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Rural development is an elusive phrase. Proponents and opponents .

~

have debated “rural development“ passnonately

The phrase, perhaps even
more than the reality, has become the focal point of hopes and fears,

of optimistic predictions of a better life for rural Americans and of

. R s -

pessimistic predictions of contlnbed poverty and marginality.

-

In part, this Tesults )

v

. These debates have,not clarified the isgues.
AN . . :
from the'very complexity of the matters involved in rural dévelopment.

- N . -
T e

L'

oo of‘workab{e pollcy‘op}ions. B

-

-

In part, it results from very limited and sometimes misdirected research

-

In part, -it results from the failure to speCify and

’

effprts.

differentiate possnble component meanlngs of the concept of rural

development.

cannot remedy theq.

o

This paper can note the research lacunae but it o

it can, however,.help clarify some of the issues

assoElaxed with rural development;ln an attempt to\foster a more

”

is a new debate that has only beguﬁ%to legltlmate the ’inquiry.

focused debate.~Feople inadventently dischsslng different'con pts

of rural development are unlikely to contribute to the developmfent

‘.

The most common interchange of terms and the source of the
. \ \ A \

.‘--‘

* most® pervasive ambiguity is the relation between rural development »

N

The old

Ly

given way to uncertalnty over v

and rural industrialization. idea that industrialization

is .gynonymous with development has

the relationship betWeen the two. There is now a vugorous debate
over what types of industries located in what types of areas
¥ R °
brlng what types of benef|ts and |mpose what klnds of costs both N

- .

to communltles and to varnous groups wuthln(these communltles.l This ' :
. 3'

No

- .

A .

At




? . -

systematic development of a model of such.g}ocesées and no systematic

datd-gathering exercis&s have yet been undertaken. . )

e .

A second debate deals with the distribution of. benefits and costs
associated with any develepment strateéy. One.dimensio; of tHi§ debate L
is the,relaticn between community vitality and indiYidual well-befng. ﬁ
In some senses,’this i; but .a specTal case of the larger debate now .

central to much polic; analysis--the Felation between helpfng groups -and

helping individuals. Too.often this questiou is debated as though
s

there were adequate data and clear insights into the ramifications of

the .issu¢. A more useful approach is to begln with the questlon of

.

what are' the ifAdica'tors of community vitality and individual well-being.
Not only is there no agreement on what such indicators might be bht

there is also a pervasive lack of data relevant to the discussion R

-~

Nevertheless, the issue of community beneflts in relation to |n3|VIdual

L .
and family benefits is one that is likely to receive increasing
- 4 . -

attention. -

A third debate deals with ‘the distribution of costs and'ggkefitéuamoﬁg

sectors of the pcpqlation.= Who lives in rural -areas? How do the' )
varfoue'groups o; Fural Americans share ,in the costs and benef{té of" -
various develcpment Strategies?\ The descriptive chal}engé-has by-ne '
medns been'met. Pata remain fragmented and lnconclu5|ve Little‘j;(. o

- '

known about the speclflc impacts on’ ydung and éld families and individuals;;
. s N .
the more and” less educated, the long time resndents and the more recent

:,
\

arrivals, the farm ‘and n0n farmfsectors, worknng people’ and returees, S
. l e, S \ ‘ 7
parttime workers and. fulltime workers, mengand women,'the Anglo* and f/
minority populations. This list could be extended. The‘possiBle
~ o L1

- 4 ’ R
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tomblnatlons of populations potentlaf?y affected dlferentlally by
part:cular rural development strateg|es seems vnrtually endless.
, A fourth debate centers on the urban causes. and consequences of
. +ural . deve'lopment. . While it is generally admitted that many urban

prohlems are the c0nsequencehof previous rural problems that.have'

\

. ‘ . . - ,
heen relocated through urban in-migration, there is no agreement

on'solutions. Some observers stlll feel that migration is the best

.

" solution to rural poverty. At the individual level, the young aqd .

ed%§ated seem rational in moving rather than in hoping that a development

strategy will work--or-even be attempted--in their area. However, many

resudents of rural Amerlcan either do not want to relocate or, would.
'\

have no greater opportunities in a different setting. The ufban

and dational stakes in rural -development are comming to be
. , o o~ -
recofinized. But, this recognition has yet to produce clarity,

%
much less agreement, on strategies for designing public'sector

policies and private sector strategies based on these common interests.

fof'

. developing'a comfion national str%tegy for rural deVelopment. Concern

A ] .

~ g - - e
"
-

is now manifest over competltlve blddlng "for industries among statés

" A fifth debate is beginning to emerge about the'ppssibilit§~

-

and communities. To what extent is th|s occurring? To what extent
t

does swych compet|t|ve blddlng simply |Ilustrate market action that

produces the best combinations of factors conducive to ethomlc
; .
growth in a competitive economy? To what extent does such competifion
\ . . B j - b

'ncre se the cogts and reduce the benefits for'communities or fDr

sectors of the rural populatlon? What are the alternatnves to thIS-'

sy ¢
.




process of competiﬁive'biddfng?

he relation between incentives to

v

»

A sixth debate cen;ers ont
~ . ;

N )

P . . . W — - .
location of a firm in a community and ‘'subsequent economic development.

While this debate is enmeshed in the preceeding set of issues surrounding

- * - - ) &
.competitive bidding, the debate over incentives and subseduent~developement

- -

would re@ain even without the inter-state and inter-community

competition. To the extent that communities provide faéilities and tax
' » (N

b(?aks as incetives to location, someone other than the new, industry will

\

have. to pay the costs. Do theée people berefit from indusﬁrialization?

Do they feel that they are financing development or simply assuming

- .

costs that should be part of the operating expenses of firms in the
private sector? What is the proper role of giiﬂzens and’ their

institutions and what is the appropriate role of the private investor?

Even among those who endorse some governmental role«in rural
LI ~ ~ . i

development, thére is a sevqpth debate over the appropriate governmental
N - N . N \

L+]

units to provide incentives and bear costs. The appropriate roles of |

the federal, state and local governments are matters of debate. This is

a murkey debaEe"partEg becéuée there is ' no clear picture of the roles that ///_4(

! . b X . 0 LN
these various governments are currently playing, much less any clear

understanding of the consequences of various types of interventions

by these' governments. Jndeed: a complete listing of the types of Iocal‘,

'

governmenis gndlqua%i*governmental agencies involved in rural
" development is yet to be compiled. T .

‘These debatés over rqral'deVeiOpment should not obscure a hiéh,-/

»
. ~ . '

Tével of agreement on thq»gda]s of rural development. Fhis agreement is,

’

” "~

® €

_ not surprisingly, strongest at the level of broad societal goals.

I
. ’

Few people would disagree with the desirability of,’balanced rural-urban




‘ o ° ' ~ .
. e . ‘ ‘ 3
- Hevélobment'thét @eeld aiJeyiaée rural poeecpy; steﬁ urban in-migration
‘(especially the in-migration ef'a peorlyfeducated, low-skill: welfare S °
population), sIrengthen.rural commu;ities, and c9ntribute to naiiénel _ o
. 'eCOnemic pFospefity‘and social vitality. Debetes emerge QJer_the .“ ‘ ; -
-~ S . . ‘ .
o means to achieve these generally desirabfe outcemes, not over the
outhmes:themselvesf' ) . ' e
q < T T - A I —

-~

ncern with these multiple goals 6f rural development is not

"the Basis for a "romaptic rusticity“ that seeks ;o prese?ve rq;al
Amerlca as a museum of _ smill communities that can offer thelr resndents
few of the beneflts enjoyed by Americans in other pommunltles Such

romantncnsm is rarely espoused by rural Americans themselves. it is &

much more commonly endorsed by urban-bred and urban-based actuvust\\\~ g ) N

ﬂy‘

-t who have never lived in a small\rura] community.% The poetically
20 @ = * ) ' ~ -,

e,

* invoked virtues of small communities can just as easily be balanesg by

the isolation, lack of individual choice, and lack of individual

4
-

X , “opportunities' in such communities. Villages are lovely for weekends, ) .
. g R
but not for lifetimes. Any rural development strategy that - . ‘ T
L4 ) I 14 T -
t among rural-

degenerates.id}o museum work is unlikely to find suppo
¢ s [
' "

P T R PV EY »

Americans.
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- : ;: ‘ . * Questions of Scale in Rural DeveIOpment - :
: .Questions of scale per*ade the other debates dlscussed in the ]
* R k( o . i :
introduction to this. paper. But, scale has not yet become the focus : R

of a distinct debate over rural development., Questions of scale

are questions of threshholds. -‘Even those who oelieve that‘small is

s

beautiful may agree that tgo small is not beautiful. Identification

*

—of thesethtreshholds has not yet begun.  Yet, individuals and ]

businesses make de facto decisions abaut' scale when they decide to Iocate' o
t . : . .
. dn particular areas, The bases of these decisions remain largely
’ LY ' N - .
unresearched. . .

