men and women. 

It is reasonable to suppose that an employer could offer wages signifi­

cantly above those now prevailing for these people, which would represent 

an important improvement in their income positions, and still have wage 

costs well below the average of those prevailing in the country as awhole. 

In the instance of white males in the Alabama, Arkansas and North' 

Carolina areas and of men of all races in the New Mexico areas, employers 

would find labor quality on the whole well above the national average. The 

actual median earnings for these groups is from $1,100 to $1,700 less than 

the national median for males. Inthese situations it would appear that poten­

tial employers could obtain high quality workers at less than national aver­

age wage costs. 

For men in the Missouri and Zuni Reservation areas actual median 

earnings are, respectively, 61 and 55 percent of the national median for 

men. These men are, however, indicated to have overall indices of earning 

capacity that are about 90 percent of the U. S.average. This sort of spread 

should allow both workers and employers to achieve significant economic 

benefits from the creation of new employment opportunities. 
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Men in the Appalachia and California areas have actual median earn­
ings that are about $1,100 and $1,200, re.pectively, lower than the median 
for all men in the country. Their indicated index of earning capacity results 
In estimated "warranted medians" that are slightly less than their actuals. 

Inthe instance of the men of these areas it does not appear that potential
employers would have an economic bonus to split with workers. Such em­
ployers could, however, find a fairly high quality labor force at wage rates 
about equal to the national average for persons of comparable capacity. 

There appears to exist in the cases of women wage and salary workers 
in the Appalachia, Missouri and New Mexico areas situations where workers 
and potential employers could share a bonus from the creation of new
employment opportunities. The quality of the feniale labor force in all these 
areas is about equal to or a little better than the U. S.average, but actual 
median earnings are substantially below the national median for women. 
New employers can obtain a superior quality of workers for less than na­
tional average wage costs by offering increases over the average rates now in 
existence. 

The basic economic incentive for potential employers is present also 
with respect to women in the California areas. These women do riot have as
high an earning capacity index as those of the areas discussed above. Their 
index is,however, estimated to be 85 percent ,of the national average. The 
actual median earnings of these women, thougl-, is only 66 percent of the 
median for all women in the country. Offering employment opportunities
which would produce median earnings somewhere between these two per­
cenlages of the national median would be economically beneficial to both 
workers and employers. 

For while women inthe Alabama, Arkansas and North Carolina areas, 
and for women of the Zuni Reservation actual median earnings exceed the
national median for women. There is not, for these area,, a relative labor 
cost incentive for potential employers of women. If,however, location with 
respect to markets or production related resources point to these areas, an 
employer could expect to find high quality women workers at about the 
national average wage cost for persons of comparable earning capacity. 

!nsummary, these rural study areas, all of which badly need increased 
employment opportunities, lire believed to have rather good prospects to 
attract new enterprises, (osidering bothItheir recent past performance and 
the characteristics an(I relative costs of man)o wer available to prospective
employers. It is an a( (ept Ile fa( t that inmot developing ( ountries the data 
necessary to calculate 'c)nomic man)ower ulili/ati on are not readily avail­
able. However, the aulhor's domestic and international e(ooniic develop­
ment experien(es lead us to the conclusion that the te(hni(lue advanced in
this rexrt and sunniarized below could serve as a useful research tool in 
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helping plan and design programs to fulfill the Ik ical needs of people and 
particularly the elementary requirements of tk lowest income groups in 
developing countries. 
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APPENDICIES 

I. Procedure for Calculating Relative
 
Economic Utilization
 

The basic concept underlying development of an index of economic 
utilization for wage and salary workers is to provide a quantitative measure 
of the extent to which wage and salary workers of a study population are 
utilized in a manner resulting in their attaining median earnings equivalent 
to those obtaining for persons having comparable earning capacities in some 
larger population which is taken as a norm. In this study, all men and 
women wage and salary workers in the nation are the larger populations 
taken as norms. 

The basic computational task is to develop an estimate of the median 
earnings which would prevail for a study population if they received the 
same remuneration as persons of the same sex and equivalent earning
capacities received in the nation as a whole. We refer to this estimated 
median as the "warranted" median earnings. 

This "warranted" median earnings is then expressed as apercentage of 
the "real" actual median earnings of the study population group. This per­
centage becomes our index of economic utilization. 

Since actual median earnings are available for each study population 
group from the Census Employnwt Survey and national median earnings 
are available from Current Population Survey data of the Census Bureau, the 
crux of the computational process ikdevelopment of "warranted" medians. 

This process starts with choosing factors that can logically be thought to 
influence the earning capacities of wage and salary workers and for which 
necessary data are available. For this study four such factors were chosen: 
(1)level of edu(.,tional attainment; (2)age structure; (3)occupational struc­
ture; and (4)work experience (number of weeks worked). 

