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RURAL MANPOWER: PROGRAM NEEDS, PAYOFFS, DELIVERY AND DIRECTION

by Joseph D. Coffey*

The term rural manpower use to bring to mind the image of the yeoman farmer.

Manpower was thought of as the physical strength of the individual to do work.

Rural was synonymous with farm as the vast majority of rural people were farmers

In its modern usage, the term manpower refers to not only physical strength of

the work force but to the other dimensions of our human resources such as health
and skill. Rural is no longer synonymous with farm. Today, only one out of 20

in the nation live on a farm. Even in rural areas only 1 out of 6 live on a

farm.

The increasing concern which is now focused on rural manpower has stemmed from
the awareness of the rising importance of education and training in the modern
economy. Today, brains not brawn receive the rewards. The growing Federal com-
mitment to manpower development has focused on two basic objectives: (1) to

promote the full development of our human resources by assisting individuals,
particularly the poor and disadvantaged, in the fulfillment of their employment
potential; (2) to contribute to the national economic stability and growth.
The overall goal is to provide the individual the opportunity to acquire and

develop to the fullest potential, skills and knowledge, and to provide an oppor-
tunity to utilize these skills and knowledge to the fullest extent. Thus, in

our discussion of rural manpower, we are focusing on both upgrading the knowl-
edge and skills of the rural people and utilizing these skills in the most
productive way.

My comments will be addressed to four principle topics. First, I will explore
the nature and magnitude of the rural manpower problem. Second, I will discuss
the potential payoff to improving rural manpower. Third, I will briefly review
the extent to which present Federal manpower programs are being or not being
delivered to the rural people. Fourth, I will suggest some of the steps that
might be taken to enhance the contribution of manpower programs to rural develop
ment

.

Program Needs

Rural/Urban Comparisons

As a background against which to assess the needs in rural areas for manpower
programs, let us first review briefly the socio-economic conditions and trends
in rural areas relative to those in urban areas. The general pattern of the
rural/urban comparisons are of no doubt familiar to this audience. Generally
speaking, the citizens of rural areas have lower incomes, lower education
attainment and a higher incidence of poverty than those living in metropolitan
areas. The incidence of poverty in rural areas is almost double that in
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Table 1: Comparison of trends in social and economic
conditions in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan

areas, 1960-3969

Metropolitan Nonmetropolitan

Item
1969 :

Ch ange
1960-69

1969 :

Change
1960-69

Million Percent Million Percent

Population 129.6 15 70.6 6

White 112.2 13 63.4 7

Negro 15.8 33 6.6 1

Dollars Percent Dollars Percent
Median family income* 9,411 25 7,342 39

White 9,776 25 7,624 36

Negro 6,228 38 3,686 83

* Percent Percent
Education
Persons 25 to 29 who

graduated from high
school 78 69
From college 18 12

Million Million Million Million
Employment
Total 48.2 8.3 25.9 4.2
White male 28.0 2.9 15.3 1.3
Negro male 3.1 0.7 1.1 0

White female 16.4 4.0 8.7 2.8
Negro female 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.1

Dollars Percent Dollars Percent
Earnings*

Male year-round workers 7,998 21 6,246 23

Female year-round workers 4,279 10 3,481 19

Million Million Million Million
Poverty*
Million persons below

12.5(18%)poverty (incidence) 12.9(10%) i 4>-
<

—

i

-9.2
White 8.5( 8%) -3.3 8.9(14%) -7.6

Negro 4.1(27%) -0 . 9 3.5(55%) -1.4
Negro in South 1.9(32%) -0.8 3.4(59%) -1.3

Continued-

2



Table 1: Comparison of trends in social and economic
conditions in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan

areas, 1960-1969 - Continued

Item

Metropolitan Nonmetropolitan

1969
Change

1960-69 1969
Change
1960-69

Income deficit
White
Negro

Billion Billion
dollars Percent dollars Percent

5.2 -21.2 4.6 -44.0

3.7 -24. 5 3.3 -46.8
1.4 -12.o 1.2 -36.8

*Data for 1959 and 1968 instead of 1960 and 1969.

Source: U.S. Bureau of Census, Current Population Reports
,
Series P-23, No. 33.
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metropolitan areas. The majority of rural Negroes in the South are in poverty.

Median family income in rural areas lags more than $2,000 behind that of urban
areas. In metropolitan areas, 78 percent of the males of age 25 to 29 have
graduated from high school and 18 percent have graduated from college; whereas
in rural areas only 69 percent have graduated from high school and 12 percent
have graduated from college.