’

Questions of scale include questions of the size of communities and

L

the size of enterprises, their relationship and the relationship
¥ c
of each to individual weli benng *Viewed in this perspective, o .

questions of scale are, in effect questlons of . the processes of
} ' -
fostering rural development and the consequences of particular

development strategies. . 8

"Questions of scale are not static. They are dynamic question{ about

sequences and threshholds in deVeIopmental processes « This means that

questions of scale are linked to a study QF”causiJ patnerns in foSterlng
rural development. Under what cond|t|ons do large enterprlses create .

opportunities for smaller enterprlses in"a community? What types of
‘ N .

small enterprises are most likely to b supported by a large” . AT
. w Y 0° . -
Vo enterprise in a rural commhnity? Wil the worﬁers in partlcular % <
N g .
o  types of arge enterpris re or less likel o do’ bus:ﬁess wnth Iocal
1 R ‘ g - ? "’)/rno y& . ‘4‘
’ . retall establishments - r than wnth the stores “of “the nearest clty? C o
~ . e, . . s PO ':. AN s
N NS v L T e : R s
' ' o A 2 , TN e
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patterns and developmental sequences..-Any generalizat

".-constitutes capital

- . ) . , . 7

b . ¢ ) o ' - -,

These are central questions in any causal analysis of rural development.
-~ - * .

Unfortunately, there—has been virtually. ro research on these causal

ions woutd be .
' . . v - ] B

’worse than premature--they would.be unfounded. . _ i
. : & .
The lack of information-on these fundamental questlons of scale ) i,

g

'has multiﬂle CauseS-.wlI_uQiﬁJ ially.assumed_that—any—eeenem|c +*

DI -

s ' 5

activity would automatlcally st|mulate further econgmic actlvnty N

-,: .' N b
Ay ‘ . .

ThIS view rested |mpJ|c1tly on' an assumpt|on that communn@ﬁes were .

-

self—contalned and that nelther busunesses nor |ndlvldual consuﬁérs

- » o,

- “ e 3w
ix ) . AR
S e s .

would look outsnde the qommunlty in thelr economlc actnvnt f‘

Many of the managers and

%5
-
¢

has™ proved to bé an unfounded assumptlon

skllled workers do . not come from the communlty »and prefer to spend‘

. > N

thenr salarles on ' goods mdre readlly ava“able |n<C|t1es . The:’

-t
.

N

i1

. vor

consumpt|0n patterns of bus|nesses also seem ornented to “urban

»

markets, but, agann;'data are l|m|ted.

. . 5 ‘
Thebe tentatlve findings have .

L

.caused increased Eoncern abput the problem af “capntal leakaae“ from

- !
. "»

rural coﬂnunitles. However, it is. not always easy to determlne what B

R . Ea

leakage. Indeed, it is by no ‘means clear what

c0nst|tuteé an economic communlty as opposed to a poltnncal ) .

N M “

Jurasqlctlon. An economlc community or markét area could |nclude o
. * , .

a countv or a multn-county area -rather than sumply a "town.'" These

dlstlnctlons have rarely been made Yin dlscu55|ons of rur7l development.
% A second reason for the lack of insight on matters of scale |s the R
nature of research efforts to date. There is a general-lack of data

. -k

on the developmental experlences of real commurtities. Scholars have

Pl




. be eager to:generate insights into rural development withput waiting for

re]s%@ unduly and often |nappropryately on census data. These ~ational ~

[}

aaareaqaté data can offer Jlttle insiaht into questlons of scale reoarded

- -

as qui?tions of develooqutal seauences and threshholds. Even if these

national aaareaate data were-far more comprehensive and orecise than they

&

are. they would be |naooroor|ate for an'lnvesthatlon of actual

2

develoomental sequences. Since these data have not been collected

over time.in a manner that would permit comparison. scholars haved tended’
7 T~ ’
e . o . r " .
to substituté comparative cross-§ectlbnal studies for actual lonaitudinal.

studies: This‘is preciselv\the wrora aooroach since it deoends on

. * ' () »
assumptions about the vervy tognc at issye--the temporal seauences of

. .
5% s ® ¢

chanoe and‘the causal patterns of these tehporal sequences. .
v These same problems affect the fey comqunity case studies that
have been done. bata are collected at one:perioa of time but not over
time. These case studies'areﬂpften eone by single researchers or

small teams with neither the t}me not the red%urces to continue the
inQestigations over'a Qgﬂber of wears. All the problems of comparing case

AN

studies affect attempts to make generalizations about rural development

on the basis of the few case studies that have been done. Even when the
14 ! . e " ean, ? ’

individual case studies are wel l-done, they have Ilmlted generallzabllnty unless

they ‘are part of a number of studles desngAed to be compared. v ‘

It is understandable that scholars and policy makers»should both

-

a variety of gommunities °to li&e out their| complete devqlopmentaf . )
sequénces. Hayever, it would be péasible Ito compehsatelfor the lack of. .
historical aggregate data‘by,poing a series of case’studies that

include hiitbrical eéoqgmfc anthropology. Such case studies would be ' ’

< . ‘ ]

¢ i () N N
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-

.
- ”
. s &

. \ . . o !
a cost effective research method compared to the cost of national’

* ¢
survey research or the collection of national aggregate data. The barrier

has poE‘been ¢ost but-.in understanding,what types of data are required

o o

‘and in determining what questions are central to.an understanding of

F] R .
. i . ' . v

rural development. , T " .

It is curious that there has been so little.concern with questions of
. ‘/
scale in manufacturing and 'service énterprises since there has been so

¢

much interest."in questions of scale of agricultural enterprises and the

5

relation between farm size and community vitality. Walter Goldschmitt\'s
classic study has'heen the object Qf controversy but not of neglect.

; .
EolIow-up studies have supported Goldschmitt‘s initial find}ngs--diversity

in bhe scale of farms, with an emphasis on medium= snzed commercial -,

C farms, sustains communifies wnth a broad range of buslnesses and social

~

serv'tces.3 No similar study has been done for the non-farm sectors of

rural economies. There has been some concern with one-enterprise '‘company

©

towns'' but this has been a‘hatter more of monopoly than of scale.

Similarly, there has been virtually no research An the reJatnon between
S :

" . . . Lo b
_agricultural enterprises and-industrial enterprises.. 'Dogs' the presqnce

of one or more large enterprises have any impact on the modal* scale of

agricultural enterprises? No one-knows. Yet, it seed% unllkely that “the
S
agrlcultural and |ndustrial sectors ,of local economies would not

affect each‘other. In some areas of west Texas, therelhave been loéall ‘.’

~

controvgrsies'pittiﬁg large plants seeking to move into an area against

farmers add.rapchers who see ihdustries:, especially large industries, as
. . <

. ¢ A - . .
a strain on local water supplies. Competition over resources and ' i

- i

controversies over relative tax levels and'nelat(ve benefits from

tax monies seem fruitful areas for future research.
A '

3
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with the size of ¢community most_conducive to business vitality”

;;the_fOremo t-student “of the xmpact of polltxcal factors an - growth

. ' 6
\ center‘gﬁans. Hansen trxtlcxz

; ' .
- ) .

The naloagy

—_—
There is no shgstltute-for research on these matter .
l

between agrlculture and lndustry 1s |mperfect at best

Fl

AN

_ No one hag’ ny

basns for guessing whether the Goldschmltt flndlngs on, ‘the relation between

agricultural scale and community vitaljty wquld aTso prove valid for the

”

v -

relatlon hetween |ndustrlal scale and communi ty vntaluty :

-"/

Some discussion, and a ﬁar more limited amount of research has dealt <.

»

= The
a8y

debate over “growth\centers“ has occurred w|th reﬁerence to rural America

as well as w|th reference tc policies for regionally balanced growfﬂ

4 3

in several of the developing nations.

~
L

llttle consensus on the quest:on of the scale of gommunity r%qu1red to

1

attract'and sustain partucular types of |ndustr|es + Gréwth center theory
K .

R

'has been jnexplicably devgid of concern with_deyelopmental sequenées and

-~ - - . ¢

has tended to treat.develogmet if a fairly static hanner.
: ¥ ‘ ’ e .
. '.d? R o . . b . - .
growth is the growth cénters themselves has attracted little attention,

. . . ey,

perhapa'because‘growth center theory has' remain largelyjhyppthetical,

. - ! N N =
N - ¥

o

an exercise of thgse planning for the future rather than research of
. / . fd ' -

prevnous changes. . R ‘
~M - g - . - R [

These discussions' have produced . .

.

e

.&‘.\

-

K]

The patterns-of‘

+ The éritique of growth center«theory has eentered on tge introducttog

:‘1‘» N .

) N

of pelntncal consnderat«ons rather than economsc p?aqung crnteria. IR

? ! g \,'

Usnng the experlences~of the Appalachlan ReglonaLxCommlssnoq,.Hansen {s

] - v
»

"%

ed the ebmmLssnon For |dent|fy|ng too

~ e
PN

many potentual gr0th“centers a d'for bas«ng§these desugnatnonss léﬁ jlii.

d e

»prlmarlly on polltical crlterla He does not*address the issues of @

scale as dwrectly as\;e addresses ssues, of the dispersgon‘é%%effgﬁt.

pie)
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A second se} of questions centers on the impact of growth/ienters

-

P

. . . ! .
on the surrounding drea. Does development actually spread from the

growth centeh\to a surrounding area? This is especially'}mportant in

’ 4 3 .
rural areas where ‘the difference betweenfa community and the

>

surrounding area is Jess dramatic_than the difference between a city

N . . ) N . N . . .

and its rural hinterland. Current data do not permit one to distinguish
. . ’ . : N

various types of growth centers‘,impact on,theinfsurroundTng.areas~

However’y concern is now grownng that nntensnfned relativé underdevelopment -

is as llkelytln the surroundnng area as -is enhanced development ~N

The grOwth center debate raises the larger questlon of the

»

,deflnltnon of a !'community’ for\deveIOpment purposes No one would

t K .
.

suggest that: every communnty now exnstnng |n rural, America can or should N {‘ .
R,

.

