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Bulletin Overview

The natural resource-dependent economies of rural
areas in nonmetropolitan states like Idaho have been
feeling the brunt of rapid changes in the national and
international economic arena that began about 1979.
Shrinking access to world markets for agricultural
products, the shift of manufacturing to third world coun-
tries and increasing technological advances have reduced
labor needs in resource-based industries. The transfor-
mation of natural resource industries over time has
meant declining employment opportunities in rural
areas. A major national recession in 1982 accelerated
an already stressed economic situation. Changing con-
ditions impacted both individual households and local
businesses, bringing about disruption and structural
change in many rural communities (Brown and Deavers
1988; Henry, Drabenstott and Gibson 1986).

By late 1987, the major restructuring in all three of
Idaho's natural resource industries (timber, mining,
agriculture) that resulted from these changes seemed
to be subsiding. Most indicators signalled that the econ-
omy was improving, although not to the extent that ru-
ral communities could expect a return to the pre-1980
situation. Rather it remains for communities dependent
on natural resource industries to adapt to the changes
that have occurred. This bulletin focuses on the impact
of these economic and structural changes on Idaho com-
munities and what these changes portend for the future.

Specifically, the study examines perceptions of
changes occurring in Idaho communities during the past
5 years, what communities can do to improve the local
economy and quality of life and what adjustments in-
dividual households have made or might make if neces-
sary to adapt to changes occurring locally. Findings are
based on the views of a statewide sample of households
collected by mail questionnaire in March and April
1988.

Summary of Findings

® Over the past 5 years, the impacts of economic
change have been unevenly experienced among Idaho
households. Personal financial conditions have im-
proved or have worsened.for nearly an equal num-
ber of households overall. Metropolitan respondents
as a group have experienced more improvement than
decline in personal finances. For rural respondents
the opposite is true. Those feeling the least sense of
change either way reside in urban communities.

® Perceptions of economic conditions of communities,
however, are more extreme depending on county resi-

dence. Nearly as many households felt the commu-
nity economy had experienced increases as indicat-
ed their own household finances had improved, but
a far greater number said their community situation
had deteriorated than felt their own situation had
declined. Here a hierarchical pattern emerges with
the metropolitan area showing vastly greater increases
and rural areas vastly greater declines.

Most Idaho citizens are generally satisfied with the
services provided in their community. Services cit-
ed as least satisfactory such as youth programs and
activities, public assistance and welfare, maintenance
of streets and roads and the availability of good jobs
were cited more often by rural residents than urban
or metro residents,

The need for economic development is recognized
by 2 of 3 Idahoans statewide. Variety in job oppor-
tunities and the development of new types of busi-
nesses, rather than expansion of existing rural
businesses, were identified as high priority items.
Nearly half of all respondents identified improve-
ments in public school education and retraining pro-
grams for adults as high priority areas.

Metropolitan respondents identified economic and
business development activities as events or activi-
ties that have contributed to community pride. In ur-
ban and rural communities, social and environmental
activities and events were more often identified as
sources of pride.

Survey respondents regardless of residence gener-
ally hold a positive view of life in their community.
Nearly half indicated economic conditions could force
them to move but 1 of 4 said nothing could get them
to move.

Sixty percent of survey respondents indicated a house-
hold member had sought a new or a second job or
other new income in order to cope with the current
economic situation. Cutbacks in vacations and other
social activities were other common methods of ad-
justment as were increased do-it-, make-it- or grow-
it-yourself activities. Medical care had been post-
poned by some; health insurance reduced or cancelled
by others.

Nearly half of the total sample indicated high interest
in training and educational programs, especially relat-
ed to specialized skills such as computer training.
About a third of these indicated an interest in basic
business management or entrepreneurial skill
training.
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Introduction

The 1970 decade of rapid growth led many to be-
lieve that the nonmetropolitan population loss ex-
perienced before 1970 had been reversed; that
prosperity would reign in nearly all rural and metropoli-
tan communities. About 1981, however, the trend of
rapid population growth and economic expansion
slowed. The abrupt turn of events that followed thus
came as a rude awakening.

During the early 1980’s, downturns in resource-based
industries (timber, mining and agriculture) coincided
with a national recession. The forest and wood products
industry with largely outdated mills faced the need to
automate and restructure its work force. The mining
and minerals processing industry reduced operations or
curtailed production in response to low prices and high
production costs as well as the low cost of imported
substitutes made cheaper by the strong U.S. dollar.
Farmers and ranchers experienced the worst agricul-
tural depression since the 1930’s. Many suffered finan-
cial stress as land values, which escalated during the
1970’s with easy credit and increasing export profits,
began to fall, profitability declined and debt/asset ra-
tios increased.

Communities with economies closely tied to these ba-
sic industries felt increasing economic stress as miners,
loggers and mill workers lost jobs and farmers cut back
expenditures. The result was that fewer dollars turned
over within communities and ripple effects were felt
by main street businesses and agricultural suppliers as
well as other trades and services. Predominantly rural
states lagged considerably behind their metropolitan
cousins in recovering from the 1981-82 recession as
the financial condition of farming, mining and for-
est/wood products continued on a decline. Rural com-
munities received a double dose of economic stress.

By 1985 it had become increasingly evident that per-
manent change had occurred within rural communities

due partially to structural changes within agriculture
and other natural resource industries and partially to
the restructuring of the overall national economy. It was
also quite apparent that adjustments would be needed
if communities dependent on the natural resource econ-
omy were to regain viability.

By late 1987, economic forecasters were suggesting
that the corner had been turned; that the rural econo-
my was beginning to improve. This study was conducted
to determine how people and communities are adapt-
ing to economic and structural changes, what is being
done and what will be needed to revitalize Idaho com-
munities. It is based on a March-April 1988 survey of
2,000 households in Idaho.