For each of these factors three bits of basic data are necessary (I)
numerical or percent distributions for each study population; (2)such dis­
tributions for wage and saIjry workers of ead sex at the national level; and 
(3) national median earnings for each sex for each component of each 
distribution. 

For example, in the instance of the educational attainment factor we 
have numerical and national median earnings data for persons who have 
completed: less than eight years of school; eight years; nine to eleven years; 
twelve years; and thirteen years or more. 
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For each study population the percent of persons having each of these 
levels of educational attainment is multiplied by the national median earn­
ings, for the relevant sex of persons having the same educational level. The 
resulting five products are added. 

At the national level for each sex exactly the same procedure is 
employed to obtain a sum of the products of percents with each level of 
education multiplied by national earnings for the appropriate educational 
level. 

The sum for each study population is then divided by the national sum 
for the relevant sex. The resulting percentage is taken as an indication of the 
percentage of national melian earnings that are "warrante('" for the study 
population considering the level of educational attainment alone. It may be 
referred to as an economic index of educational attainment. 

Precisely the same computational procedure is usC(d to develop eco­
nomic indexes for each of the other three earning capacity influencing fac­
tors-age structure, occupational structure, and work experience (weeks 
worked distribution). 

When the four indhexes are developed a pro(Luct is O)tained (1 x 2 x 3 
x 4). This proiict of indices is an overall index of the relative earning 
capacity of a specific study population. It indi ates the percentage of the 
national median e;,rnings for the relevant sex that is estiniated as "war­
ranted" considering the comhined influen( on earning capacity of all four 
factors. 

This product of factors, or overall index of earning (apacity ismultiplied 
by the national median earnings figure for the relevant sex to proluce our 
estimate of "warranted median earnings" for va( h study I)o)Uldtion group. 

As stated above, -warranted median earnings' is then divided by
''real" actual median earnings to ol)tain an index of econ)mic utilization. 
An index of less than 10() indictafe. eornlmif• underlitili,ation, the degree of 
underutilization is indicated Iy the extent to wh( h the index of ec(onomic 
utilization is less than 1)). An index Of eConomic utiliation of 1()0 or more 
indicates that the I)articular study ipopulation is Utili/ied as or more effec­
tively than persons of comparable earning capacity in the nation as awhole. 
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II. Maps of Selected States and Counties
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Il. Tables 

Table 1

Percentage distribution of wage and salary workers by major industry group, by sex all races rural Census
 

Employment Survey areas and the United States, 1970
 

U.S. Alabama Appalachia Arkansas 

Industry Pct. dis- Relatise Pct. dis- Relative Pct.dis- Relative 
P. tribution to U.S. tribution to U.S. .ribution to U.S. 

MALES .................................... 
 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 
Agriculture, foqestry, and
 

fisheries ................................. 
 6.7 6.3 94.0 0.5 7.5 22.3 332.8 
Mining .................................... 1.0 0.7 70.0 44.9 4490.0 0.1 10.0Construction ............................... 
 9.7 10.4 107.2 6.3 64.9 7.8 80.4Durable goods manufacturing ................ 18.5 11.4 61.6 6.4 34.6 16.6 
 89.7
Nondurable goods manuiacturing ............ 10.0 
 16.4 164.0 2.0 20.0 10.8 108.0 
Transportation. communication,
 

3nd other public utilities .................. 8.2. 6.0 
 73.2 8.1 98.8 6.4 78.0Wh"olesale and retail trade ................... 18.7 15.7 84.0 12.1 64.7 16.4

Finance. insurance and real estate ............ 4.0 2.0 50.0 1.2 30.0 1.7 

87.7
 
42.5

Busriness and repair services ................. 
 3.4 1.8 52.9 1.8 52.9 1.7 50.0Personal ser ices ........................... 
 2.8 2.0 71.4 1.3 46.4 1.4 50.0
Pro essional. public administra­

tion. and entertainment ................... 17.0 
 27.3 160.6 15.4 90.6 14.7
Index of industrial qualit' .................. 101.5 101.5 112.1 112.1 87.1 

86.5 
87.1 

'U.S. percent distribution weighted by median earnings for industries = 100.0. 



Table 1-Continued 

California Missouri New Mexico North Carolina 
Indtry Pct. dis-

tribution 
Relative 

to U.S. 
Pct. dis-
tribution 

Relative 

to U.S. 
Pct. dis-

tribution 
Relative 
to U.S. 

Pct dis-
tribution 

Relative 
to U.S. 

O 

FEMALES .................................. 
Agriculture, forestry, andfisheries ................................. 

Mining. ..............Construction ............................... 
Durable goods manufacturing ................ 
Nondurable goods manufacturing ............ 
Transportation, communication. 

and other public utilities .................. 
Wbolesale and retail trade ...................Finance. insurance and real estate ............ 
Business and repair services ................. 
Personal services ........................... 
Professional, public administra­

tion, and entertainment ................... 
Index of industrial quality' ................ 

MALES .................................... 