be the object of public sector or private sector efforts to stlmulate ..

o ‘o

- 4 > Y .
growth.‘ The private sector has shown no inteTest in such a.criterion_for
’ s -

investnen% decisions. The burden on’tHe public sector--whether federal,
state,’or local--would be prohibitive. Stated mostobaldly, these are

v}
questions of which communltles shou]d 1|ve and which communltles shou]d
- 2

2

die and whether this should be a matter, at least to some extent, of

v

bo

citizen preference expressed through public pollcy or whether it should be a8

»

matter of market forces. These are not the kinds of questlons that e

. R o

offjcials wish to consider directly --or at least which they wish to
b

admit that they are considering. gven if market fqrces remain

” °

predom4nate, more careful consideration of the issues of scale would

L] 'y »

T help clarify dellberatlons in both the pub]nc and prnvate sectors
M {

-
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%
. . ) Aspects of Rural Poverty
M AP e
~ [Poor people are not a dnstinctive feature of rural America. However,
: <, - o
i »»
the

oor in rural Aqernca tégd to dnffer from the’ poor in ugban Amerlca .

in ways that should have an l@g@ct on pdTlCles desngned to’ deal,wnth

. ‘s ‘e P
Poverty ‘in these two dlffeqpnt‘contexts. Ry N . ’

.
» -

Unde:e?ployment, not unempfoyment, ‘s the’Qreatest problem'in
. ' \
rural-America. The rural poow tend*to be! a worklng poor,,’At least o
. + ‘, - “ -t Q’ ’
25% of the poor famllnes in rural Amerlca have orie member worklng for the

<

entlre year.7 Poor ruggl Amerncans have demonstrated thelr w;lllngness
to wbrk and their ablllty to hold jobs. The problem is that they

cannot earn‘enough to support-themselves and thejr families by their
v \ . " -, i -
work. * LT : s

Not only do»most poor rural‘Amerlcans work but a larbe proport|0n of
A Y
them hoid more than one Joh. They may ‘hold two or more part\tnme C

o

3 g &
jobs simultaneously or they may hold several seasonal jébs throughout“theiy

'year. Such industries as agriculture, construction\ and. mining tend o
' ' .S ‘ o .0 . \ * \Q\;

to he seasonal . i S . g '
. Self-employment is more common -in rural America 8%%? in urban
. - @ ’ -~ - ¢ R vy .
I . . . ) t . .
America. This is-true even if one excludes agriculture from the .

L d . L L4 as

,“comparison. Almost 10% of the'rural labor force is selF-employed

P

A1}

outside of agriculture. lF‘one |ncludes agricul ture, then 1.7% of the

4
rural labor.fo:ze is self-emplgyed, with 11% of thesé relying exclusively
: "8 ) ot ﬂ.

on self-employment. - X . . . ., .

3 N . 'Q' ~

e The poor in*rural“Amer?ca tend to live in families with both

. ¢ . .
. parenﬁg}present. A]most 70% of the poor fam«lnes in rural Amerfca

<

are headed by males 9 Partly as a consequente, only 25% of poor families

~No" "

in rural America receive :assistance from Ald to Families with - .

°

Dependen; Chifdjenlb Only.20%of, the rural poor but 33% of the urhan-poof

~ i - r*\,'- ! .
' . .

e— .« ° , . - B M .
P PO . . - P . .
. . . A 4
. - N
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recelve public assnstance.L]These statisticslreflect the combine effects

of famlﬁy efforts and state policies. Many ofi{he Southern states with

¢ o ’

large popula |on of rural poor, have low levels of soclal services.

¥ ’

Natlonally, Socnal §ecur|ty is the largest government program in rural

+

W ey ‘ ™ .

N
Amerlca*' Families sutyuve, although they do not overcome poverty,

¢

by workung.. ;hurty per\EEnt of the poor famalnes in rural American

' “ . N g ’
_ have two or- more persQns worknng ) ’ v
. . N . )
Because -they work, many poor persons in rural America cannot
‘oo AN '*\

qualify for public assnstance. Such programs ‘require that’a person
{

T ‘“be‘unggfﬁyed h|mself or herself and that he\or she not be living |n a

.
famlly in 4ch\at least one member is employed.\~These el|g|b|l|ty

»

cr|ter|a neglect the problems of. the persnstently poor~sub-employed ' . \&
< \ N
. Sub- ployment has been estmated to be 50% higher in rural than in ‘
! P Y | :
,urban'America.{B . S . o :

Pl

Perhaps most paradoxlcal of-all, the rural poor tend to be-a -. .

= . )' * a2 ° i

praperty-owning population. The idea of “poor“ property ownerss strikes B

most Americans as incongruous. Resolving the paradox requires “
"\ - P N . \
dlstlngulshang between net worth and net)uncome. Owning--or holding : (3\\

some equlty in--a small L)r marginal farm does not che a person the -

e’ .

klnd of net worth position that can ‘be leveraged rnto expanded assets. o

Marginal farms$ oc small plots owned as home sites do not so much ingrease

- h - 3 - -
[}

> a @erson s assets as limit a person's mopillty “- The ownershlp of such

property does not raise a person or family ~above the’ poverty level

Manyrsmall farmers work off their farms or their wives hold of f-farm

-
L

Al
+  jobs 'to suppart the farm. In many of these situations, it is necessary to
4 -~ .
work to protect what ltttle equity one has in property. instead of net ’ ,

worth enhancing net income, net income is used to protect net worth.

. S 15
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This limitgd mobility means that the rural ‘poor cannot and will not

travel great distances in search of employment. They will stay»neaf‘é~

- theif farms or homesites even if it means a less desirable job at a

-

less desirable wage. ' .
- " \ L . - .
The limited mobility of the rural Légbr force is determined not .

{
simply by property ownership but also by several characteristics of
many individuals in this labor force. Rura’ Americans tend to have °

‘ - -

less formal education tﬁan do urban Americans.]hEgucation levels vary

3

within the rdral population. These variations are fairly complex.

For example, among farmers, women tend to haveimore education than mef. .

4

But, among'the nonfarm rural population men tend to havk more education
: i

-

than women. Region and race add further complexities to. the picture.

In general, one can say that the rural labor force is notwhighly

. ~

educated but it is not uneducated. ‘The problem is not so much
- ~ - o

@gg functional illiteracy, as it may be‘gmong the urban hard core unemployed,® -

-

but low levels of education and lack of any specific skills. These
limited education levels make it more difficult for rural workers to
adapt to different types of work or to advance beyond an“entry~level

position once theyado find jobs.

. ) Race and region also affect the opportunitiés availabe to

- rural workers!s.UnempJoyment is highest %mong blacks in the Deép South. ‘f
* . ) ) .. . ‘ . - ‘-\

\\\\\ .. Black men h?ye a ﬁigher unempldyment rate than,do black women. Women,

Cegl ?
Py

\\\\\ white and black, aré sought as workers in the service sector and in )

. nondurable manufdcturing.® The -reasons for employers' prefernce for \
- - E3 £
: ' - ; VT - . N
. . women workeg§ in the unskilled .and semiskilled jobs in rurail
¥~ X N ’ . . .
\ v ; P " »
’ -
'\i, =] - // P Pl
3 ’ e
) v s
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industries have not been Fully explored This preference does not
‘ - ° 14
hold ln the West and |n those parts of Appalachia where mining |§

the prlmarf\occupatlon. e | oL
v v

B R
Although, there are’ many, exceptlons, one ;can suggest that rural

poverty results from underemployment rg{Ler than primarnly from )

unenployment. ..Rural workers have jqb experience in unskilled or

seni-skil]ed jobs, They have little experience with unionization.
or with otheri forms of organization to asseft or protect their

rights. Similarly, rural workers experiencing temporary or periodic

_unemployment .are less likely than their urban counterparts to receive

-
1

public assistance. , . .

.1t is not clear that these characteristics of the rural poortare .

recognized and understood by those who are planning rural development
. . ° !
programs. Drawing on urban analogies may be/especially inappropriate

\

for those who develop ‘and implegent vocatiohal education programs for

rural workers. To the extent that progrdms are designed to solve problEms

of unemployment they will be largely irrelevant to the rural labor force.

\ o

_However, programs that address issues of underemployme%f tend. to become

extremely controversnal within local labor markets, especially when these

7

labor markets are controlled by one major‘employer. Programghthat seek to

enhance the mobility and thereby the economic bargaining power of rural

workers are bound to arouse the opposnt:on of employers who benefit,
Y \_

from their workers' lack of alternatlves.\Addressnng the problems of

those who.remain poor even while they and thelr families work is generaWIy
a politically controversial undertaking. Politicians can be expgected to

»°
[}

2 .

it

wﬁhf-




- x

become involved in such controversies only if they ?ﬁ@erstand that
poverty has more complex causes that a disinclination.to work and if -

they see that simply holding a job may not raise a person.or:a family

> N

Work is not an end in itself but.a means

° <

of achieving a better life for oneself and one's family.

above the poverty level.

The issge:df underemployment has scarcely been'addressédz
The crucial question is whether underémployemnt is essential to maintain

the kinas of firms that locate in rural America. Do rural.Americans

’ 4
have a choice only getween no jobs or jobs that do not-help them

overcome poverty? Do rural Americahs have onfx the alternatives

of being the unemployéd poor or the working poor?' Asking these questions *

.means asking'fpndamental'questions about American industries and whether
the kinds of industries that are most common in rural America are

actually comgetiqg with the wage rates of the developing ﬁations, where

nondurable manufacturing plants dre being established in ever-increasing

L4

nunbers. There are no answers to such questions given thé present
¢ 1

state of knowledge. Such quéstfons are anly beginning to be asked as

observers begin to explore the djfferences between rural and urban poverty.