Of primary interest are people’s perceptions of the
recent condition of natural resource-dependent rural
communities compared to urban and metropolitan com-
munities with greater economic diversification. Statis-
tics regarding changes in employment, income and
population are helpful for describing differences among
communities by these categories, but the best way to
understand the local consequences of, and reactions to,
such changes is at a personal level.

Idaho Population and Economy

Idaho is a nonmetropolitan state having only a sin-
gle metropolitan area. The Boise-Ada County metro-
politan area is at the small end of the metro scale,
ranking 156 out of 170 U.S. cities of 100,000 or larg-
er (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1986). In many ways
it cannot compare with the supersize metro areas of
250,000 to over 1,000,000 that dominate U.S. metro-
politan centers. It does, nonetheless, offer far greater
economic diversity than an urban or rural community.
Just 19.6 percent of Idaho citizens live in the Boise-
Ada County metropolitan area.



According to 1987 Census estimates, over 80 per-
cent of Idaho’s nearly one million people live in a non-
metropolitan county. The Census places 47.8 percent
in urban counties having at least one center of more
than 10,000 population, and 32.6 percent in counties
with no community over 10,000, termed rural® for pur-
poses of this study (see Appendix Table 1).

Coterminous with sparse population is dependency
upon the natural resource-based economy. In recent
years, county classification systems developed by the
Agriculture and Rural Economy Division of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture have been useful tools for
identifying and describing the economic base of rural

'The Census Bureau designates communities of less than 2,500 population
and open country as rural by default — i.e. not urban. Increasingly, an-
alysis at the national level is based on & metro/nonmetro county determi-
nation, not community definition. A Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA)
consists of one city of 50,000 or more plus adjacent communities for a
total population of 100,000 or more with a high degree of economic and
social integration. Typically nonmetropolitan and rural are used interchange-
ably because in most states the two overlap to some extent. This is not
necessarily true for Idaho. Idaho, by county designation, is primarily non-
metropolitan with 80 percent of its people residing outside of just one
metropolitan county. By community definition, however, 49 percent of
all Idahoans are residents of rural areas.
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Fig. 1. Idaho counties by natural resource base (primary source
of personal income), 1984.

America (Bender et al. 1985). Such efforts draw on eco-
nomic base theory? using data sets established by the
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic
Analysis and Bureau of Census. Most rural counties
of the Intermountain West are heavily dependent on the
three basic industries mining, forest/wood products
manufacturing and farming/agriculture. For example,
32 of Idaho’s 44 counties have economies predominantly
dependent on these industries.? Only 3 of these are min-
ing dependent and 11 are dependent on forestry or wood
products manufacturing. The other 18 counties fit the
criteria for farm or food/processing (Fig. 1).

*Assumes certain (basic) types of economic activity draw dollar income into
the local area by selling goods to outside users while other (nonbasic) types
provide goods and services to the basic sectors. Basic sectors include farm-
ing, manufacturing, mining, tourism, retirement and government activi-
ty; nonbasic includes trade, finance, insurance, real estate, personal and
professional services, and utilities (Henry et al 1986).

*Local Personal Income data used in determining resource dependency are
from the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis
series, Volume 8, Rocky Mountain Region, 1979-84.
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Fig. 2. Idaho counties by study group category, 1988.




The 44 1daho counties were grouped into three clas-
sifications for this analysis:

1. Metropolitan Ada County.

2. 9 urban counties, each with a city of 10,000 or more
fulfilling a trade center role and thus providing great-
er variety of economic opportunity for area
residents.

3. 34 rural counties with no community of more than
10,000 people, nearly all dependent on a natural
resource-based economy for Local Personal Income
and with limited access to a diversified economy and
the jobs it can provide (Fig. 2).

Socio-economic characteristics of the three groups
based on census and employment figures are given in
Appendix Table 1. Notable differences among the three
types of counties include net migration rates, mean per
capita income and percentage change from 1981 to
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1986, poverty figures and average unemployment. The
metropolitan area consistently registered higher eco-
nomically and rural locations lower than urban areas
and the overall state average.

Three indicators serve as significant measures of eco-
nomic change and levels of stress among the three coun-
ty groups. The first, annualized net migration rate,
shows only the metropolitan area gaining population
with a 0.7 percent annual migration rate, from 1980
to 1987 (Fig. 3). Both urban and rural county groups
experienced net outmigration, —0.3 percent and —1.2
percent annual rates respectively during this period
(Rowe 1988). Net migration rates are fairly good indi-
cators of an area’s economic health.

A second measure, change in per capita personal in-
come from 1981 to 1986, shows that rural areas have
been slower to respond to recovery after the 1982 reces-
sion (Fig. 4). Metropolitan Ada County showed a 25.8
percent increase in per capita income while the urban
and rural counties of the state collectively have ex-
perienced 20.1 and 18.3 percent gains, respectively (Bu-
reau of Economic Analysis 1988).

Third, unemployment rates at the time of the survey
show similar disparities among the three groups (Fig.
5). While the state average stood at 5.5 percent,
metropolitan unemployment was 3.9 percent, urban
counties averaged 5.8 percent and rural counties 6.6
percent (Idaho Department of Employment 1988). To-
gether, change in per capita income, annual net migra-
tion and unemployment are predictive of people’s
perceptions of community well-being based on type of
county residence.
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The Survey

In March and April 1988, a sample of 2,000 Idaho
households was asked to respond to a mail survey
designed to identify perceptions of changes occurring
and improvements needed within the local community
and changes in their own employment behavior as a re-
sponse to recent events.

To ensure a minimum number of respondents from
the various types of counties according to primary eco-
nomic base, a stratified design was used to select sam-
ple households. Four study groups, the first with 200
households and the remaining three with 600 house-
holds each, were selected based on the following strata:

1. Metro — Metropolitan Ada County, the only
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) in Idaho.

2. Urban — Nine counties with urban areas of 10,000
or more, generally more economically diversified
and thus providing more employment opportunities.

3. Rural Agriculture — 17 counties with communi-
ties of less than 10,000 and identified as dependent
on farming or farming and food processing.