Except for the teenagers, unemployment rates tend to be somewhat higher in rural
than in metropolitan areas. A more meaningful measure of the utilization of

rural manpower than unemployment is underemployment — that is the extent to

which persons are earning below their full potential. Although no recent esti-
mates of underemployment are available, previous studies have indicated that
one-fourth or more of the rural labor force may be earning below its potential.

One indicator of underemployment is the extent to which employed persons have
incomes below the poverty level. In metropolitan areas, about 44 percent of

adult males in poverty were employed in 1968. In rural areas, 1,664,000 or 52

percent of male adults and 1,035,000 or 23 percent of female adults in poverty
were employed. These data suggest that there are large numbers of those em-
ployed in rural areas who are involved in low wage, low skilled occupations,
and do not earn adequate incomes to escape poverty. The image held by some of

the rural poor as one who sits on his front porch in a rocker, whittling and
spitting tobacco, and squirrel hunting in his spare time is certainly a mis-
taken one.

Encouraging Trends

Despite the overall lag in income of rural areas behind those of urban areas,

some encouraging trends took place during the 1960's in rural areas. Median
family income of rural whites increased by 36 percent during the 1960's com-
pared to a 25 percent increase for metropolitan whites. For rural Negroes, in-

come gains during the 1960 's were much more dramatic. For the period 1960-69,
the median family income of rural Negroes increased by 83 percent. This com-
pares to a 38 percent increase in metropolitan areas. Thus, during the 1960-69

period, rural Negro median family income increased more than twice as fast as

that of the rural whites, urban whites or urban Negroes. It must be emphasized,
however, that rural Negro incomes still remain pitifully low.

Encouraging trends also took place during the 1960 's in terms of reduction in

the persons below poverty; 9.2 million rural residents crossed the official
poverty threshold. The income deficit of those below poverty decreased by some

44 percent. Both of these indicators are more than double the rate of progress
in metropolitan areas.

It is not clear to what extent these favorable trends of increased income and
reduced poverty in rural areas was affected by rural to urban migration. We
do not know, for example, the extent to which rural poor simply out-migrated
and became urban poor. On the basis of preliminary statistics, it appears that
out-migration from rural areas continued on a fairly extensive basis. Approxi-
mately one half the counties, most of which were in the rural areas, experienced
population loses during the 1960's. Historically, the outflow from rural to
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urban areas has been composed principally of the younger, more able-bodied
persons, and not the low income, less skilled persons. Thus, although some of

the reduction in poverty in the rural areas is undoubtedly due to out-migration
the bulk of it is probably due to improvement in the capabilities and skills
and the expansion of meaningful jobs in rural America.

Target Group

A rough estimate of the need for manpower programs in rural areas is the ap-

proximately 3 million adults in poverty who are employed or unemployed. The
universe actually may be considerably larger than this 3 million, since many
persons earn slightly more than the poverty standard and are vulnerable to

skill obsolescence, and unemployment or underemployment. However, many of the

remaining poor adults are not good candidates for manpower services because of

ill health, old age, and conflicting family responsibilities. For these, in-

come maintenance programs are more appropriate.

In addition to the target group of the 3 million adults already in poverty, it

is equally important to equip rural youth with the basic education and skills

which will prevent, or at least lessen, the likelihood of them becoming poor

adults. They, too, as I will stress later, are a top priority target group.

The Payoff - Past Gap and Future Gain

Income Forgone Gap

What might be the benefit derived from upgrading the quality and skills of

rural people and utilizing these skills more fully? In order to answer this

question, I have made two sets of calculations. The first set of calculations
is an attempt to measure what rural areas as compared to urban areas now forgo
due to (1) the lower educational level of the labor force and (2) the lower
median incomes received by those with same educational level.

It is well known that income is highly correlated with educational attainment.
Thus, for example, rural males 25 to 54 years of age with 8 years or less of

education have median incomes of $4,000, whereas those with high school de-
grees have median incomes of $7,300. This difference in income largely reflect
the higher productivity of those with more advanced training. If rural males
of 25 to 54 years of age in 1969 would have had the same level of educational
attainment as those in metropolitan areas, their income would have been higher
by $6 billion - an increase of 8 percent. We shall call this $6 billion the

"education gap."