°
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. : Poverty’ and Rugal Communities . . . L .

- Rural communities are also characterized by distinctive features .
linked with poV§5ty. Some of these features are causes of poverty, some

are ct?sequencesg and some are both since poverty tends to be

.

reinforcing and self-perpetuating. individual poverty exists in a

-~ .

- particular institht?opal context which is both a cause and consequence

’
’ -

of* poverty.

Rural communities tend to. differ among themselves in almost every
]

dimension. Even if 'rural’ communities are restricted to those with

populations of 2,500 or less, the fange of diversity is almsot

>

overwhelming for analysts and planners. Yet, rural communities.do share
some EBQTon features that relate to rural development and the relationship

. between rural development strategies and rural pgwerty. ¢

"+ *Rural communities tend to have part time ‘governments with Iittle.
experience with the process of Henefiéling from feéeraj or state |
programs designed to address ‘their problems. “GrantSﬁ?ﬁFﬁfp“ tends™to
be an urban skill. Some observers suggest that rurél poepler are
" xi‘nﬁerently more self-reliant and therefore that their lower incidence of
’ aid from federal or state sources reflects furai preferences rétﬁe} than

+ rural disabilities. There is no conclugive‘%0idence on tQis issue, What .

is evident is that rdral'Amgrica—has received significantly less from

-

public'programs'on a per capita basis than has urban America. The inhersent

difficulties of political culture'analysis--de&érmining whether people *

receive less from their governments because theirsculture conditions thém

to seek and desire less--is beyond the stope of this paper. Political

[}

cultére remai,n.;’an unexplored dimension of social science. In the current a

3

state of the art, political cul ture .assertions can bE and_are used to




jdétify whatever currently exists by. those who currently henefit ‘ .

N 3

ffom a-given set of conditions. ) . .

The institutiona] characteristics bf.loca1¢gove?nm§nts,pffer

* . <« .
a more researchable field of inquiry than does 'rural culture." i
- N W t s o
Throughout ogr‘national history Americans have held paradoxically
) o - ) - , '
ambivalent attltngs toward IQFEI governments--valuing small governmental

- e . . . o oe »

. units in.the abstract but disparaging them in their concrete operations.
- A}

Most studies of. local governments point to their }imited capacities to

plan and implement programs. in addition; many of these local governments

-

in ;urgl,ar;as as well as in cities have been notably corrupt. At the

.

g - w 9
ze#y.least, loéal governments tend to be camtrolled by a very small

» sector of the population. During the 1960s romarrtic invocations Sf
the virtues of local cqngfol became a staple 6F.counter-cdlturél politjcs.
Despite f%e 1960s rheégrical iﬁvocatioq of local governments, Iigtle .
reseafch has been done on their operations. A;ademic political
scientisf{ have virtﬁaily'a%andoned concern with local governments

. énd pay only f]éeting atgent[?n to state governmeéts..

Contemporary interest in local governménts arises not among ) .

»

academics but among those who have agtempted to plan’and implement‘”
. brbgrams with local governments. These analysts and planners have

t ’ L. ‘ )

become concerned with what is now called ''capacity bu[}ding‘flé This

-~ . |

means the capacjifty 'to plan and implement local undertakings and to coordinate

B

- . ¢ “
ther local governments, with state agencies;and with .

. N .

. efforts with

federal agencies. Representing tHe igterests 6f local People dépends =~ -,

on local governments' capaCltles to. lnteract with other public and

v

prlvate sector actors lnvaiyedaln economic devéiopment.

. - I
» . . .




[y . ) -

. The concern with capacity building-will continue -regardless of
! ’ . 1
. the: precnse nature of American federal|sm 'Giving more power to local. )

.

governments wnll have l|ttle‘|mpact uniess those -local governments o

-

{have the capacnty to capitalize on the new Opportunltles The effect of
blotk grants remains a matter of speculatnon. Undoubtedly, the' effects‘

will vary greatly among local governments. There is a distinct possibility
g E A ’ - — * ’

that block gtants may exacerbate the consequences;of the limited
L4 N ‘

-

planning, implementation, and interactlon~capacitles’of local oL E

governments. Block grants can, then, decrease ‘federal control_of
- - < “ —
resources and federal direction of programs without at the same time
. t . . -
increasing local control 'of resources and direction of programs.

Even if local governments achleve enhanced institutional capacity,
o

the consequences for individual well-being in- the 16¢al area are nof . Lt
. _ ' , Jf‘ .
immediately clear. , Al government lnvolves trade-offs betweeq,cégountability

- t

This.is the challenge of poltiical leadershfo " This challenge and the

“to communlty mores and the skills required to serve communlty needs. . Q\\
-

trade -offs it |nvolves become more complex ‘as- the decisions to be made

.

about community affalrg come to requnre more speclalnzed technical-

t e e

knowledge. Thii'is unavoidable. " ocal'governments cannpt serve their "

. . N
- peaple. by |gnor|ng fundamental trends in the larger society. An-attempt ,”. -
to preserve local governments from the modern world sjmply excludes local -
Rl . \\

.

OfflClaIS from any meanlngful role in the decnsnon~mak|ng process.

L 4
Decnsnons will be made by state or- federal offncnals or by actors in Uui

3 l

prlvate sector lt rs difficult to conclude that it is more democratrc e

-
‘for local offffﬁﬁls to lose |nfluence to state officials than- to federal
19 .
officials. * A healthy federal republlc and sound public programs requlre o]
- -~ ‘

that locgl governments play®an effective role. jBlock grants ‘cannot iA




°

themselves ensure that effectiveness.

*

Local governments may well come to deal dnrectly wnth prlvate

sector actors to a greater extent thanwthey do now.’ ’Block grants >

. .g&‘ e
that actuag%ggmake more fupds .avajlable to Iocal governments ma§’\~/ e

“/. ® ‘-0 »

4

°inten51ﬁ§%thas “trend, The extentﬂofocurrent co-operataon between_
) -
R ai N
logaj governments “and busnnesses seeRing to Iocate in an area rema+ins
S5 * ) o

° .
. .
1N

8

3 ;zwundocumented :

Buuldlng the CapaCltleS of local goverﬁﬁ@nts is not an end’ |n

~

< k] t
v itself. The purpose of any go%ernméntal actlon ina democracy is to
L » ‘
serve the’ |nterests of cltl;ens. Thts is alwayswa polltlcal matter--ahd
it is quite pcoperly a.political mattter.~“thanges in’thecoperatiofmof.

¢

Q v - é.\- Y

Some sectors of the populafuon wn1l/y rsue their interests more

o

rghe federal system shape the distributipn of adyan}a§e'in that system.
- + « .

successfullly when the state governments, playaan expanded role while
N

other sectors of the populatlon will look to the federal government for

s
e {

= relative advantage. 1t should hardly be surprnsnng that procedural

Ox >

@

9
questions are |nt|mately relatéd to questigns about the pu?su1t of-

. a _, PR T

goals. If thlS were not the case, procedural questlons would hardly

be worth discussing. ~




‘random, sample of experleqces wnth rural development. %o one has éver

» . N "
. 4,
. -

A3

.

- o .Experiences' with'.Rucal Development
‘ ’ i “ T . i .
Comments on experiences with rural development are unavoidably
N . “ -

' -

"a series of snapshots rather than a monng picture: . To date, neithérn

o . b )
scholars nor practlcaone}s have collected long1tud|nal data nor f
‘ :\ LY e . . .
conducted a series 04 case stuties based on- systematic comparlsons“ # -

Indeed, it is impossible te determine whether the data that have ‘been

.
.
s -

ocollected constitute a ‘reasonably ?epreSentativé, if ‘not a statistically

-

G-J e. }

catalogued those experlences, 50 one doeSwhoﬁ even know what Unlverse

- .
~ -

of expernences one mngnt be samplnng With such bndetermlnacy ‘in the . ) A
data, it is impossible even to describe experiénces muqh less to develop

T

or test hypothese about the processes of egonomic growth ‘in rural areas.

E

0f course, observer; generally bémoan the state of the data and
call for efforts to rectlfy the problems. However, data collectx\n‘on ) .
grand scale may be premature. There is as yet no model of rural . -

development, no agreement on what .one would wish to know should one be '/ ®

Js_to be evaluated remaln to be speclfled. Thls is one of the réasons =
that debates.over rural deveizpment can be so passionate without being

enlightening.. Of course, dat collection ahd model building are -

.

synergistic enterprises. No one would suggest that no further data
. = \ » .
should be collected until a genehal model .of -rural economic growth

’ \
had been developed. -Similarly, no\one would reasonably suggest that | g,

- ™

r
data collection is a substltute fo; gonceptuallzatlonﬂf
/i - . 8

This paper cannot provide new data. lt.similarly doks not : -y

propose a general model of- rural develoomeht. lHowever, it is useful

-

to think of three.criteria of successful rural development--lndlvndual
e .

betterment, camMunlty vitality, -and national economic’ revntallzatlon }
. s R Vi .

R3

. € . - . . . o ‘X .“‘ .
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Most people would Probably agree that all three dre desirable. D$sagreements

arise over priorities. Pursuit of one goal is not neutral with respect,

- Fg ~

to the goals assigned second and third priority. In some instances,

» : . .
choice of one goal impedes progress on another goal. It is not clear

<«

whether or in what manner'individual betterment links with community .