4. Rural Other — 17 other counties with income based
predominantly on wood products manufacturing,
mining, government services or mixed economies.

Households selected for the study sample were drawn
systematically from all Idaho telephone directories ac-
cording to the predetermined strata and proportionate
to community population. The Total Design Method
developed by Dillman (1978) was followed throughout.

An overall 64 percent return yielded 1,060 complet-
ed, usable responses distributed within the three cate-
gories of counties as follows: 12.1 percent metropolitan,
31.4 percent urban and 56.5 percent rural counties. The
two rural categories have been combined for this study.

To make the sample representative of the state as a
whole, the entire sample was weighted to the latest coun-
ty population figures available. All figures given in this
bulletin are based on the weighted sample, thus reflect-
ing the truer overall state population.

Characteristics of the Sample

In general, survey respondents are considerably older
and better educated and have slightly higher incomes
than state Census averages (see Appendix Table 2). Sen-
ior citizens were particularly over-represented, account-
ing for 24.6 percent of the total weighted sample,
compared with 15.3 percent of Idaho’s total popula-
tion over 18. Industrial composition of households with-
in the sample is reasonably representative of the state
with the professions and public administrators perhaps
over-represented and construction workers and service
workers under-represented. The percent unemployed
is considerably less than the 5.5 percent statewide
seasonally adjusted average for March (Idaho Depart-
ment of Employment 1988).

Characteristics of the respondents aggregated by the
three stratification groups indicate the sample does re-
flect anticipated group differences based on the clas-
sification profiles in Appendix Table 1. The metro
subsample is younger and better educated, has higher
incomes and is involved to a greater extent in trade/ser-
vices, the professions and public administration. The
urban subsample reflects manufacturing vocations; the
rural subsample has the highest percentage of persons
engaged in agriculture, forestry and wood products
manufacturing jobs. The rural subgroup has more old-
er, less well-educated individuals than either the urban
or metro group. The urban subgroup holds a higher per-
centage of retired households than the other groups.




Survey Findings

Household Financial Situation and
Community Economic Well-Being

The effect of a volatile economy on Idaho households
can be seen in the nearly equal numbers of survey
respondents who indicated their household financial con-
dition had improved (32 percent), stayed the same (39
percent) and worsened (29 percent). Comparing
responses based on county type, however, considerable
economic disparity among households is evident, with
differences found to be statistically significant (Fig. 6).
Fewer metropolitan Boise respondents than urban or
rural respondents indicated their household financial sit-
uation had worsened (22 percent compared to 30 per-
cent of urban and 32 percent rural respondents). And
far more metro respondents (40 percent) than urban (27
percent) and rural (34 percent) had experienced an im-
provement in their household situation. Interestingly,
a higher proportion of urban respondents (43 percent)
than metro (38 percent) or rural (34 percent) said their
own financial situation had stayed the same.

Asked about their perceptions of the economy at the
community level, nearly as many respondents felt busi-
ness and income had increased within their communi-
ty (31 percent) as indicated their household financial
condition had improved (Figs. 6 and 7). A far greater
percentage (56 percent), however, felt the local busi-
ness and economic situation had declined compared to
the 29 percent who felt their own situation had
worsened.

The uneven nature of the Idaho economy becomes
evident when we examine responses by county type.

Q: During the last 5 years, has your own financial situation been
getting better, getting worse or stayed the same?

[ W Gotting Worse 0 Stayed the Same [ Gatting Better [

Urban (418) Metro (178) State (881)

(n); Chi=Square 10.98082; p=0.0019

Fig. 6. Household economic well-being by study group
category.

**Stair step’’ may be a more appropriate descriptor. Per-
ceptions of the amount of change in business and eco-
nomic activity, jobs and other income sources in the
community indicate that, in the eyes of citizens, a hi-
erarchical pattern has emerged in Idaho. From
metropolitan Boise with its greater economic diversi-
ty, 51 percent of the survey respondents indicated an
increase had occurred. This compares with 30 percent
of respondents from urban counties with trade/service
center economies, and 20 percent of rural county
respondents, where natural resource industries are dom-
inant, Perceptions of decreasing activity was even more
extreme. Just 33 percent of metro respondents stated
that business and economic activity had decreased, com-
pared with 69 percent of rural and 58 percent of urban
respondents. The resulting view is one of a stair-step
economy with rural areas reaching for the bottom rung,
urban areas at mid-level and metropolitan Ada County
at the top of the ladder, well above the average for the
state.

Several survey questions sought views of communi-
ty economic viability or well-being. Recognition of the
hard times the state has been through is evident in the
level of agreement respondents gave to statements relat-
ed to job opportunities (Fig. 8). Statewide, 88 percent
agreed that “‘young people leave because of too few
job opportunities,”’ and 90 percent agreed that ‘‘more
job opportunities need to be created in Idaho’s small
towns.’’" Unemployment was considered a serious prob-
lem by 67 percent, and 60 percent agreed that **Idaho
is losing its attractiveness as a place to live because of
the poor economy.’’

Q: What is your perception of the business and economic ac-
tivity, jobs and other income sources in your community?
Have these activities or sources increased or decreased over

the past 5 years?

B increased [ Stayed the Same [ Decreased

Urban (485)  Metro (197)  State (996)

(n); Chi-Square p=0.0000

Fig. 7. Community economic well-being by study group

Rural (333)
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Fig. 8. General community economic well-being by study group
category and percent agreement with statements in-
dicated.

The Boise metropolitan area was viewed by its resi-
dents as being in a more favorable economic position
than the remainder of the state. Similarly, residents of
urban counties, those with a community of 10,000 or
more, viewed their communities more positively than
residents of rural counties. The statement that *‘small
towns no longer adequately serve local needs’’ did not
receive statewide support, however, with just 36 per-
cent agreeing (Fig. 8). This is evidence of a continu-
ing faith in small town life, although rural residents
appear less sure of this (53 percent agreeing with the
statement) than those who live in the urban and metro
areas of the state (46 percent and 34 percent respec-
tively). What is considered a small town may differ from

Table 1. Five-year community business gains and losses,

place to place and from person to person depending on
individual backgrounds. Some newcomers to Idaho
transplanted from a coastal or California metropolitan
area may consider Idaho urban or metro areas small
towns by comparison with their points of origin!

