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Two speeches at (_[SDA s A gncultural )
Outlook Conference last December .
seemed particularly appropriate | for
RDP’s readers, so we are reprmtzng

" them here. : I

In the first, Herman Bluestone and. = -
‘Stan Daberkow sift through the con-
flicting employment trends of the

past couple of decades to see what
might be in store for the rest of the -
 1980’s. Their best guessisfora .
slower growth in’ nonmetro areas—

that is, slower than in metro areas .

and slower than in the 1970’ s——yet

not as slow as in the 1 9608

In the second Dawd M G L5
talks about how changes m tbe aus. :
POPuIatzon 's age struc:ture canbe
foreseen more easily than overall
changes in population ‘and what :
those changes mean for th (Imted '
States in general and for

in parttcular Sl

, Nation’s rural and'
. “smalltown commumt:es : focusmg on

Agribﬁltyral;
ceedings is.

Herman Bluestone is. an eccmomlstwm the
.. Economic Development Division’s Rural = -
- . Business Section. Stan Daberkow is an-— "
.- economist in ERS's Natural Resource —— declines m agr ‘CUlthe over. the Pa5t

s Econom]cs Dwxsion R A T S four decadés dr,amattc‘ally trariSQ
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Lower price and income supports for
program commodities will also en-
courage adjustments in land use.
More marginal land would be re-
moved from production and some
agricultural production would shift to
the lowest cost production regions
where land might be used more in-
tensively. This may have widespread
effects on some rural areas. Pro-
ducers of program commodities may
have less interest in soil conserva-
tion, although erosion will be
somewhat offset by the reduced
cultivation of marginal land. Depend-
ing on how these effects balance out,
the result could be additional silta-
tion of waterways and environmental
degradation for all rural residents.

Conclusions

Rural communities highly dependent
on farming have specialized human
and business assets of only limited
use elsewhere in the economy.
Significant reductions in farm price
and income support policies would
probably most severely affect
residents of these specialized farming
areas, which number several hun-
dred, are highly concentrated in a
few States, but are sparsely
populated.

Diversifying the economies of farm-
dependent communities will be dif-
ficult at best because of their small
populations, their distance from most
major urban markets, and their
history of population outmigration,
which has left them with a relatively
high proportion of young and elderly.

During the past 30 years, rural
America as a whole has become
more diversified, significantly reduc-
ing its vulnerability to changes in
natural resource markets, commodity
prices, and farm policies. The
economic futures of most rural
citizens are tied more to national
growth than to any one sector’s suc-
cess or failure. But this is not the
case for farm-dependent rural
counties—or for individuals
elsewhere—whose economic fortunes
are directly tied to agriculture. RDP
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Between 1969 and 1973, the
‘nonmetro expansion was pervasive.

- All industries, except the natural
resource industries, made a signifi:
cant contribution to total growth (fig.

~'5). On the other hand, between 1975
and 1982 the nonmetro employment
gain was largeiy concentrated in serv-
ices, trade, and government. By con-
trast, in metro areas; all industries
provided more jobs per year between
1975 and 1982 than between 1969

“and 1973 except government and
constructlcn (ﬁg 6}

’st'r‘uétgre of the
i 2) ih‘1949k

s in. 1980 they
1 job in 10. By
vicg ;ndusines, manufac- :

-During 1969 73, all nonmetro in-
_dustries except the naturat resource
industries and government expanded
_ at a faster rate in nonmetro than
metro areas (flg 7). But during
-1975-82, only employment in govern-
‘ment and in nondurable goods
; fmanufacturmg grew faster (fig- 8)

: We snll do not fu{ly unéerstand why
gnonmetro growth was so robust dur-
ing the late 1960's and early 1970's

~and why it subsequently slowed.

~_ ‘Some attributed the nonmetro

- _growth spurt to such factors as a

- plentiful supply of nonmetro labor, a
business climate more favorable than

it

- in_metro areas, an increase in rural
f,speﬂdmg resuitmg”from an influx of
retirees into nonmetro areas, the efs
fect of govemment rural develep- ;
ment programs, the modermzahon of
5 rixa% life, and the stabilization of

‘employment levels in the natura]
reseutce industries. Hawever, it has'
_been extremeii difficult to measure.
“the importance of these factors. :
: Ncnmetro gfowth was hketyspufred

, :areas o Iess develeped countnes .
B kjwhere 3abor costs are extreme!y iow -
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Resource-based industries include Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, and Mining. Percentage changes are from a year earlier. Shaded areas are recessions.
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Growth rates are compounded annual rates. Government military. b

industries include agriculture, forestry and fisheries. and mining. Excluded from all the
employment data are the nonfarm self-employed.

The employment used in computing growth rates is total employment excluding military
employment and the nonfarm self-employed. Growth rates are compounded annual rates.

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis. U.S. Department of Commerce
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Regional Nonmetro Employment Growth
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Projected Growth, 1982-90
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