’ s *

vitality anQ{fﬁe two link with national economic revitalization.

.The current data permit no definitive answers.
sk
-

\\

Having made a.distinction among three broad'goals of rural

develdpment, the next‘step is to ask what role rural-industrialization

has played in: the pursuit of each of thes goals. - o . .
< The most sgartlnng and potehtnally disquieting finding is that the

increased economic well-being of;rJ%al Amerncans has depended mor;‘pn .
‘ncreasea transfer nayments than on increased wages fer jobs. Transfer
payments have come prTmarily from the federal government. _Ség:aL\Fecurity*"

. .
is the largest singlé source of these transfer payments. This does

N
not mean that ru?al Americans are recernng a dlsproﬁnrtlonate share )

™y

o

of the benefits from federal programs._ Rather, it Suggests that even ) R

————

though benefits to rura] Americans lag.behnnd those Treceived by urban
¢ s c T . -
Americans, these payments constitute a larger share of the rural than .

. ‘ o ‘

5, ' i K
urban income. - This further suggests that wages are a less important’
] » - . T
share of the rural than the urban income -even though -employment has °-
[

been growing in rural America. This is a pattern consistent with the 2
» ‘ * .-
existence of a signficant degree of sub-employment., Since a continued

expansion of transfer payments cannot e assumed, rural.-Americans
. ¥ P
fd rural communntles may feel |mportant effeets. Heretofore much

of the well-being based on transfer payments has been attributed to the

) ¢ .

benefits cﬁ’insutrialiéation.This has helped obscure the problem of .rural

(g “o .
.




e T ‘ e ‘ 2> . S

sub~emoloyment. ™e impact of transferbpayments would probably have \\b ,~ -
: been’ greatér had rurél‘kmericans been mo;e\awgre‘of their eligibglity

for beneflts from various pro;rams it is generally felt that many'more o ..

‘rural Americans are actually %eligible for benefits than are recelvxng T . '

benefitsi In addition, the partlcular charadteristics of rural povertjl:‘ .

a working, property-owning, f;n}ly4based poverty==-disqualify rural . “ .

J— Amerlcqas from some of the programs they would seem to qualnfy for ’ v

- Rod

on income crnterna‘\ Whether this has been a pOSltlve factor for the

-

©
-

- future prospects of rural America is a matter of |ntense controversy »

N
»g 4 “

-

“Rural Americans would seem to'provnde_a useful.test—of the Gilder ' :oy

hypothesis that people who do not qualffy for governmept programs : .

% a,

have a greater chance of overcoming poverty than- do those who have C e,

received public assistance, especiallv if that assistance is based | . c:
. L. . * . )

on single-parent households. 19 - " . -

. The effects of }ndustrialjzation have pot been distinguished from the

£ , R ' v .t
N Ll

. effects of‘transfer payments in pursing the three.goals:of rural e
deve lopment. Transfer payments are further d:stnngunshed’from ) i

lndustrlallzatlon by the non-lnvolvement of local governments lﬂ e .

at;recting such fncome. Transfer payments are, made to |nd|v1duggs. - L :

T e v * [ . 4

They do not require commurfity involvement. Therefore,cthe,lsmlted . ‘
‘ £

-

stntutional capacltles of local governments are obscured by the ® . L A
B Y - e
ln-flow of |ncome to local citizens through transfer peyments. In the
! x
+ case of;jndustries, local governments are .becoming involved in offering |

0 - “ -

: lncentlves to ‘location. This tests the capacitfes of lo¢al~governrents

y; gw, to serve and to reconc|le the |nterests of d|verse components of the . -
:\? ~ b
IOcal populqtion, the interests, of the new or expanding nndustrlal . B

sector, and the interests_of an older agricultural sector, .
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States and communi
»

The,ﬁompetition is especially acute for, ,nondurable manufacturers . .

.
--

ities now comp’tefintenSeiy for |ndustrresi

B ? L4 N +
o .

s

. Lsince they are nqt bohnd bygtheanai

other characteristics peculiar to a

&>

iow-skiiled workers of the type avail
,competition, alhiost all communities

communities can be ahtdhaticaiiy rule

forms of energy deveiopment, nandurab

particular site.

ability of raw materials or
They also employ

N N ’ 3
in rural areas. In such-a

. -

able

o

ave §0meth|ng to offer dnd few

d.out.” Untike mining or other

N

le @anufacturing«piants:can be

relocated w;th little dlsruptlon

Py

-

tosproduction. The competi®ion "’

-

u 20

B
. 2
PR

~among states and comm@nities

.
Nasjbecc

Ev;dence is accq?alatngg that some cQ

competltlon to locafe and then to rei

. «

take advantage of community incent ive

-~
-

determine when in fact an industry is

S L . .
. . adding a new facility. Relocation i
the heated exch

~

one would gather fr

cdhferences.

 J

A 1

no agreement even 2n a list of factors tha

Much less insight |s¢ava|iabie on th%,prlorltles that e{ecutxves in

r

varijous types of nndustries attach to the numerous factors relevant

in a location decision. Two research

»

Industrial, location declswons are not- clearly understood

‘methods ‘have been trled and each has

J .
me know as '‘smokestack chasing.
mpanies také advantage.of the:

ocate and then relocate agaln to

\

s. Again, it is not always efsy to

«

relocating and when- it is '

.

a far more complex process than

anges ‘at Sun Beitk_pFrost Bett

>

«
[

There is
si‘ v

t affect location decisions.

[} a . t

L3

14
its limitatians.~ One might ask those who.make such decisions what

|
- |
factors -influenced théir choices and

decision from the decision itself,

~

disadvantages.

‘ ~

[ .

Each'method has advantages and

°

one might infer the reasons for a

N . ; ¢

P o

As in any survey research, asking pagégcipants pcoduces“




\
articulated attitudes. It is not .necessar® to suggest that respondents

lie in oraer to suggest that attitudes and behavior do not always

correspond perfectly. Attempting to infer the reasoning process from .

a sample of location decisions risks picking a sample of outcomes that

_are atyplcal or failing to capture the complexity: of the

declslon. Those aspects of a location, that seem most obvnously important

el

to an- observer may not have been the. mostv\mportant factors in the

minds of the decnsnon-makers. There problems are inherent in all

~

research projects and _do not constitute a unique or insurmountable
~ * ¢
barrier to meaningful research on rural development. However, awareness
& o \
- of thése methodological considerations is useful -in assessing those

~~
a

few studies-on location that have been done.

One finds very few studdes of the location of rural_indus}ries..ZI .

5

Business perons generally assert that low wages- themselves ape not:a

»

prlmary consideration and that-the efflclency of the labor fdrce |s

even more'important in determing labor costs, What actually constitutes

cheap labor in various industries is a matter of some dispute. N

.

: Local _government leaders and state OfflClalS seem convinced that

v
. .
»bﬁ o

TN~— public sector incehtives\are essential. Fragmentary research shows

. no conclusive evidence that business leaders share thjstiew. It is

possible ,that the more marginal businesses are more attracted by
—_— ¢ )
tax incentives than are more stable businesses, but the data are

.
hd L]

soarse. Provision of infrastructure_in the form of IanJ, buildings,
rd

water and electrlclty may be lmportant factors in 1ocat|on dec|s1ons.

- ~

. 7.‘ Theéhost meortant “factor in location, declsuons seems - tO be an

Py
asséssment of the busnness cllmate.zzln this assessment, the Ilkellhood
- Ty .

. . v - Y
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i
of. labor troubles seeﬁs to be a very_important, possibly a decisive,
H .

-
L)

factor. Rural areas, especially in the South, have a lower rate of

L] «“?

unionizatiqg,thaﬁ doés the nation as a w?ole.i The provision of°
+ 5 - . - .
physical infrastructure, tax .incentives, and tréiging programs

. « ° - - ,
may be mbFe significant as indicators bf 3 community and state

a RN -
'

commitherit to a good business <limate -than as factors in their own -
right. Are% of Iarge'migo’r:ity populations are regarded by at least

. N
some making location decisions as a poor risk since minority

populations may attract unionization or other efforts destabilizing

2 -
the locaé labor force. 3Since women are available in all areas, their

»

%, presence or”absence cannot be a locational criterion. Howevel, since

- -- [

women's wages nationally are 59¢ for every dollar earned by men, they

are a low-wage and generally a non-disruptive work force.
The roles actually played by local governments and state governments

in shaping locatioh decisions by the private sector requires far more

El

research. = No one has yét inventoried the fqnge and incidence of locational
incentives. Nor is the impact of these incentives on the community
% * » - . .

well-understood. Who pays for rural ipdustrialization? Answers are not

r e

yet being soung through systematic inquiry.

The emphasis on attraéting industries has obscured inquiry into

4

what happens once the industry comes to a local area. What are the

-
v .

results ofssuccessful smokestack chasing? For individuals, EBe results

are jobs but not necesaarily an end to poverty. Most of the managerial

and skilled poéitions go to new arrivals, to those brought in by the firm.‘z

* Local residenté tend to get-the unskilled jobs that pay minimal wages
. and provide, at best, minimal benefité.packaggs. Young viorkers and women.

are Given preference.over adult men. . The reésons for this preference is

A )
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N unclear. The results are somewhat clearer. Women in rurai industries
have more jobs but their median ihcome declined $200 per year-between

1969 and 1976 as more and more women were employed in Iow-payfng -

»

.

_Jjobs. There are |nsti2§;s of -women whose work is managerial but whose .