Business Growth and Decline

Respondent views of the types of businesses ex-
periencing growth and decline reflect the universal trend
away from goods-producing to service industries found
throughout industrialized economies (Table 1). The bus-
inesses identified by all three study groups as having
experienced growth are generally those that provide ser-
vices. Those identified as experiencing decline, except
for main street retailers, generally are producers of
goods. In nearly every case, metro and urban respon-
dents identified greater growth for quick service stores,
fast food restaurants, recreation/tourism enterprises and
mall businesses than did respondents from rural areas.

By comparison, two traditional rural businesses
(chemical/mineral processors and lumber/wood
products manufacturing) were viewed as experiencing
less decline by rural than by urban and metro respon-
dents while agricultural suppliers, farm equipment deal-
ers and farmers/ranchers were uniformly viewed as
having experienced declines in the past 5 years. Main
street businesses were seen as experiencing greater de-
cline in rural than in urban or metro areas, reflecting
either a loss of purchasing power by those engaged in
the basic industries of rural areas or leakage of local
base dollars from rural to urban and/or metropolitan
shopping centers.

In the past 5 years, some types of businesses in your community may have experienced growth or expansion while others may have declined.
Please indicate the extent of growth or decline each of the following has experienced. [Based on mean scores: (+) Growth; (0) No change;
(-) Decline.]

-

Furniture retailers
Chemical/mineral processors
Construction firms

Agricultural suppliers
Lumber/wood products
Farm equipment dealers
Main street retailers
Farmers/ranchers

Rural Urban Metro State

n= 333 481 200 1,014 F sign
Quick service stores ++ +++ + 4+ + PR wes
Fast food restaurants + ++ + ++ 4+ + 4+ e
Recreation/tourist enterprises + 5 ++ + *
Banks - + + + + P
Mall businesses - + o + von
Supermarkets - + 0 0 .
Auto dealers - + + 0 ves
Food processors 0 0 + 0
Greenhouse/nurseries 0 0 + 0
Clothing retailers - + wan
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Significance based on means (not shown).
*p =.05
**p=.01
***p =.001



Satisfaction With Community Services

Services a community provides for its citizens, in ad-
dition to the provision of jobs, run the gamut from re-
tail sales, education, medical care and law enforcement
to sanitary sewage disposal and highway maintenance.
The quality of these services can add to or subtract from
how one feels about his or her community and, under
conditions of economic strain, may reflect either com-
munity decline or viability.

Nineteen items were included for evaluation of satis-
faction with community services (Table 2). Most items
received responses that clustered around general satis-
faction, given a weighting of 5 for excellent, 3 satis-
factory and 1 for poor. For ease of display, Table 2
shows only the percent of excellent responses weight-
ings of 5 and 4.

Just four items failed to receive a satisfactory rating
from the overall sample. These were availability of good
jobs, given an excellent rating by the fewest survey
respondents overall (5.5 percent), maintenance of streets
and roads (11.5 percent), public assistance and welfare
(24.1 percent) and youth programs and activities (24.9
percent). And just four received excellent ratings from
more than half of all respondents: hospital services with-
in 30 miles (70 percent), telephone services (52.5 per-
cent), parks and trees (51.5 percent) and fire protection

Table 2. Satisfaction with community services.

(50.1 percent). Thus most services were rated as satis-
factory by the statewide sample.

Differences in level of satisfaction emerge, howev-
er, when comparisons are made of responses by met-
ro, urban and rural county groups. Differences were
generally statistically significant (p>.05), once again
verifying the stair-step situation among rural, urban and
metropolitan areas. Only street/road maintenance was
viewed as less adequate by metro than by nonmetropoli-
tan residents. Rural residents were generally on the low
end of satisfaction compared to residents of urban and
metropolitan counties. Greatest disparities between rural
residents and the others were in post-secondary educa-
tion, youth activities and programs, medical care and
facilities, communication services, retail shopping and
good jobs.

Asked to peer into the near future in terms of how
desirable and prosperous the community is likely to be,
metro residents were decidedly more optimistic than
either urban or rural residents. About 60 percent of the
metro but only 23 percent of urban and 17 percent of
rural felt their community would be more desirable in
5 years (Fig. 9); 63 percent of metro but just 40 per-
cent of urban and 29 percent of rural respondents agreed
with the statement that the future of the community looks
bright (Fig. 10).

In your judgment, how adequate are the services available in your community? (Figures are percentages indicating excellent ratings.)

Rural Urban Metro State
n= 340 483 198 1,021 F-sign
Health and welfare
Hospital within 30 miles 56.2 72.6 87.0 70.0
Health services/medical care 29.3 48.6 70.5 47.2
Care and services for elderly 30.8 35.1 49.1 36.2 2
Child care services 254 348 36.7 32.0
Public assistance/welfare 21.6 25.7 24.4 24.1
Public utllities and housing
Telephone services 40.4 56.5 63.0 52.5 SEs
Sanitary sewage system 32.1 34.9 35.7 34.1
Cable TV services 29.4 40.1 45.2 37.6 A
Housing 25.3 32.1 49.6 33.4 -
Street/road maintenance 13.1 14.1 24 115 N
Recreation, leisure, aesthetics
Parks and trees 46.4 46.8 69.2 51.1 iy
Recreational facilities ar.2 425 59.3 441 bk
Community appearance 279 35.0 39.7 338 .
Youth activities/programs 20.6 25.2 323 249
Education
Public library 37.7 47.2 48.2 45.9
Post secondary education 18.0 56.6 451 436 2oty
Public schools 37.3 37.7 45.4 39.0
Protective services
Fire protection 46.9 50.5 54.6 50.1
Law enforcement 30.2 ar.9 39.7 35.6 i
Economic considerations
Professional services 21.4 42.0 47.9 36.3
Retail shopping 14.3 38.7 20.8 20.9 bl
Availability of good jobs 1.8 5.2 12.7 5.5 it