Agriculture, frsitry, and
fisheries................................ 

Mining................................. 
Construction .............................. 
Durable goods manufacturing ................Nondurable goods manufactut ............ 
Transportation, communication,

and other public utilites .................. 

100.0 

2.3 

0.1
0.8 
7.7 

10.5 

3.4 
22.2

5.9 
2.2 

12.5 

32.4 

99.9 

23.0 
0.5 
7.2 
73
9.6 

6.1 

100.0 

2.0 

0.5 
2.0 

23.4 

1.7 
13.3
2.7 
0.8 

21.8 

31.9 
93.4 

343.3 
50.0 
74.2 
39.5
96.0 

74.4 

87.0 

62.5 
26.0 

222.9 

50.0 

59.9
45.8 
36.4 

174.4 

98.5 
93.4 

100.0 

3.9 58.2 
5.6 560.0 
8.8 90.7 

19.0 102.7
11.8 118.0 

6.7 81.7 

99.9 

-

1.2
0.3 
3.7 
8-2 

2.1 

23.7
2.4 
0.5 

11.-

46.0 
100.8 

100.0 

3.3 
144 
9.0 
4.7
3.0 

1!.8 

-

1200.0
37.5 
48.0 
78.1 

61.8 

106.8
40.7 
22.7 
94.4 

142.0 
100.8 

49.2 
40.0 
92.8 
25.4
30.0 

143.9 

99.9 

6.6 

-
0-3 
9.1 

15.3 

1.8 

18.4
3.0 
0.6 

15.7 

29.1 
93.7 

99.9 

7.6 
a 

11.8 
9.3

19.2 

6.0 

287.0 

-
37.5 

118.2 
145.7 

52.9 

82.9
50.8 
27.3 

125.6 

89.8 
93.7 

113A 

121.6 
503

192.0 

73.2 



- -

Wholesale and retail taee ................... 18.0 963 

Finance, insurance and real estate ............ 2.2 55.0 

Business and repair services ................. 2.2 64.7 

Personal services ........................... 1.2 42.9 

Professional, public administra­

tion, and entertainment ................... 22.6 132.9 

Index of industrial quality' ................... 87.1 87.1 


FEMALES .................................. 100.1 

Agriculture, forestry, and
 

fisheries ................................. 8.6 373.9 

Mining ....................................- -


Construction ............................... 0.6 75.0 

Durable goods manufacturing................. 12 15.6 

Nondurable goods manufacturing ............ 12.7 121.0 

Transpr.rtation, communication,
 

and other public utilities .................. 1.6 47.0 

Whcl~esale and retail trade ................... 23.6 106.3 

Finance, i-'surance and real estate ............ 5.4 91.5 

Business ard repair services ................. 0.8 36.4 

Personal services ........................... 83 66.4 

Professional, public administra­

tion, and entertainment ................... 37-3 115.1 

Index of industrial quality'.................... 94.7 94.7 


'U.S. percent distribution weighted by median earnings for industries = 

17.6 
2.2 
1.3 
1.1 

22.0 
104.8 

100.1 

0.6 
0.2 
0.3 
4.8 

34.6 

1.6 
19.4 

3.0 
0.4 
7.8 

27.4 
105.8 

100.0. 

94.1 
55.0 
38.2 
39.3 

129.4 
129.4 

26.1 
200.0 
37.5 
62.3 

329.5 

47.0 
87.4 
50.8 
18.2 
62.4 

84.6 
105.8 

15.5 
1.5 
2.7 
1.8 

32.3 
105.8 

100.1 

0.7 
0.2 
0-3 
1.8 
2.1 

3.4 
25.5 

4.0 
1.2 

11.5 

49.4 
99.7 

82.9 
37.5 
79.4 
64.3 

190.0 
105.8 

30.4 
200.0 

37.5 
23.4 
20.0 

100.0 
114.9 
67.8 
54.5 
92.0 

152.5 
99.7 

19.4 103.7 
2.4 60.0 
2.4 70.6 
1.8 64.3 

20.0 117.6 
100.0 100.0 

100.0 

7.6 330.4 

0.4 50.0 
4.5 58.4 

26.0 247.6 

2.1 61.8 
18.6 83.8 
3.4 57.6 
0.8 36.4 
9.8 78.4 

26.8 82.7 
97.1 97.1 



Table 2
Percentage distribution of wage and salary workers by major industrygroup, by sex for low income areas of 

selected cities induded in Census Employment Survey, 1970 

U.S. Birmingham, Ala. Phoenix, Ariz. Oakland, Ca. St. Louis, Mo. 

Industry Pct. dis- Rel. to Pct. dis- Rel. to Pct. dis- Rel. to Pct. dis- Rel. to 
tribution U.S. tribution U.S. tribution U.S. tribution U.S. 