. - - e ——— e e e = e e

jobs have been ‘redefined to clerical. se” that their wages can be kept

at a minimal level. A study by the United States Department of ’

Agriculture concludeds

While it is true that labor force participation increased,
that residential differences in participation declaned,_and that
Nmajority of employment growth during the 1960s was accounted
' for by women, other indicators, such-as the industrial and
occupatlona] comp05|t|on of emoloyment, show that nonmetro .
women continued to be conceptrated in low-wage, low-skill, and
. . Jow-status jobs. Qver one-quarter of nonmetro women were-* employed =
e = ——in-nondurable-manuvfacturing;- —extractive, and-persondl——— —mm |
. . service industries, while only 17 pércent of metropolitan '
" women were similarly employed....
While ‘the number of employed nonmetro women with earnlngs
increased by 2.9 million from 1969 to 1976, the mean .
_earnings of these women actually declined by $200. Therefore, T
while more women are becoming employed, the occupational
and industrial composntlog of their job opportunities |mpl|es
. reduced average earnings. . , A =

8 3

-

This is a consequente as much of the nature of job opportunities as

o

of sex-based wage rates. The same factors affect the wage rates of men
s !

‘ in rural lndustrles, especlal1y the men from the commun‘ty into which — L

the lndustry moves. Local men tend to work at unsknlled or semlrsknlled . =
¢ l
JObS while- the |n-m|grant males tend to hold supervnsory and managerial

. -

posi;ions. Neither men nor women from the Jocal area tend -to have’ ‘ : =
L4

much opportunity for career advancement within the company. .

Black men have far fewer opportunltleé for employment than do

*

. 26 . . |
white women or men. This is seen most clearly in the South, where S
employment opportunities’have'fncreased rapidly in rural industgjes.

However, although hlacks cphprise 40o% of the Southern work force, théy

e
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. have received only ]6% of the new Jobs.27|n Alabama industrial employment

- e ) .
rose 30% between 1950 and 1970, but employment in the\bo§t heavily -

. N
. * black areas deallned by 30% “8 . Nt

PSS ———

Ve
- — Overall, rural~1ndustria¥+zat10n'seemS‘tb coeX|st wnth conf]ne

<

.sub-emplyment.. Since 1950 industrial JObS paying below the natlonal

N average have |ncreased by 128% in rural America, while lndustrnal JObS

paying above the national’ ‘average have increased by only 28%29 A study N
- - » * N \\ ’ b
. . prepared by the National Institute of d%catlon concluded: ’ -
. ¥ - 'r ‘ ¥ \
The growth of large-scale businessiand industry in rural ’

, locations has improved rural condit}eq§ simply by putting more N\
. people to.work. It has not, according to most studies, helped R
. those mosqhin nedd, the disadvantaged and minorities, nor )
a : has it sighificantly improved incomé djsparities....Thus, & - P

[ —— —- B .

| ) while industrial growth has improved the employment picture, *
o in rural areas, it has ngB always impraved the income plj%:;e

.« or the quality of llfe. -y

»

"~

These flndlngs remaln tentative until one has better information on .

’
-

what kinds of rural industries in whgg/kinds of locations account for
P ya??ous levels of wages. It is al%o'unclear‘how broad-based, how close

to statistically random are the samples on whith *These %%ﬁdings are based.

I3

.. Whether the patnern of sub—employment contlnues as |ndustr|es mature or !

as more industries become establlshed<1g~§ commynirywtemalns,unnesearched. - -

[N

Successful smokestack chaSLng also has consequences for the

.- . .
3 -

. community. These c0nsequences affect both the publnc and private sectors .

Tk ¢

in local communltxes. The public sector impacts relate to the costs of
attracting industries and the costs .associated with population growth
, linked with industrializaﬁiqn. These public finance questions have rareiy

’

even been discussed, muéh less researched.3]Competiticn for industties

P . - L, . .

se€ms to involve tax breaks, tax deferrals;‘and direct expenditures such

. as the provision of a giant site and perhaps even buildings. These costs
A . v , . ! . .

. , 3?(') | ) . .

’
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¢

nay be fiananced by the sale of bonds or through in ncreases in the property

-

tax.

The ‘tax burden on various sectors.of the community associated

Jevels and. types_gf_puhlj_c.f.mancmgcof_xndmrLal_plants

remalns unexplored

Sommers and hlS colleagues fbund th

at local

L

a

«

T may*include"‘expanded public services

“are small,

communi ty to'the nearest large clty.

a

government officials generally uhderestimated the costs and overestimate

the benefits of attrfacting an industrial plan€.32Again, they makée no claim

that they have a statistically representative sample even though theirs

-

is the most comprehensnve compilation of¥data on rural development to date.

»

Public finance of rural development is°perhaps the most important

~

N
unexamlned area of lnqulry lt requlres collect|ng data fnom thousands

«%

of local governments and quasi-governmental organizations, |nventorylng
thelr«ppwers to raise revenue,' and conductlng caee studies on the
impacts‘of these revenue-raieing strategies.3?lt is impossible to
.dran any conclusions about the benefits of rural .industrialization until
. S
X

The direct costs associated with attracting an industry may be .

it is possible'tq document -the costs.

compounded by lndlrect costs in sustaining that |ndust_y

e e

stich™ waS"water, sewer, streets,

street llght|ng, educatnon, health care, recreational facilities. Such
A

costs could also be community benefits by enhancing the qualnty\bf local

~

1ife and by stimulating local economic activity. Overall, however, the

° -

multipliers associated with the location of a plant in a rural community

-

3tl’l'hrs is partly due to capntal leakage from the local

-

Bluestone found that communltles

R 1% '-f_ ) .

-

not adjacent to metropolitan areas retain a greater share of the money

These costs

3
Ceyt oy
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.- . :\
enerated by - local industry than do communities that are adJacent,nlk\\\ .
metropolitan areas. Nevertheless, capital leakage remains a gnificant. A

-

factor. This is primarily a‘ leakage to urban areas rather than to the

surrounding rural areas. Rural industrialization tends to help

! .
\

ccmmunltles but not countles to the extent that'/t has documentable local
| 36 . .
benefits. The |mpact on a community is.also limited by the prior existence
37
of substantial excegs capacity in local retail and service enterprlses. °

. -

Nef industrial plants do not seem to help start other new business but

_they may help existing businesses remain viable. This is a very complex
| - \ ° ) [
maﬁter.. Industrial plants that bring in new people also tend to. attract

new businesses, usdally franchises of national ch;ins, to permit those
people to live as they have elsewhere. This is usually welcomed by local
7people who prefer to eat the kinq of fast food they see on television

ter than that available from'a local cafe. In some spheres at - N
least local deopvb we'lcome change. Again, there is no substitute for

careful case studies of changes,in acfgal/éommunities. - .

7 i 2
In all of these studjes ag;jcplture is a major neglected variable. 38

Al »~
-

. : . "
Rural communities have been sustained--to the extent that they have been .
N \ .

sustafned-?b9 agrarian ecopomies. The relation between 'the older
agricultural economy and the new industrial sector defies speculation.

- [

"To the extent. that rural industrialization.is financed through increased’
| . . 7
property taxes, farmers will bear a disproportiondte burdén. However,
Iogal taxes do not USuafly constitute an important share of total farm

co#ts. To the extent that local industry makes land more valuable,
! : . . . - e, , ot

farmers will have increased net worth and enhanced borrowing capacity.

-
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There has been no satisfactory research on the impact of local ) N

and state taxes on farmers. Since tax returns are confidential,

neither officials nor'schol9rs routinely have access to the data

- necessary for assessing the impacts of taxes on farms. The - ) O J
relation between the agricultural and industrial sectofs of local - Ty

. A.
economies remains virtually unexamined.
-

It would be premature to reach any firm conlcusions about

the' experiences with rural industrialization. Raising the question

of scale is to show the lack of research on the causal sequences .

of rural economic groﬁth as well as on the impacts of these changes T

.

on indjviduals, communities and the natiopal economy.

The national impacts of rural economic change are probably
less pervasive than the impact of.national econdmic developments -
et , . .
on rural economies. In the national debate over economic policies,

rural areas are rarely mentioned. Rural areas are virtually % .

hatts R )
excluded from the controversy over reindustrialization. _
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* - 1
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Rural Development in National Perspectlve

kS c,
- ‘ 4 v .

-Everyone agrees that rural development _is linked ‘to the providion of

jobs. Not everyone agrees on how to providé the.kind of jobs that permit .

workers to raise themselvés and their. families out of poverty. The

debate over jobs hés been subsumed in a natnonal debate over the operatnon

-
- ]

of the entire natnonal economy, the roles»of the publnc and prlvate
v

’

»
.

sectors, and the mernts of focusnng directly “on the needs of the poor. In '

... '

thlS debate, rural Amernca is rarely mentloned directiy.’ th,'the.debaxe'

- @ Y
. v

T oveﬁ_”relndustriafizatlon“ could have profound:ponsequences for rural

S a
< - y

America and rural Americans.-- The nature of the potential:impacts is

. ¢

best.undérstood in the' light of a brief discussion-of the broader «

*debate over national economic revitalization. .-t .

o
’

"ReindustriaLization“ is not simplv'another program or policy. - It is

lt calls for fundamental cbanges in -

(

a publlc phllOSOphy for the nation:

individual and socneta] values and behavuors. Buginess-leadersl labon.

leaders, elected political leaders, senior administratérs, and scholars

4

“r

from the universities and the private research centers haye all . .

.
a

participated in shaping this new public philosophy. T

Productnvnty is .the central theme of the proponents of “reindustrialization.