Chi-Sq based on full 5 x 4 table:
‘p =.05
*=p .01
“**p = .001



Community Improvements Needed

Given a list of items that might improve the economic
condition and quality of life of the community, respon-
dents overwhelmingly supported several factors relat-
ed to economic development as needing greatest
attention (Table 3). New industry, greater variety of
jobs and a sounder, more diversified economic base
were cited by more than 2 of 3 respondents regardless
of residential group. Only for greater job variety did
the percentage of responses differ significantly (63 per-
cent metro compared with 74 percent of rural and ur-
ban categories). The only other item for which responses
were not significantly different across categories was
visionary or progressive community leadership. Over
half of all respondents statewide indicated this should
be a high priority.

Q: As you look ahead to the next 5 years, do you expect that
your community will become more or less desirable?

B More Cesivable G0 Wil Stay the Same _ Less Desirable |

Metro (178) State (891

Urban (415)
(n); Chi-Squars 118,96807; p+0.0000

Rural (299)

Fig. 9. Community desirablility in 5 years by study group
category.

How best to develop jobs and the economy produced
somewhat mixed responses by county type, however.
Expansion of existing businesses was given high pri-
ority by 54 percent of the respondents from the metro
area, where businesses are quite diverse. Expanding
existing businesses was supported by just 36 percent
of rural respondents and 40 percent of urban, where
fewer businesses not part of a natural resource indus-
try are found. Recreation and tourism received a high
priority rating by fewer urban respondents than either
rural or urban (31, 42 and 43 percent, respectively).

Improvements in public school education as well as
retraining adults for new careers were each seen as high
priority by 45 percent of the total respondents. Fewer
rural residents (40 percent) than urban (47 percent) and
metro (50 percent) feel better schools are a high pri-

Q: Agreement with the statement, '‘The future of this commu-
nity looks bright."

B Agree

Neutral [ Disagree

7

Urban (481) M.tl’cl (200) State I{1034.'I

(n); Chi-Square 83.4194; p=C.000C

Rural (343)

Fig. 10. View of community’s future by study group category.

Table 3. Community improvements needed by approximate priority order.

For your community to improve its economic condition and quality of life, what will be needed? Indicate the priority you would place on each
item. (Figures are percentages of responses indicating high priority.)

Rural Urban Metro State
n= 338 487 200 1,026 F-sign
Jobs, industry
New industry 75.3 74.8 72.0 74.4
Greater variety of jobs 74.3 74.0 63.2 72.0 5
Sounder, diversified base 64.4 63.1 62.9 63.5
Jobs for persons leaving farming 48.4 441 46.8 46.1 J
Expansion of existing businesses 36.1 40.2 53.7 41.4 e
Develop recreation/tourist industries 418 31.2 42.7 ar.o :.
Miscellanecus
Visionary community leadership 48.2 51.9 55.7 51.4
Improve retail shopping 44.2 28.8 44.4 37.0 o
Child care services 18.7 17.8 25.2 19.5
Education
Better schools 40.2 46.7 50.0 45.2 e
Retraining for new careers 445 47.9 39.3 45.1 -
Public services, utilities
Better maintenance of city streets 29.0 45.0 52.8 41.3 s
Improve downtown appearance 31.0 32.4 52.8 35.9 s
Improve state highways 38 36.6 43.1 36.2 *
Improve public transportation 16.7 19.5 26.8 20.0 il

Chi-Sq based on full 3 x 4 table:

=.05
“*p =.01
.c-p > .001
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ority. Retraining adults was viewed as high priority by
fewer metro respondents (39 percent) than urban (48
percent) and rural (45 percent). Quite likely, this reflects
the higher displacement levels in rural and non-
metropolitan areas in the 1980’s.

In terms of public facilities and services, metro
respondents consistently place higher priority on
street/road maintenance and public transportation and
on the appearance of the downtown area (53 percent
each item) than do their urban and rural counterparts
(30 to 40 percent on average), perhaps reflecting the
greater metropolitan dependence on the man-made, as
opposed to the natural, environment.

Given the high priority statewide for economic de-
velopment, one might assume most respondents would
also place a high priority on economic growth. Just 13
percent indicated rapid economic growth would be
desired, however (Fig. 11). The overwhelming majority
of Idahoans, by a ratio of 3 to 1, would prefer moder-
ate economic growth. Several persons commented that
growth must be carefully planned and should accom-
modate the Idaho lifestyle and environment. Only 13
percent of the total sample, with a slightly lower per-
centage of metro (10.5 percent) than rural or urban

Q: All things considered in communities like yours, how much
economic growth do you favor?

I Rapid Growth
[ stow Growth

(Ul Moderate Growth
B No Growth

Z

A1

Urban (482)  Metro (198)  State (1023)

(nk Chi-Square; psns

toward economic growth by study group

Rural (343)
Fig. 11. Attitude
category

Q: Agreement with the statement, "‘Increased growth will hurt
our quality of life."

B Acee  EEENeutral  ClOisagres |

100% - 4 4 ~ /| |
76% - [
50% |
25% - - ‘
|

0% - %

Urban (489) Metro (202) State (1037)

(nk Chi-Square p=ns
Fig. 12. View of economic growth and quality of life by study
group category.

Rural (345)

1

respondents, wants slow or no economic growth. how-
ever. rurther corroborating this desire for moderate eco-
nomic growth, fewer than 1 in 5 respondents overall
agreed with the statement that increased growth would
hurt our quality of life (Fig. 12).