Rural areas not only have lower educational attainment levels, but for a given
level of educational attainment, median income is only about 85 percent of that
in metropolitan areas. This difference could be due to a number of factors:
(1) The quality of rural schooling may be lower and therefore, a given level
of educational attainment measured in years of school completed may represent a

lower level of skills; (2) Due to differences in the cost of living, incomes
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Table 2: Estimated income and educational gap, for non-SMSA males,
25 to 54 years of age, 1969*

Educational
attainment

Present non-SMSA ' If equivalent to SMSA

Number Median
income

:

Total
. Number :

income
Medi an

income
Total
income

Million Million
Thousands Dollars Dollars Thousands Dollars Dollars

(Col. 1 x (Col. 4 x

Col. 2) Col. 5)

Elementary: (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

8 years or less 3,027 4,083 12,359 1,665 6,094 10,147
High school:

1 to 3 years 1,792 6,248 11,196 1,887 7,303 13,781

4 years 3,925 7,297 28,641 3,996 8,350 33,367
College:

1 year or more 2,356 8,804 20,742 3,552 10,363 36,809

Total 11,100 — 72,938 11,100 — 94,104

Gap**

Total Due to
’ ^ue *-° :

Number
income education * higher : Lombmatron

• • income •

Thousands Million dollars

(Col. 6 -

Col. 3)

Elementary: (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

8 years or less -1,362 -2,212 -5,561 6,048 -2,751
High school:

1 to 3 years 95 2,585 594 1,891 100

4 years 71 4,726 518 4,133 75

College:

1 year or more 1,196 16,067 10,527 3,675 1,865

Total 0 21,166 6,078 15,747 -711

* Data based upon U.S. Bureau of the Census op cit pp. 41 and 43.

** Let: N^ = Number of non-SMSA males at educational level ^

.

= Additional number of non-SMSA males at educational level ^ if on

parity with SMSA's.
Yj = Median income of non-SMSA males at educational level i.

= Difference between median income level between SMSA and non-SMSA

males at educational level i.

Then - Col. (9) = Due to education = Y^A. N^

Col. (10) = Due to higher income = AYiNi
Col. (11) = Combination = AAM

(8) = Total = Col, (9) 4- Col. (10) 4- Col. (11)
Co]

.



measured in terms of purchasing power may be the same; and (3) Rural manpower
may not be utilized as productively as it is in metropolitan areas. My opinion

is that the differences in income levels is not all attributable to cost of

living differentials and is largely due to quality of schooling and manpower
utilization differentials. If we measure the potential income forgone in rural

areas as the difference in income obtained by those with comparable levels of

educational attainment, then the income of rural males, 25 to 54 years of age,

in 1969, would have been $15.7 billion more than it was - an increase of 21.5

percent. We shall call this $15.7 billion the "earning gap."

In global terms these calculations suggest that if rural males would have re-

ceived the same level and quality of education and the same incomes for each
of these levels of educational attainment as their metropolitan counterparts,
rural income would have been $21 billion more than the $73 billion they earned.

If we expand this $21 billion income gap for males 25-54 m account for other
males and females in the rural labor force, the estimated total income forgone
by rural areas attributable to lack of educational attainment and lack of compa-
rability of salaries in 1969 amounts to $50 billion.

Future Gain

The previous calculations were based upon a look backward into the past and
assumed no changes in the rural population. Presumably if rural educational
and income levels were increased out-migration, expansion of industry, and the
overall rural development pattern would be different. Thus, what is even more
interesting than to see what has been forgone, is to speculate what gain might
result if we take significant strides to revitalize rural areas and the future
developmental trends become more favorable.

The second set of calculations is based upon a comparison of projections to the

year 2000. One projection is based on the assumption that previous historical
trends in rural areas of lower educational levels, lower worker productivity

slower expansion employment, etc., would continue to the year 2000. The

other projection is based on the assumption that there would be a more concerted
effort than has been made in the past to revitalize rural America. Two broad
changes are considered in the rural revitalization projection. First, it is

assumed that jobs are created via an accelerated pace of industrialization in

rural areas and that this expansion results in expanding the demand for rural
workers as fast as the demand expands for metropolitan workers. Second, the

projection assumes that the rate of productivity growth per worker will be more
rapid than it has been in the past. This rise in productivity from the lower
level that now exists in rural areas would result from upgrading of the labor
force through improved education, manpower training, and also, upgrading jobs.

The projection of a rural, revitalization reveals that by the year 2000, the out-
migration from rural areas would be ended and the per capita income differences
between rural and metropolitan areas would be eliminated. Rural revitalization
would result in the following additions above and beyond those that otherwise
are projected to occur to the year 2000: (1) A reversal in the population loss
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equivalent to 4.1 million people and 3.3 million jobs; (2) An increase in in-
come by $119 billion; and (3) An increase of per capita income by $1,140.