Business Week.opened its special issue ‘on reindustrialization with a

LN

dramat|c call fér a commitment to increased productnvnty

o o

= The U¥S. economy must undergo a fundamental change if. it s to S
retain a measure of ecomomic viability let alone leadership
in the remaining twenty years of this century. This-goal must
be nothing less .than the reihdustrialization of America. A
+ conscious effort to rebuild America's productive capacity .
is the .only‘ real alternative to,the precipitous loss of e T
competntnveness ‘of the last flfteen years, of which this =~
‘year's wave of plant closings across the continent is only =
the most vivid manifestation. ’
Reindustrialization will require sweeping changes in basic

t . .
H

H
[}
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institutions, in the framework for ecanomic pplicymaking,

‘ B and in‘ the way the major actors or, the economic scene-- e,
. _business, labor, government and minorities--think about » .
s " ' what they put into the economy and what they get out of it. .
. " From these changes must come a new social ‘contract between these
‘ . groups, based on a specific recognition of what each sust, ' . e
- ' contribute to acce§§ate economi¢c growth and what each can M
. " expect to receive. - . ~
Enhanced productivity is‘most important in those industries that can ) ;
PEE MR . . ? — e . S

competé”success?ukly in internagional markets. . Reindustrialization is

-
e

- not a series of ad hoc bail-outs of troubled companies but a

®

transformation of American capitalism. - ) " : . .
Any such fundamental restrycturing of the economy will inevitably ™
LY s &
- L} 'e . [ * °
have profound effects throughout, the economy, the socikety, and ‘pé ¥

® political system. Reindustrialization will have especially important -
impacts on employment policies and on social service programs. The

easy and comforting assumption ‘that §rowth benefits~everyone is not : .

.
L} o

necessarily correct.. The pcogonénts“qﬁ%yeindystrialization do not resort.

-

M ‘ - Y

P

,to this soothing rhetoric. n ‘ . T
. Tbelpfimary p;npgse°ofrqipq%éirializéti?h’{; capital accgmulation,
not jog creation. Peter Drucker, writing in Ibé%WQIIQStreet Jbg;nalgi , e
R . . . . >
makes this‘ﬁistinctién quite clearly: ﬁ . > ‘ S ‘

o

. When union leadéf; and executives of old-1ine .manufacturing

industries call .for "reindustgialization,' théy.most ‘chmmonly .

~ mean policies that will maintain traditional blue-collar ~~ . |
T L — . employment-=especially jobs for semi=skilled machine . ®
~ . operators--in mass production industries. s, . TET e
But, in al) highly developed industrial countriesy—including - 4

* the more industrialized parts of the Comfunist bloc, policies
aimed at maintaining traditional blue-collar employment are i
incompatible with another meaning of "reindustrialization'': ' .

the restoration of international cgmpetitiveness as a producer @
* and exporter of manufactureddgoods. @Qn the contrary, the e
only way for a developed economy like the U.S. to.regain its . Sl

LI |
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international competitiveness is to encourage a f%lrly rapid

shrinkage of traditional blue-collar employment.L

To the prdponents of renndustrnalnzatlon, much of the Amer:can Iabor force -

L}

is an unproductive surplus, a dra|n on productnv:ty not characterlstlc

°

-

~ » &

of the economies of the other advanced industrial natidns. Since these

people will continue to exist, some'way~must be found to turn. them from

- ~a liability into an asset. Business Week suggests thaé these Qork@rs
o. e
 could be the basis of & strategy to make the United States. competntlve
- Z{] *
e ‘ with the induStries of the developing nations. Thls strategy depends
® -

‘on making non- durable manufacturlng |ndustrres more efflclent and keeplng

© -

wages in these industries. competitive with those in the developing nations.
- This would not mean payi%g the same wages, but in paying equivalent
. rates for i::}valent productivity. Public or private investment in

such indus&fies would not b& as important as investment in industries
3 R . - - -

o?
- that could compete in markets for advanced products. Local governments

- >
. . o .o N

might well’ become more important as sources of investment capltal for

°

non=durable manufacturing firms. | hr _ .-
. , ' ¢ - l,f" . ’ - - °
° .o . . X . R I N . . . .
o Paradoxically, the discussion of reindustrialization ss,at oncg .
3 -

px
comprehensnve -and incomplete. Consnderatlon of the scale of enterprsses’\\
* . u\ .
* is the major massung element. Consnderathn of scale ?ocuses on-the ?
. - issue of choice. Unless one assumes that investment;capital wull

become so readiy available that choices are no longer necessary, choices

. . +

will have to be made. Indeed, proponents of reindustrialization émphaslze

- ® -
* the negative c0nsequences of past faalures to make such choices and

°? s
o

T the necessity of making them in the future. These will be’ chagjces between .

V4 . * - . , -

- - )
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. competltnve and nQn- competltlve firms, with ) the standard of

ompetltlveness being set by global markets.

Scale is an undiscussed intervening variable in these d|scus510ns.

- .

9 ' : .

No one suggests that competitivengss and scale relate linearly. No one,

however, -offers any suggestlons about the relatlonshlp betWeen scale

L

-

and competitiveness in various ndustrles. While economic revntallzaa;on

s

is not designed to save jobs by balllng out troubled glants, it is, also .

L

not designed to create jobs by a|d|ng those small businesses that account

for most of “the jobs, most of the new jobs, .and most of the mlnorxay .

-~

employment in the Amerlcan economyl*2 Small businesses suffer, to -an |mportant

. - ‘, -

extent from capital shortages at crltncal)perlods. They may'well'requrre

ey, ,.

the kind of direct investment that most proponents. of renndustrnal;zatlon

. .A},«
. _ a :
would prefer to set replaced by tax incentives, accelerated depreo:atlon
e
¢ FHE
schedules, and reduction of the regulatory burden. . f ’*/%;.;r. L

Biv)

o i, ;5.
Proponents of renndustrlalnzatlon do not rely on a soothtn ;*geper al

{
Sadt . 8
fr3 \; 3

interest! arguement, but they do not discuss the issue of 1|nkag among -

firms of various sizes. How does economic revntalnzatnon in gpe : sector of

A i

A
the national economy affect other sectors? Is there a "national'

economy or is the economy multi-local so that the effects of growth in

various industries or particular areas do not spread to other inddstries
i —_—
in other areas of the country? Agaln, one sees that concern with the

issue of “scale- leads directly to questlons about the processes of economic

P
D)

growth. Since* World War 1l economlsts have devoted more attentiop to’
X

" studying the processes and phases of .growth in the new nations with .

-
-

o

deyeloping economies than they haVe‘to:studying the same processes' ’/\\ »

. . v . '
‘in. the older nations with mature economies..
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Some commentators refer to a™ trickle down'' effect of aggrggaté

" growth, but these references assume thé contours of a faith rather’ than )

. “
<

a theory. lt is by no means clear where and how-aggregate growth must

occur if’ |t is indeed to trickle down to sma]ler bustnesses and to those

* Americans who are not employed in comp;tltlve |ndustr|%§ requiring a i

. . . W

“highly skilled labor force.
Reindustrialization theorists do pot provide analyses—of the
o ‘ ~
causal-sequences of ecohomic growth in g mature industrial economy.

‘ 39ral ‘Americans need such analyses if thelf\\nterests in the‘VItallty

‘éf d|Verse enterprlses are to be linked to the broader public phulo!.bhy

s
of ecanomic revitalization. ) ’
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. ' Vocational Education and Rural®Economic Growth ~-

: A4
£

Voéational education programsat the secondary and post-secondary

\ levels caﬁ/beeinvestments in human resources.

1R}

The utility of such

. investments for the individuals, communitles'ané for the nation are

.
.

. ol ‘. .
. mattersiof some dispute.

Pl N
+  Education is ‘always controversial.” This is partly because ‘'someone

°
.

- will usuaily take exception to gome portion of the curriculum.
’ * . :

¢ 'e

as tfue of voca ati ional courses as it is of the more obvious]y controversial

Y
- l &, .

This is

subjects like spciology, politicaiﬁscience, economics, and philésophy.

3

L .

- ' Even chemlsts and blologlsts manage to emgage each other in intense
controversies. is also controversial for reasons not dlrectly

.. attlbutable tosthe content of the carriculum, Educatlonal programs

LY
- - -

and |nst|tutions stand at th intersection of the public and private

¢

Education

3

..sectors. Designing educational programs_involves attempts to reconcile
A} . . . N

- 3 - ¢
competing community /interests.

.
V- »

Each of the three broad goals of rural development suggests a

Placing First priority‘on

. dlfferent approach to vpcatlonal educatlon.
~ .
'snd|v1dual betterment suggésts ‘vocational education programs that would

‘not simply train pe0ple for entry-level posntlons but for job’ mobnlity

* This mean% training not only'ﬁhe unemployed but also the underemployed.

. ,\ z‘flf N

N\
- Such an approach has become -extremely controverslal in many areas.

_Employers feel that programs.for career advancement tend to destabilize

< " the work force and they ‘object to using public monies for sueh a

[N S =

- purﬁbse The same type of controversy surroundsdistussions of whether
.. ) vocatlé/al programs. should enphasuze genoral or specufic sklllsl*3
. - - N . . . - ) '
.. . . S * - ‘e ‘ .
1. . ’.i * . .
° ‘-»' - i . .
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] Gen%al skills wquld seem more useful to those seeking career mobility,

while specific skills might be more useful to those seeking job entry. .