Agriculture. foresty, andfis-,ries ............... 6.7 0.6 9.0 3.3 49.2 1.0 14.9 0.4 6.0

Mining ....................................... 
 1.0 1.0 100.0 0.4 40.0 - - 0.1 10.0 
Construction .................................. 
 9.7 7. 73.2 11.9 122.7 7.2 74.2 4.6 47.4
Durable goods manufacturing ................... 18.5 33.6 16-.6 18.3 98.9 
 16.8 90.8 27.3 147.6
Nondu-able goods manufacturing ............... 10.0 6.4 64.0 5.0 50.0 
 8.4 84.0 14.0 140.0 
Transportation, communications, and 

other pubic utilities ................. ...... 8.2 8.7 106.1 5.9 72.0 13.4 163.4 93 113.4Wholesale and -elailtrade ........ ............ 18.7 18.5 98.9 18.9 101.1 16.7 89.3 13.8 73.8

Finance, insurance and real estate ............... 4.0 2.4 60.0 1.8 45.0 1.6 40.0 2.2 55.0

Busirness and repair serice ...................... 3.4 2.5 73.5 4.4 
 129.4 4.7 138.2 33 97.0Personal ser, Ices .............................. 2.8 3.1 110.7 5.2 185.7 2.6 92.8 2.5 89.3
 
Other professional entertainmcnt 

and publc administration .................... 17.0 15.9 93.5 24.5 144.1 26.5 155.9 22.5 132.4........... ......... ..
index of industrial quality . 100.0 )06.0 106.0 99.8 99.8 105.8 105.8 107.9 107.9 

FEMALES 
Agriculture, forestry and firheries ................ 2.3 0.2 8.7 0.9 39.1 0.5 21.7 0.2 8.7 
NM ning ...................................... 0.1 
 0.1 100.0 - ­ - - 0.1 100.0
Construction .................................. 
 0.8 0-2 25.0 0.6 75.0 03 37.5 02 25.0
Durable goods manufacturing ................... 7.7 
 3.3 42.8 13.1 170.1 33 42.8 5.7 74.0N'1on-durable goods manufactunng ............... 10.5 5.5 52.4 8.2 78.1 83 79.0 14.6 139.0 



Tra tion. wrcabom and 
other public utilities ......................... 3.4 2.4 70.6 2.7 79.4 5.2 152.9 2.5 73.5 

Vtiolesale and retail trade ...................... 22.2 22.8 102 7 22.5 101.4 14.9 67.1 13.8 62-2 
Finance and real estate ......................... 5.9 4.7 79.7 4.4 74.6 6.0 101.7 2.9 49.2 
Business and repair service ..................... 2-2 1.2 54.5 3.8 172.7 2.1 95.4 2.1 95.4
 
Personal sersice ............................... 12.5 27.4 2192 15.6 124.8 20.7 165.6 17.2 137.6
 
Other professional entertainment 

and public administration .................... 32.4 32-2 994 28.0 86.4 38.7 119.4 40.5 125.0 
Index o idustr~a! quality ..................... 100.0 75.5 75.5 98.1 98.1 97.8 97.8 100.8 100.8 

MALES 

Agriculture. forestrs, and fisheries ................ 0.2 3.0 0.8 11.9 0.3 4.5 0.6 
 9.0 
Mining ........................................ I - 0.3 30.0 - - 0.1 10.0 
Construction ................................. 4.5 46.4 10.7 110.3 8.7 89.7 8.6 
 88.6 
Durable goods manufacturing .................... 10.7 S7.8 12.5 67.6 22.9 123.8 17.5 94.6 
Nondurable goods manufacturing ................ 14.7 147.0 14.3 143.0 12.C 120.0 17-2 172.0 
Transportation, communications, and 

other public utilities.......................... 10.0 122.0 12.8 156.1 7.5 91.5 9.1 111.0
 
Wholesa!e and retail trade ...................... 18.6 99.5 21.4 114.4 14.8 79.1 17.0 90.9
 
Finance. insurance and real estate ................ 6.9 172.5 2.5 62.5 2.0 50.0 2.0 50.0
 
Business and reoatr ser-ice ...................... 5.8 170.6 4.0 
 117.6 4.1 120.6 3.2 94.1 
Personal senrCe ............................. 4.7 167.8 3.3 117.8 3.1 110.7 2.8 100.0 
Other pr"ressional ,:itertainment 

and puolc administration ..................... 23.8 140.0 17.5 102.9 24.5 144.1 21.9 128.8
 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Index of industnal qualiW 104.2 104.2 103.6 103.6 106.2 106.2 105.7 105.7 

FEMALES 
Agriculture. forestr,, and fisheries .................- - 0.2 8.7 0.1 4.3 0.7 30.4 
Mining..................................... I . - - 60.0 - - - -

Construction.................................. 02 25.0 
 0.6 300.0 0.6 75.0 03 37.5 
Durable goods manufacturing .................... 63 81.8 2.4 31.2 6.6 85.7 7.4 96.1 
Nondurable goods manufacturing ................ 22.2 2, 1.4 16.3 155.2 10.8 102.8 6.8 64.82Less than C5. U.S. percent distribution weigoLd by median earnings = 100. 