It should be emphasized that these projections do not imply robbing the metro-
politan areas to give to the rural areas or halting urban growth. Under the
rural revitalization alternative, income per capita in the metropolitan areas
would be $131 higher per capita than they would be without the rural revitali-
zation effort.

Both sets of these calculations clearly suggest efforts to upgrade rural man-
power could have substantial payoff. Looking backward it would appear that the
existing rural people are earning about $50 billion less per year than they
would be if they had the same level and quality of educational attainment and

earned comparable incomes for a given level of educational attainment as that
of their metropolitan counterparts. Peering into the future it would appear
that a determined and sustained effort to upgrade and revitalize rural areas
might result in 3.3 million more rural jobs and $119 billion per year more in-
come than otherwise. Although not all these payoffs would be attributable
solely to upgrading rural manpower, there does appear to be scope for substan-
tial benefits.

Program Delivery to Rural Areas

I have argued that there is a need for manpower programs in rural areas and

that there is a sizeable payoff potential that might result from upgrading the

quality and utilization of rural manpower. Now I will examine the extent to

which the Federal programs are delivered to rural areas to meet these needs
and generate these payoffs.

I have examined the expenditures in rural areas for the following five major
Federal budget program categories for fiscal year 1969: health facilities
construction; health services and care; elementary and secondary education;
higher and science education; and, vocational education and manpower training.
Each of these program areas makes or could potentially make a significant con-
tribution to manpower quality. These five program areas accounted for a com-
bined expenditure of $2,380,000,000 in rural areas in 1969. If the expenditure
on health facilities construction were allocated on a basis proportional to

population, rural areas should have received $14 million more. The gap for

health services and care amounts to $284 million. Expenditures on higher and

science education were $59 million below the level which would have
made them proportional to population. $129 million additional vocational educa
tion and manpower training funds would need to be spent in order to make them
proportional to population. Elementary and secondary education was the only
major human resource program category for which data were available that had a

higher proportion of expenditures than of the population.

The net result of these five human resource program categories is that expendi-
tures in rural areas would have to be increased from $2,380,000,000 to

$2,800,000,000 or by $420 million in order to be proportional to population.
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Table 4: Federal Human Resource Program expenditures in

nonmetropolitan areas, FY 1969

Program

Program expenditures in nonmetropolitan areas

Actual
If proportional
to population Gap

niTiiuu uuiiui

o

Health facilities
construction 155 169 14

Health services and care 808 1,092 284

Elementary and secondary
education 844 787 -57

Higher and science education 377 436 59

Vocational education and

manpower training 196 316 120

Total 2,380 2,800 420

Source: Loc at Iona 1 Analysis of Federal Expenditures in Fiscal Year 1969 ,

Evaluation Division, Office of Management and Budget, September 1, 1970.
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This is predicated on the assumption that rural areas should receive a share
proportional to their population. As we have mentioned earlier, the incidence
of poverty, underemployment and other indicators suggest that the need for

these programs in rural areas may even be greater than that measured by the
proportion of population. Furthermore, the delivery of a unit of these program
services in rural areas may be more expensive and therefore a dollar's worth
of expenditures may accomplish less in rural areas than it will in metropolitan
areas. On the other hand, some rural residents may commute to the metropolitan
centers to receive some of these services and therefore the share of expenditures
in rural areas may not necessarily fully reflect participation by rural resi-
dents. This would be true probably for the higher and science education cate-
gory and to a lesser extent for the health categories. But overall, it must be

concluded - at least on a tentative basis - that four major Federal human re-
source program categories were not adequately reaching rural America in FY 1969.

In the Federal Budget, manpower programs are defined as those programs which
generally (1) operate outside the normal education processes, (2) give services
for periods less than a year, (3) provide skilled training and job opportunities
for non-professional jobs and (4) target on the disadvantaged sector of the

population. Although information is incomplete, I have obtained estimates of

the share of the program outlays going to rural areas for eleven key manpower
programs. The proportion of manpower program expenditures spent in rural areas
was less than proportion of population. Three of the ten Department of Labor
manpower programs for which I have data have the share of program expenditures
in rural areas greater than the share of rural population. These programs are
the Job Corps, Operation Mainstream, and Neighborhood Youth Corps. The seven
Labor Department programs for which the rural expenditure share is less than

rural population share are: On-Job-Training, MDTA-Inst itut ional Training,
Placement Services, Concentrated Employment Program, JOBS, Work Incentive Pro-
gram, and New Careers Program.