One of the difficult questions in this disucssion is def’in’ing‘ what
. X : )
constitutes a specific or a general skill. Basic litéracy would be a

o

general skill, -but would welding be general or specific? The case of

training people to operate the machines used in. only one plant would be . @

*- a clear case of a specific skill.. Under what' circumstances would such -
- { .

- « Ly

very, specific programs be necessaﬁx? Under what circumstances would - o

- f - < [
. . a

bysinessés want their workers trained that specifically by someone else? )
I5 this a justj\fia le use of-public money? These are not easy questions. -. .

T
‘o

Critiques of vocational programs providing specific skills g,ene;r'ally s e

I

v charge that ‘t'hese programs limit people to sub-employment b&l‘ 7 *'{“ ¥ :
g;'; training them ' only for one very narrowly defined. job.” Even this Lo et
training is not open to eyeryone with the basic qufa‘f\ifi&ations to. ‘
= ) 2 . Ty o}

v ‘é’ﬁ. perform such work. South \.Caro.lina ha§ be.come [49,’6Wn rc -llnk‘i‘ng "é:,i:::, "
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] contexts one'must ask whether vocational programs, and especially post-
S - . .
seqondary'vocational programs, are necessary at all? Should the

industry .itself assume the reSponsibiiity for and the cost of‘traininé ' ‘ y

its owirworkers in the use of machines particular to that plant?

Should vocational education monies be used-instead to help .the hard-core

~
3

.
-

unemployed in rural and urban areas acquire sufficient skills to {

I
-

" be @able to enter-these industry training programs. These are fundamental

questlons about the. rél'ations between the public and prlvate sectors.

Reduced federal interventions in the private sector loglcally coexist
’w{th increased private sector responsibilities for itself.

% T ‘Strategies for‘designingvvocational;edugatiOn programs for
* ~enhanced cpmmunity vitality are as complicated as are the strategies

for designing vocational education programs for individual betterment.

If community vitality means not having the younger generation leave .

the communlty, then perhaps vocatnonal programs should teach a llmlted

) range of industry=-specific skllls approprnate to employment in the loca+ﬂ

community. . Th|s, -however, may be a short- snghted approach to communnty

. vitality. One mlght think instead of tra|n|ng that would help local

L}
~

S people establlsh small businesses servung the needs of: the local

te

industrlal or agricultural sectors or catering to the needs of local

. consumers. In addition, programs might be.offered'that help local

people, as citizens, make decisions about tﬁ?i? community--what types of
incéntives should be used to Jure what.kinds of iadustries and how . .

A"
° - P
-

should the costs be dlstributed? : >
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T Making n natlonal economic reVItallzatlon the prlmary goal of both Cor i

the pub[ic and’ private sectors wpuld very possibly leave llttle . .
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“room for vocational education programs. The 'knowledge workers'_in .

those-companies most likely to be competitive in global markets would ..
. - . . L
be trained by the-colleges and univérsities, not by the vocational .

fnstitutions. Mass-production workers would have little basis to '

. ‘

claim publtcly-funded training since the number of semi-~skilled

: i .
K workers would be decreased rather than increased. -

-

Pursing a rural development strategy that recognizes issues of . ’

a link between scale and diversification, on theone hand, and

.

communfty vitality and indiyidual betterment, on the other,. suggests

~
- ~

a vocational education approach that provides the kind‘of general

skills requiréd in small businesses. These are also the kinds of

-

. L4
skills that, at the very least, do not impede individual advancement

- »

even if vocational training is a relatively minor factor.in achieving

such advancement. Acquisition of such skills may facilitate-out-migration
1 : . B .

and -the seafch for greater opportunities elsewhere. This possible

pattern .involves something.of_a paradox: a large plants import their

» - . [y
.

managers into the local community, tocal people with too much training for

. .

unskilled jobs but too little trainiag for managerial positions leave.

3
-

This may not bé a legitimate concern o,_publit'pgficies. But, it does
- ; o
suggest that individual betterment, community vitality, &nd naEional
‘economic revitalization cannot always be easily rq&onciled in the design,
. B (BN N -

+~ and implementation of tvocational education program§m~;%ﬁ ya
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.« Conclysions and Recommendations

- .
4
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Rural America is being ever-more ctosely integrated into the national

.

economy and the national culture. Rural Americans tend to welcome many

aspects of this process, but they do not want to be integrated into

v
the broader economy to the disaagvantage of themselves or their communlties.

'lihs S- seemsﬂuk&a_ceasonablﬁﬁpoiumﬁbut,_as_sjudeoﬁ_oijhe_comp lexities

of achnevnng Paretd opt|mal|ty have demonstrated convnncnngly, it is by

o

no means a simple task Some communities of rural America will

" disappear as their former utility as market centers and socjo-cultural

centers and even polltlco adm|n|strat|ve centers decllnes and these
Functions are transferred to other communities that were once considered
4

~—
remote and which are now demonstrably accessible. Some people who

may prefer to live.in. awLunal,area_ulllhhavewxo g0 _to CItleS to find

by-products of thange. Yet, this is hot to conlude that rural Amernca
as a whole will become |rrelevant either to the people who l|ve there
or to the nationdl economy. Indeed people and busnnesses are movlng
into rural Amerlca?sThns paper has suggested some prel|mary consnderat10ns

and some topits for future research and furture polacy consideration.

V. .

Desplte the’ growth of |ndustr|al employment in rural Amerlca, the

° 4

total incdme . from transfer payments is still larger than the total income

from lndustrnal employment. Thls finding should raise questions_ about~

-

the wage and salary levels in rural JobS. Such quetions seem especially

important since ruraP Americans receiwé a lower level of aid from,public

% - ~

. . IS [y
s sources than do urban Americans and yet, in urban America, income from

industria)l employment exceeds that from transfer payments.

. - 1}

employment opportun:tles that match their skills. These are the unavoldable




Rural poverty differs sigrificantly from u&Ei?.povergy in ways

- that agé directly relevant-to public policies. Urhan- povérty, stems

v

- . . o s & . . - ~ 2 -
largely from unemployment, while rural ‘poverty stems primarily from
- sugﬁzxsloymentf It is facile and, indeed, irrésponsible, to decry

. . - - '

_ _sub-employment unth.one,pah_q§te§mlne—whéther unémployment is the-only ™ - - -

2
~

*

. ) . ' ?
%‘% alternative to sub-employment, whether induiiries would not or could N

not move to rural dreas if rural workers comfanded different wagé ° e
Lo~ - . . - L e

levels. Virtually no data relevant to answering this fundamental’
? ’ .

. .
0 \ °

question yet exist.

] -
. Several observers have related sub-emplovemnt to. the occupational.

£

mix characteristic of labor markets in local communities. This

- discdssion has not_ been 1inked to questions of the scale and diversity
P . . ‘ "\ * ' )

of enterprises within a- labor market.. It is not Clear whether, on balance,

- , ~lafge or small_or medium=-sized Lndustries pay better wages and'offer

a

A [}

. greater scope for advancement. The conditions accounting for variations

: . o“o . <
. | - have not yet been identified. - ; : \\ Tji >
_é Qﬁestions ? scale are alsotrelated to questions of the causal y ) .
. géqueﬁ%qs of gré%ih. It is ungl;ar under what conditions_a large -
. > e . o, ..
blant fp a éommunity facilitates” the emergence o;.;urvi;al of smaller’
v compapie§ and retail ané se;Qicé busfn;sse;. { % )
o “‘f The relations -betweer the dgricultural~énd 1ngustrial ;ectors ok )

> ..
. —~—

local economies remain virtually unexamined. Yet, developméent strategjes

[ - EY

f in one sector that .restrict opportunities in another sector cannot
w N '

be consistent with any of the three goals of rural devefopmentﬂ

’
» L]
a




. ’ ) . s
. The role of the public sectors at the federal, state, and local .
"5 . P i'd» .
RN levels in fostering partlcular types of rural development remains \

. - largely unstudied. The impacts of tHese efforts are even more difficult
: . ° . Lo . L.

« to assess.-'The broad question that should not be ignored js: What is the
SO proper relationship betweenA*he pubiic ‘and private sectors. A corrollarn

& »

of the private sector S desire for less interference is an increased

. : willingness to “take responsnPility.for itself. ?Pis might well reduce

the current competitive smokestack chasing resulting from the competition

among communities and ;‘gtes forvindustries.

* This broad question relates directly to vpcatfon education

‘o . . «*

programs. The igdustry-specific programs seem a questiqnable use of
> N e, . )

? .
‘limited public ‘resources. This seems especially true sinceethere is

Voo

little evudence that the provisison of such programs |s either a $ -

necessary condltlon for attracting :ndgstrles ar enables lnlelduals

to overconie the:poverty associated wuth sub-employment. .

. ’
.~

Flnally, the’ natlonal agenda of economic’ reV|tal|zat|on may well

have significant lmpact on rural America. In these discussions, rural
1 . C
America is mentloned only |ndirectlx" Yet, a large protion of the 7 .

country wnth a growing proportion of the pepulation gannot responsubly

1 -
.

- be dismissed. S N » )

.- .

It is always easyaand always Justifled to cal] for increased resear/l;.=>

- on important topics. Questions of rural development requnre not so much
T . .

more research as more focused and better-coordinated research. Policy

\

a

makers cannot wait for scholars to develop complete data sets and flawless | '

models, but both scholars and pollcy-makers--as well as the- peqple of.

N

~ . .
..

rural and drban America==-have anrlnterest in improving our understanding

3 . =4 )

of ‘the.fundamental issues affecting a changing rural America. - -
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