Table 2-Continued 

New York City, N.Y. Charlotte, N.C. Cincinnati, Ohio Memphis, Tennessee 

kxkmvy Pct. dis- Rel. to Pct. dis- Ret, to Pct, dis- Rel. to Pct. dis- Rel. to 
tributioon U.S. tribu:ion U.S. tribution U.S. tribution U.S. 

Transpomation. comnunicabom. and 
other public utiliti.s .......................... 4.9 144.1 2.7 79.4 2.9 853 2.7 79A 

Wholesale and retail trade....................... 12.0 54.0 17.3 77.9 153 68.9 19.4 87A 
Finance and real estate .......................... 9.1 154.2 3.5 59.3 3.6 61.0 2.6 42.4 
Business and repair service ...................... 3.8 172.7 1.8 81.8 2.7 122.7 2.2 100.0 
Fersonal service ................................ 11.1 88.8 29.6 236.8 17.5 140.0 27.7 221.6 
Other professional entertainment 

and pubic administration ..................... 30.2 932 25.5 78.7 39.9 173.1 30.2 93.2 
Index of indus.nal qualitya ....................... 110.2 110.2 85.1 85.1 100.6 100.6 86.6 86.8 

'Less than .05. 

U.S. percenr distribution weighted by median earnings = 100. 



Table 3Unemloyment rates by age, sex and race for rural Census Employment Survey areas, with comparison tothe 
United States, 1970 

Alabama Appalachia 

All Races White Black All Races 
Sex and aN Xroups 

Unemploy- Relative Unemploy- Relative Unemploy- Relative Unemploy- Relative 
ment rate to U.S. ment rate to U.S. ment rate to U.S. ment rate to US. 

MALES
 
Total 16 years and over ....... 3.6 73.5 
 2.1 42.8 5.5 112.2 6.1 124.516-21 ye-. ................. 13.2 78.6 7.2 42.8 
 17.5 104.2 19.7 117.3
22-34 years ................. 3.0 53.6 
 1.5 26.8 5.0 89.3 6.1 108.935-44 years .................. .5 18.5 .8 
 29.6 0 - 2.3 85.245-54 years ................ 1.4 56.0 
 1.2 48.0 1.7 68.0 2.7 108.055-64 years ................. 3.9 130.0 4.0 133.3 
 3.9 130.0 3.8 126.765 years and over ............. .7 16.7 0 
 - 1.6 38.1 2.3 54.8 

FEMALES 
Total 16 years and over ....... 8.2 130.2 5.6 88.9 10.8 171.4 11.9 188.916-21 years ................. 25.0 147.1 14.2 
 83.5 32.2 189.4 25.6 150.622-34 years ................. 8.5 123.2 6.3 91.3 
 11.0 159.4 15.0 217.435-44 years ................. 5.1 96.2 5.2 
 98.1 5.1 96.2 6-5 122.6
45-54 years ................. 4.7 127.0 2.8 75.7 
 7.0 189.2 7.1 191.955-64 years ................. 3.1 114.8 2.9 107.4 
 3.3 122.2 4.3 159.265 years and over ............ 1.7 48.6 2.9 82.8 0 
 - 0 ­



Table 3-Continued 

Arkansas California 

Se ad a All Races White Black All Races White 

Unemploy- Relative Unemplo-,- Relative UnEmploy- Relatne Unemploy- Relative Unemploy- Relativement rate to U.S. ment rate to U.S. ment rate to U.S. ment rate to U.S. ment rate to U.S. 

MALES
Total 16 yews a over ..... 4.2 85.7 2.4 49.0 8.8 179.6 9.6 195.9 9.2 187.216-21 years ............... 14.2 84.5 
 7.2 42.8 25.4 151.2 22.4 133.3 21.5 128.022-34years .............. 3.4 60.7 2.5 44.6 6.6 
 117.8 7.6 135.7 7.4 132.135-44 years ............... 2.5 92.6 1.6 
 59.2 4.9 181.5 7.4 274.1 7.1 263.04 5-54 yews ............... 2.9 116.0 

55-64 years 

1.3 52.0 6.7 268.0 8.0 320.0 8.1 324.0 ............... 
 3.1 103.3 2.4 80.0 4.6 153.3 9.7 323.3 8.2 273365 years and over .......... 3.5 83.3 0 ­ 8.2 195.2 2.9 69.0 3.0 71A 