Community Pride

Regardless of how difficult the economic situation,
nearly 3 of 4 survey respondents (a higher percentage
of metro than urban or rural) agreed that people have
pride in their community (Fig. 13), and over half agreed
that people work together to get things done (Fig. 14).
Idaho communities overall appear to have maintained
the cohesiveness generally attributed to rural life. Such
cohesiveness is an important factor supporting rural or
nonmetropolitan quality of life.

Well over half of the survey respondents (58 percent)
named an event, occurrence or development that had
occurred within the local community in the past 5 years
that people are proud of or pleased about (Table 4).
Items are responses to an open-ended question coded
into four categories: (1) economic development or em-
ployment growth, (2) social/environmental develop-
ment, (3) ‘“*don’t know'’ and (4) ‘‘nothing.”” It is

Q: Agreement with the statement, ‘‘People have pride in this
community.""

Bl Agree

[ neutrat [ Disagree

‘IOO%'[
L

75% -
50% -

26%

g

Urban (495)  Metro (202)  State (1042)

(nk Chi-Square 1L92078; p=0.0180

Fig. 13. View of community’'s pride by study group category.

Rural (345)

Q: Agreement with the statement, ''People work together here
to get things done."
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Fig. 14. View of community's cohesiveness by study group
category.



important to recognize that all efforts toward commu-
nity development contribute to a general sense of pride
and community well-being. The third and fourth cate-
gories, however, are considered to be totally different
concepts reflecting either a neutral or a negative re-
sponse. Just 16 percent of the responses given to this
open-ended question were in these two categories. Rural
and urban respondents were far more likely than met-
ro residents to indicate that **nothing’’ had happened
to produce community pride (11, 10 and 1 percent,
respectively).

Considerable variation is evident through a compar-
ison of the breakdown of items people associate with
community pride. For the metropolitan group, economic
items provided significant pride: for the urban and ru-
ral repondents, social and environmental improvements
were the greatest sources of pride.

Economic items relate directly to economic or em-
ployment growth through business expansion or job cre-
ation, tourist facilities or attractions. These items
account for 28 percent of all responses but 62 percent
of responses by metro residents. Expansion of trade in
the form of a new shopping mall development or down-
town renewal was mentioned by 53 percent of the metro
respondents compared to 11 percent of urban and only
5 percent of rural residents. The development of a new
regional shopping mall and recent downtown renewal
efforts were consistently mentioned by Boise residents.
Somewhat surprisingly, employment growth was more
frequently mentioned by rural respondents than by ur-
ban or metro respondents (11, 3 and 5 percent, respec-
tively).

The second category, social/environmental aspects,
accounted for over half of all responses (56 percent).
These aspects were identified by a higher percentage
of rural (62 percent) and urban (59 percent) respon-
dents than metro residents (36 percent). All ultimately
contribute to the economy by adding to the quality of
life, an essential ingredient to attracting and keeping
people in a community. This category includes such
things as successes related to public education facili-
Table 4. Happenings during the past 5 years that people feel

proud of or pleased about (figures in percent).
Rural Urban Metro State

n= 260 362 149 770
Economic development 185 19.5 61.9 28.0
Retail trade expansion 48 107 533 16.7
Emplo ic growth 11.2 26 46 59
Tourist facilities, events 35 8.3 41 49
Soclal/environmental aspects 623 659.2 36.1 555
Schools, education programs 21.4 9.7 81 134
Community infrastructure 115 146 76 120
Park/environment improvement 86 88 152 10.2
Community event/attraction 5.4 i 1.0 58
Health care services 45 63 25 49
Recreational event 58 56 1.0 47
People pulling together 5.1 6.5 00 28
Don’'t know 70 116 15 8.0
Nothing 11.2 9.7 10 B84

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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ties or programs, community infrastructure improve-
ments such as sewer and water systems, roads, streets,
city or county buildings, improved functioning within
local governmental offices, park or environmental im-
provements such as the development of a green belt or
bike path, community events, attractions or services
primarily social in nature.

People pulling together in conscientious community
improvement efforts and the fact that people chose to
stay rather than leave the community when times got
tough are also included in this category. Such items are
generally considered indicators of small town cohesive-
ness. Social or recreational events such as a communi-
ty theme or celebration and sponsorship of a recreational
event (boat, ski or balloon races) that contribute to com-
munity cohesiveness are of relatively greater importance
to persons in a small community than to those living
in a larger metropolitan city. These as well as improve-
ments in social or health care services were more of-
ten mentioned by urban and rural respondents than
metro.

Environmental improvements such as green belts or
bike paths, landscaping or beautification were noted by
metro respondents (15 percent) more frequently than
urban and rural residents (9 percent each). Rural respon-
dents mentioned pride in public school-related events
sports, new superintendent, funding support to a greater
extent than either urban or metro respondents (21 per-
cent vs. 10 and 8 percent, respectively). Urban dwellers
indicated community infrastructure improvements im-
proved police or fire protection, new public buildings
or facilities, sewer or water improvements, street or
bridge improvements more frequently than either ru-
ral or metro residents (15, 11 and 8 percent, respec-
tively).

Thus it is important to recognize that pride in a com-
munity consists of a variety of factors, all of which con-
tribute to the economic, social and environmental quality
of life supporting a community's development and sense
of well-being. Vital communities, especially in rural
areas, are more likely to be those where people have
a sense of pride about events and activities that include
and then extend beyond economic development.

Community Attachment and
Likelihood of Moving

Studies have shown that most people like the com-
munity in which they live and are generally satisfied
with the services available there. Idahoans attested to
this universal attachment to community by responding
positively when asked how well they like living in their
community (Fig. 15). This positive response combines
“‘would do everything possible to stay here'’ with
““would reluctantly leave if I had to’" and was higher
for rural and metro than for urban respondents (78, 76
and 73 percent, respectively). Contrarily, less than ex-
uberant responses to this question, combining the re-
maining three response categories, were greater among



metro than urban or rural (20 percent vs. 16 and 15)
with about 25 percent overall indicating some question
or doubt about staying in this community.