Although the data at hand are not as detailed or as complete as I would like,

they do suggest that rural areas are receiving less than their proportionate
share of Federal manpower program dollars. The fact that less than the pro-
portionate share of dollars goes iiito rural areas, coupled with the likelihood
that the cost of operation of many of these programs may be higher in rural
areas and the fact that the incidence of poverty is higher in rural areas, all

suggest that there is considerable scope and opportunity for the more effective
delivery and outreach of manpower programs to rural areas.

Manpower Programs in Rural Development

What is or should be the role of manpower programs in the development of rural
America? My previous comments indicate: (1) there is a definite and urgent
need in rural areas to upgrade the skills and income of rural people, (2) such
an effort is likely to result in a substantial payoff to the society; and, (3)

at the present, all manpower programs are not adequately reaching rural resi-
dents. With these points in mind, let me briefly suggest a few areas in which
it would appear that more attention and focus is needed in the future. These

11



Table 5: Major Federal manpower programs and share in

non-SMSA's FY 1970

Agency and program
Percent of

total in

non-SMSA
Total

Million
dollars

Department of Labor

On-j ob-training 14.4 25.4*
MDTA-Institutional Training 16.7 92.9*
Placement Services Administration 18.9 155.6*
Concentrated Employment Program 9.3 50.6*
Job Opportunities in Private Business Sector 8.5 65.0*
Neighborhood Y’outh Corps 36.8 99.7*
Work Incentive Program 1.1 16.4*
New Careers 8.3 5.3*
Operation Mainstream 72.7 26.0*
Job Corps 40.8 41.7*

Sub-total 22.8 5T877*"

Department of Health, Education and Welfare

Manpower Development and Training 9.2 154.7

*First half FY 1970 only.
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suggestions are not meant to be all-encompassing, but rather illustrative of

some steps that might be taken.

There are two broad principles upon which a sound rural manpower policy should

be built. First, rural preschool, elementary and secondary education systems
should be upgraded and improved. A policy of educational excellence for the

young is the cornerstone upon which a viable rural America must be built.

Second, rural citizens should be provided the full opportunity to participate
in all human resource and manpower programs. The era of excluding
rural people from participation with equal rights and opportunities as their
urban counterparts should be drawn to a close.

Nov; let us turn to some more specific suggestions for rural manpower programs.
Efforts to improve the labor market information system in rural areas should be

accelerated. Workers and potential entrants to the labor force need reliable
and current information about job opportunities in order to effectively par-
ticipate in the labor force. Similarly, employers who need workers must have
current and reliable information as to the availability and skills of potential
employees in rural areas. Too many manpower resources in rural American have
been poorly utilized and too many have made poor locational and career choices
due to inadequate information. Too many rural areas are by-passed early in the

site selection process of the industrial firm due to inadequate labor force in-

formation .

Suitable job-oriented training programs and re-training programs should be

expanded in rural areas. Particular attention should be given in these programs
to those in poverty and disadvantaged status. The training should be geared to

real and good paying not hypothetical and dead-end job opportunities.

Assistance should be made available to facilitate the manpower adjustment proc-
ess of the disadvantaged . Without some minimal assistance, many of the rural
poor will not be able to take advantage of the job and job training opportuni-
ties that exist. In certain situations, relocation assistance may be needed as

it will not always be possible to have a perfect match between the distribution
of job opportunities and those in search of a job. My plea, however, is that
this relocation assistance be an integral part of an overall rural development
strategy and no ta policy of following whatever trends happen to occur.

Finally, let me raise a question about manpower policy in relation to the pro-
posed Family Assistance Program. As you may know, the Family Assistance Pro-
gram contains provisions to include the working poor and to encourage manpower
training. Some analyses have been conducted concerning its potential impact on
rural areas, but I see a need for further examinations as to how rural people
can best take advantage of the proposed manpower training opportunities.

Conclusion

Let me conclude with five observations: First, the development of rural areas
is dependent upon having a highly skilled labor force and utilizing these skills
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to their fullest potential. Second, rural areas now lag behind urban areas in

almost all the indicators of manpower program needs. Third, there exists a

$100 billion payoff potential to sound investments in rural manpower. Fourth,

at the present time, health, education and manpower programs are not adequately
reaching rural residents. Fifth, basic to a sound rural manpower policy, is a

policy of educational excellence for rural youth and extending the full oppor-
tunity for participation by rural residents in all Federal, State and local
human resource and manpower programs.
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