FEMA,ES
Total 16 vea,"s and over ..... 9.4 149.2 6.3 100.0 15.0 238.1 10.7 169.8 10.4 165.116-21 years ............... 23.6 138.8 13.8 81.2 
 38.3 225.3 19.2 112.9 18.0 105.922-34 years ............... 12.12 176.8 9.1 131.9 19.8 287.0 
 13.1 189.8 12.3 178.335-44 years ............... 11.5 217.0 3.6 67.9 
 9.3 175.5 5.7 107.5 6.1 115.145-54 years ............... 5.7 154.0 4.6 124.3 
 7.6 205.4 7.6 205.4 7.4 200.035-64 years ............... 3.7 137.0 1.2 44.4 
 7.6 281.5 7.6 281.5 8.1 300.065 years and over .......... 2.6 74.3 
 2.4 68.6 2.8 80.0 3.1 88.6 3.3 94.3 



Missouri New Mexico 

All races All races White Spanish Other White 

Sex and age groups 
Unemploy- Rc lti,6e Unemploy- Relative Unemploy- Relative Unemploy- Relative 
ment rate to U.S. ment rate to U.S. ment rate to U.S. ment rate to U.S. 

MALES 
Total 16 years and over ....... 5.9 120.4 8.4 171.4 8.3 169.4 4.0 81.6 
16-21 years ................. 14.8 88.1 20.3 120.8 22.4 133.3 11.8 70.2 
22-34 Years ................. 8.0 142.8 10.1 180.4 7.6 135.7 4.7 83.9 
35-44 ears ................. 4.7 174.1 6.2 229.6 6.4 237.0 2.6 84.0 
45-54 years ................. 5.2 208.0 3.8 152.0 1.8 72.0 2.1 106.7 
55-64 years ................. 2.2 73.3 5.1 170.0 6.4 213.3 3.2 107.1 
65 years and over ............ 0 - 7.6 181.0 18.6 442.8 4.5 

FESMALES 
Total 16 years and over ....... 9.2 1460 8.4 133.3 9.3 147.6 7.6 120.6 
'6-21 years ................. 19.8 116.5 16.2 95.3 16.2 95.3 13.4 78.8 
22-34 years ................. 10.4 150.7 9.8 142.0 11.2 211.3 8.7 126.1 
35-44 years ................. 8.5 160.4 5.2 98.1 4.8 90.6 6.6 124.5 
45-54 years ................. 6.5 175.7 5.6 151.4 6.7 181.1 4.9 132.4 
55-64 years ................. 4.6 170.4 4.4 163.0 0 - 6.4 237.0 
65 years and over ............ 2.2 62.8 2.0 57.1 0 - 3.0 85.7 



Table 3-Continued 

~ ~All 
Sex and age groups 

Races 
AlRcsWieBlack 

North Carolina 

WiteBlk 

Zuni ReservationiNew.Mexico 

All Races 
Uner-,PloY-
merit rate 

Relative 
to U.S. 

Unemploy-
meit rate 

Relative 
to U.S. 

Unemploy-
ment rate 

Relative 
to U.S. 

Unemploy-
ment rate 

Relative 
To U.S. 

MALES
Total 16 years and over ....... 
16-21 years ................. 
22-34 years ................. 
35-.44 yewrs ................. 
45-54 years ................. 
55-64 years ................. 
65 years and over ............ 

FEMALES 

3.9 

12.8 
3.5 
2.0 
1.7 
3.0 
1.7 

79.6 

76.2 
62.5 
74.1 
68.0 

100.0 
40.5 

2.8 

11.7 
3.0 
1.0 

.5 
1.8 

0 

57.1 

69.6 
53.6 
37.0 
20.0 
60.0 
-

6.4 

11.0 
6.0 
3.9 
6.1 
5.4 
6.9 

130.6 

65.5 
107.1 
144.4 
244.0 
180.0 
164.3 

3.1 

6.9 
3.7 
3.1 
1.5 
1.0 

0 

63. 

41. 
66. 

114. 
60. 
33. 

Total 16 years and over ....... 
16-21 years ................. 
22-34 years ................. 
35-44 years ................. 
45-54 years ................. 
55-64 years ................. 
65 years and over ............ 

102 
21.1 
13.0 
6.2 
5.6 
4.5 
2.2 

161.9 
124.1 
188.4 
117.0 
151.4 
166.7 
62.8 

8.0 
18.91 

9.9 
4.8 
3.5 
2.8 
3.3 

127.0 
111.2 
143.5 
90.6 
94.6 

103.7 
94.3 

14.2 
23.1 
19.1 
10.7 
10.6 
7.3 

-

255.4 
135.9 
276.8 
201.9 
286.5 
270.4 
-

2.3 
4.3 
1.4 

0 
9.8 
0 
0 

36 
25. 
20. 

264. 
-
-



Table 4 
Unemployment rates, by age, sex, and race for low Income areas of selected 
cities Included In the Census Employment Survey, with comparisons to the 

United States, 1970 

Birmingham, Alabama 

All races White Black 

Sex and age groups Unemploy- Relative Unemploy- Relative Unemploy- Relative 

ment rate to U.S. ment rate to U.S. ment rate to U.S. 