Asked if anything might cause them to move away
from their community within the next 5 years, an open-
ended question, just 26 percent of those offering a re-
sponse answered no, interpreted as sentiment express-
ing a strong sense of attachment (Fig. 16). A higher
percentage of metro than urban or rural responded this
way, although differences were not statistically signifi-
cant. Nearly half of the respondents, however, cited
something related to economic conditions, employment
or financial considerations as possible reasons for leav-
ing their community. More rural than urban or metro
respondents listed an economic reason (49, 46 and 44
percent, respectively). Remaining responses varied from
locational concerns and family considerations to health,
age and retirement considerations.

Of those who thought they might leave and had some
idea of where they might go, 48 percent listed a metro
area in some other state, typically in the Pacific North-
west states of Washington or Oregon or the Southwest
(Figs. 17 and 18). The choice of both a metro area and
some part of the Pacific West was far more often giv-
en by metro than by either urban or rural respondents
(67 vs. 47 and 35 percent, respectively). The second
most frequently mentioned destination was an Idaho ru-

Q: How well do you like living In this community?

B Favorable Neutral/Negative |
100% '
T5%~
50% -
25% -
0%

Urban (479) Metro (184) State .t1018)

(n); Chi-Squars 18.53008; p=0.0487

Rural (343)

Fig. 15. Attachment to community by study group category.

Q: Is there anything that might cause you to move away from
your present community within the next 5 years?
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Fig. 16. Likellhood of household move by study group category.

Rural (318)

ral community of less than 10,000 people, a choice more
prevalent among rural and urban than metro respon-
dents. The Southwest was named especially by those
over 65 years of age.

Household Response to Change

Moving to a new community is one way of dealing
with changing economic conditions. Gaining new em-
ployment skills, starting a new business enterprise, seek-
ing new or additional household income through a
second job and curtailing expenditures are other ways
of coping. With the strong attachment to community
evident among Idahoans who have remained in their
communities through the mid-80s, we might expect that
many have used one or more of these methods of in-
creasing income or might be interested in doing so.
Findings (Table 5) are given for the full sample regard-
less of labor force participation since retirees are as like-
ly as others to seek additional income and ways to
reduce expenditures in times of financial stress.

Household response to community economic changes
can be divided into three strategies: efforts to increase
income, efforts to reduce expenses and efforts to cash
in assets. The overwhelming strategy used by 60 per-
cent of sample households was to seek new income

Q: Where might you go (by city size of destination)?

I igaho ¢ 10,000 EX 1daho » 10,000
[ Other matre area Bl other nonmetro ares
100% AL 7 g Vd s Ve /: ya
768 | |
l =1
50% -
==
25% | [
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Rural (121) Urban (168) Metro (91) State (381)

(n); Chi-Square 28.78258; p-0.0000

Fig. 17. Likely city size of destination if move by study group

category.

Q: Where might you go (by state or region of destination)?

‘ I cane [0 pacitic Northwast T Southwest

BEE wountain State =3 Other T Have no Idea
100% ~* ¥ - 1 £ %

75% - e
50% -

[ L
25%

| —

0% < 2

Urban (311) M-tr& (112) State (638)

(n}; Chi-Square 29.76255; p=0.0000

Rural (215)

Fig. 18. Likely state/region of destination if move by study group

category.



either by sending a family member into the labor force
as a new worker or by one or both spouses taking a
second job. Taking out a loan, mentioned by 18 per-
cent, or increasing the use of credit, mentioned by 12
percent, are strategies less often used. Except for the
use of loans, differences between county respondent
types were not statistically significant.

Efforts to reduce expenditures included such things
as cutting back vacations, trips and social activities
(methods used by over half of all households), doing
household repairs and other do-it-yourself projects or
reducing utility use (mentioned by 48 percent), and
reducing auto travel (40 percent). Activities frequent-
ly attributed to rural living home food production and
clothing construction, bartering or trading goods or ser-
vices, sharing machinery and equipment with others
were used by roughly one-third of the sample and nearly
as often by persons living in urban settings as by respon-
dents from rural locations. Metro-area respondents were
less likely to use these means of reducing expenditures,
although differences were generally not significant.
Only the use of barter/trading of goods or services, rais-
ing of meat animals and relying on game meat for family
consumption were significantly different.

Table 5. Household response to change.

People adjust to changes they face in a variety of ways. Which of
the following has or might your household follow if the need arises?
(Percent indicating activity has taken place.)

Rural Urban Metro State

n= 330 472 197 998
Efforts to increase income:
Sought new income or job 60.8 58.7 61.1 59.8
Take out a loan 170 21.2 123 18.0°
Increase use of credit 118 125 124 123
Efforts to reduce expenses:
Cut back vacations/trips 528 532 488 522
Cut back social activities 51.9 51.2 500 51.2
Rely on do-it-yourself
household projects 521 478 413 48.0
Reduce household utility use 476 498 447 481
Reduce auto travel 403 422 350 401
Increase food preserved 40,2 382 298 37.2
Increase vegetable garden 37.2 350 27.0 342
Barter/trade goods or services 33.8 337 221 31.4°
Share machinery with others 338 307 22.1 303
Cut back charitable gifts 25.0 308 303 288
Postpone medical care 276 284 27.0 279
Make family clothing 254 220 186 225
Raise meat animals for
family consumption 279 209 57 202°*
Rely more on game meat 235 188 11.5 18.9"*
Reduce/cancel health insurance 92 97 33 83
Declare bankruptcy 30 32 1.7 28
Move in with relatives 22 28 25 25
Default on loan 2.7 16 25 21
Efforts to cash in assets:
Dip into savings 325 344 339 33.7
Sell large possessions 11.1 127 156 128
Sell property 94 73 130 9.1
Cash in investment holdings 96 83 107 9.2
Cash in life insurance 10.0 7.7 41 7.7

Chi-Square based on full 3x 4 table:
‘pz=.05
**pz =.001
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Approximately 28 percent of the total sample, equally
distributed across county categories, indicated having
postponed medical care. A similar percentage mentioned
having cut back in charitable giving. And nearly 10 per-
cent of both rural and urban households had reduced
or cancelled health insurance, compared to just 3 per-
cent of metro households. While these differences were
not statistically significant, the pattern of difference is
nonetheless of concern. Practices of last resort includ-
ed bankruptcy (used by about 3 percent), moving in with
relatives (2.5 percent) and default on a loan (mentioned
by 2 percent of the overall sample).