MALES 
Total 16 years and over ....... 7.8 159.2 4.1 83.7 9.8 200.0 

16-21 years ................. 23.7 141.1 10.0 59.5 28.8 171.4 
58.9 11.1 198.222-34 years ................. 8.0 142.8 3.3 


1.2 44.4 3.6 133.335-44 years ................. 2.7 100.0 

45-54 years ................. 3.3 132.0 3.1 124.0 3.4 136.0
 

3.0 100.055-64 years ................. 3.6 120.0 4.5 150.0 


65 and over ................. 7.3 173.8 
 6.3 150.0 8.1 192.8 

FEMALES 
Total 16 years and over ......... 13.0 206.3 7.3 115.9 15.3 242.8
 

93.5 50.1 294.716-21 years ................. 39.1 230.0 15.9 

6.1 88.4 14.3 207.222-34 years ................. 12.1 175.4 


160.435-44 years ................. 8.9 167.9 10.2 192.4 8.5 


45-54 years ................. 6.3 170.3 2.9 78.4 7.8 210.8
 

55-64 years ................. 4.3 159.2 3.2 118.5 4.9 181.5
 
2.0 57.1 5.6 160.0 0 ­65 and over ................. 


Phoenix, Arizona 

All races White Spanish Other White 

Sex and age groups Unemploy- Relative Unemploy- Relative lJemploy- Relative 

ment rate to U.S. ment rate to U.S. ment rate to U.S. 

MALES 
6.9 1408Total 16 years and over ......... 8.8 179.6 7.8 159.2 


16-21 years ................. 18.3 108.9 15.1 89.9 13.7 81.5
 
6.1 108.9 7.1 126.822-34 years ................ 7.9 141.1 


177.835-44 years ................. 6.2 229.6 5.1 188.9 4.8 

5.8 232.045-54 years ................. 6.6 264.0 1.6 64.0 


12.1 403.3 4.7 156.755-64 years ................. 5.9 196.7 

364.3 127.165 and over ................. 4.8 114.3 15.3 4.5 


FEMALES 
Total 16 years and over ......... 10.9 173.0 16.8 266.7 7.1 112.7 

29.5 173.5 11.7 65.716-21 years ................. 20.9 122.9 

217.4 144.922-34 years ................. 12.9 187.0 15.0 10.0 


3.4 64.2 9.0 169.8 1.2 22.635-44 years ................. 


45-54 years ................. 8.5 229.7 18.6 502.7 6.3 170.3 
0 - 4.1 151.855-64 years ................. 5.4 200.0 


148.665 and over ................. 4.3 122.8 0 - 5,2 
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Table 4-Continued 

Oakland, California 

All races White Black 

Sex and age groups Unemploy- Relative Unemploy- Relative Unemploy- Relative 
ment rate to U.S. ment rate to U.S. ment rate to U.S. 

MALES 
Total 16 years and over ......... 17.3 353.1 12.6 257.1 21.5 438.8 

16-21 years ................. 40.5 241.1 30.0 178.6 48.9 291.1 
22-34 years ................. 17.1 
 305.4 12.3 219.6 21.3 380.4 
35-44 years ................. 12.9 477.8 5.4 200.0 17.5 648.1 
45-54 years ................. 10.5 420.0 15.2 608.0 9.0 360.0 
55-64 years ................. 10.6 353.3 6.2 206.7 14.8 493,3

65 and over ................. 14.6 347.6 15.2 361.9 17.7 421.4
 

FEMALES 
Total 16 years and over ......... 18.0 285.7 11.9 188.9 20.8 330.2 

16-21 years ................. 41.9 246.5 26.6 156.5 48.6 285.9
 
22-34 years ................. 20.4 295.6 11.4 165.2 24.4 353.6
 
35-44 years ................. 10.9 205.7 11.9 224.5 10.0 188.7
 
45-54 years ................. 12.1 327.0 4.1 110.8 
 15.4 416.2 
55-64 years ................ 5.3 
 196.3 8.8 325.9 3.9 144.4 
65 and over ................. 10.6 302.8 0 - 13.5 385.7 

St. Louis, Missouri 

All races White Black 

Sex and age groups Unemploy- Relative Unemploy. Relative Unemploy- Relative 
ment rate to U.S. ment rate to U.S. ment rate to U.S. 

MALES 
Total 16 years and over ......... 9.4 191.8 5.9 120.4 11.0 224.5 

16-21 years ................. 27.4 163.1 16.5 98.2 30.9 183.9 
22-34 years ................. 10.2 182.1 6.4 114.3 
 12.0 214.3
35-44 years ................. 6.7 248.1 5.6 207.4 7.2 266.7
 
45-54 years ................. 4.6 184.0 2.3 92.0 5.6 244.0
 
55-64 years ................. 3.6 120.0 4.6 153.3 3.0 100.0
 
65 and over ................. 4.1 97.6 0 ­ 5.8 138.1 

FEMALES 
Total 16 years and over ......... 11.7 185.7 5.9 93.6 13.6 215.9
 

16--21 years ................ 28.9 170.0 12.8 75.3 14.1 202.4
 
22-34 years ................. 14.0 202.9 6.0 87.0 162 234.8
 
35-44 years ................. 6.5 
 122.6 7.1 134.0 6.5 122.6 
45-54 years ................. 5.8 156.8 3.0 81.1 7.0 189.2 
55-64 years ................. 4.6 170.4 4.2 155.6 4.8 177.8 
65 and over ................ 4.0 114.i 0 - 6,6 188.6 
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Table 4-Continued 

Charlotte, North Carolina 

All Races While Black 
Sex and age 

groups Unemploy- Relative Unemploy- Relative Unemploy- Relative 
ment rate to U.S. ment rate to U.S. ment rate to U.S, 

MALES 
Total 16 years 

and over .................. 6.5 132.6 3.9 79.6 7.3 149.0
 
16-21 years ................. 23.1 137.5 15.1 89.9 24.9 14ti.2
 
22-34 years ................. 4.4 78.6 2.7 48.2 4.8 85.7
 
35-44 years ................. 2.3 85.2 0 - 3.0 111.1
 
45-54 years ................. 3.5 140.0 2.7 108.0 3.8 152.0
 
55-64 years ................. 2.0 66.7 0 - 2.8 93.3
 
65 and over ................. 8.5 202.4 11.3 269.0 6.5 154.8
 

FEMALES 
Total 16 years 

and over ...... ........... 10.1 160.3 3.6 57.1 11.6 184.1
 
16-21 years ................. 30.8 181.2 15.4 90.6 33.0 194.1
 
22-34 years ................ 9.8 142.0 0 - 11.6 165'.1
 
35-44 years ................. 5.4 101.9 5.2 98.1 5.5 103.8
 
45-54 years ................. 3.7 100.0 3.5 94.6 3.7 100.0
 
55-64 years ................. 1.0 37.0 0 - 1.4 51.8
 
65 and over ................. 4.2 120.0 4.4 125.7 4.1 117.1
 

Cinuinnali, Ohio 
All Races While Black 

Sex and age 
groups Unemploy- Relative Unemploy- Relative Unemploy- Relative 

ment rate to U.S. ment rate to U.S. ment rate to U.S. 

MALES 
Total 16 years and over ....... 7.3 149.0 1.9 79,6 10.0 204.1 
16-21 years ................. 24.2 144.0 11.1 66.1 32.6 194.0 
22-34 years ................. 7.3 130.4 5.2 92.8 9.2 164.3
 
35-44 years ..... ........... 2.9 107.4 .9 313.3 4.1 151.8
 
45-54 years ................. 4.5 180.0 2.4 9i6.0 6,0 240.0
 
55-64 years ................. 3.9 130.0 10 33.3 6.4 213.3
 
65 and over ................. 3.2 76.2 Ht) 71.4 3.6 85.7
 

FEMALES 
Total l6 years and over ....... 9.7 154.0 8.6 136.5 10.2 161.9
 
16-21 years ................. 26.5 155.9 17.9 105.3 32.4 190.6
 
22-A4 years ........... ..... 10.4 150.7 8.3 120.1 11.3 163.8
 
35-44 years ................. 6.3 118.9 6.11 128.3 6.1 115.1
 
45-54 years ................. 3.9 105.4 11.1 224.3 1.2 32.4
 
55-64 years ................. 2.1 77.8 2.6 96.3 1.7 63.0
 
65 and over ................. 1.9 54.3 0 - 3.3 94.
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Race, sex 

and
 

age group 


MALES
 
Total 16 years and over ....... 

16-21 years ................. 

22-34 years ................. 

35-44 years ................. 

45-54 years ................. 

55-64 years ................. 

65 years and over ............ 


FEMALES 
Total 16 years and over ....... 

16-21 years ................. 

22-34 years ................. 

35-44 years ................. 

45-54 years ................. 

55-64 years ................. 

65 and over ................. 


Table 4-Continued 

Memphis, Tennessee 

All Races Black 

Relative 
Unemployment to U.S. Unemployment 

9.3 189.8 10.1 
35.5 211.3 37.7 

7.9 141.1 8.0 
4.3 159.2 3.9 
2.0 80.0 2.4 
2.6 86.7 3.3 
5.1 121.4 6.9 

13.4 212.7 15.1 
38.2 224.7 45.6 
14.2 205.8 15.9 
8.3 156.5 8.5 
6.2 167.6 7.5 
3.4 126.9 3.0 
1.5 4.28 2.2 

Relative 
to U.S. 

206.1 
A24.4 
142.8 
144.4 
96.0 

110.0 
164.3 

239.7 
268.2 
230.4 
160.4 
202.7 
111.1 

62.8 
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