Use of savings was a common strategy followed by
one-third of all survey respondents regardless of county
location. Other efforts to cash in assets were less fre-
quently called upon although over 12 percent indicat-
ed having sold some large possessions (such as a boat,
automobile or recreation vehicle) and 9 percent had sold
property. Finally, cashing in investment holdings and
life insurance to service daily needs was a strategy used
by about 8 percent overall with investment holdings
more often called upon by metro residents and life in-
surance by rural, although differences were not sig-
nificant.

Employment, Jobs and
Interest in Retraining

Several questions sought to identify strategies house-
holds have used or might use to gain additional employ-
ment regardless of current labor force participation, and
to determine interest in educational programs that would
facilitate such activity. This set of questions drew
responses from 94 percent of the sample. Overall, 38
percent of respondents had sought new income by tak-
ing a second job (19 percent) or starting a small busi-
ness (17 percent) or some other means not identified
(Table 6). In 42 percent of sampled households, the
spouse had entered the work force or had taken a sec-
ond job (9 percent of the total sample). Differences
across county type were not statistically significant.

The survey asked those not presently employed at a
desired level if the respondent or spouse would take
full- or part-time work if available. Again responses
indicate considerable interest in additional employment
(Table 6). Over 10 percent of both respondents and
spouses statewide show an interest in full-time employ-
ment and over 15 percent of both categories show in-
terest in part-time employment — a total of
approximately 1 of 4 households seeking an improve-
ment in their current employment situation.

Only interest in full-time employment showed statisti-
cally significant differences across county types, with
far greater interest evident in rural (14 percent) and ur-
ban (12 percent) than in metro locations (6 percent).
Panel C of Table 6 breaks out this interest according
to present employment status. Of respondents current-
ly employed just part-time, nearly half (46 percent) said



they would take a full-time job if available and one-
quarter would take a second or part-time job. Over 20
percent of retired respondents would be interested in
a part-time job if it were available.

Finally, a set of questions asked about interest in edu-
cation or training programs that might better prepare
one for locating and handling additional employment
opportunities. Overall, 45 percent of the survey group
showed an interest in training or retraining for employ-
ment. Urban and metro respondents generally expressed
greater interest in educational programs than rural
respondents, which may reflect perceptions of the great-
er employment opportunities available in areas of great-
er population. Certainly rural areas are at a disadvantage
in providing opportunities for adult education, thus such
training programs may or may not currently be avail-

Table 6. Interest in additional employment.

able. Quite possibly training programs are more likely
to be available in more populated areas and responses
may reflect this availability. Educational program areas
listed in Figs. 19 and 20 (see page 16) are arranged
by interest in specific job skills and manage-
ment/entrepreneurial skills training.

Greater interest is evident for specific skill training
than for more generalized self-employment manageri-
al knowledge: 42 percent desiring computer skills train-
ing; 37 percent interested in analyzing job skills in
general, 36 percent indicating retraining or new skill
training would be of interest. Training useful by those
interested in self-employment was of lesser interest to
respondents although nearly 1 in 3 indicated interest
in developing business management skills, home-based
business or entrepreneurial skills.

A. People adjust to changes they face in a variety of ways. Which of the following has your household carried out? (Percent indicating

activity has taken place.)

Rural Urban Metro State
n= 330 472 197 998
Respondent:
Sought new income 36.2 40.7 34.4 38.0
Take a second job 211 19.3 13.0 18.6
Start a small business 19.0 16.7 16.7 17.4
Spouse
Sought paid employment 43.3 39.0 44.0 41.4
Take a second job 11.6 76 9.6 9.3

Chi-Square not significant

B. If not presently employed at a desired level, would you or your spouse take full- or part-time work if available? (Full sample. Figures are

percentages.)
Rural Urban Metro State
n= 352 504 205 1,061 F-sign
Respondent
Full-time 14.2 12.0 6.3 11.6 o
Part-time 16.1 16.5 1.7 154
n= 280 384 139 803
Spouse
Full-time 10.9 12.6 57 10.8
Part-time 16.4 159 10.3 15.1
*Chi-Square p = =.05
C. Interest in full- or part-time work by current employment status. (Figures are percentages.)
Respondent” Spouse*
n= Full Part n= Full Part
Self employed 173 11.5 13.1 65 9.8 10.4
Full-time employed 445 6.7 7.8 229 58 4.5
Part-time employed 65 46.1 24.7 115 30.4 16.8
Homemaker 27 26.2 31.0 160 12.3 29.9
Unemployed 34 56.0 50.4 22 14.8 31.8
Retired 273 4.9 221 7 35 16.9

*Chi-Square p = 0.0000.
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Q: If you or your spouse are presently seeking additional em-
ployment or income, how much interest might you have in
programs designed to provide each of the following described
skills?
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Fig. 19. Interest in educational skilis training programs by study
group category.
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Q: If you or your spouse are presently seeking additional em-
ployment or income, how much interest might you have in
programs designed to provide each of the following described
skills?
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Fig. 20. Interest in educational management and entrepreneu-
rial skills training programs by study group category.



Summary Discussion

This study compared perceptions of social and eco-
nomic conditions by residents of natural resource-
dependent communities with those of persons living in
urban and metropolitan communities. What emerged
is a stair-step situation: the one Idaho metropolitan area
generally doing quite well by most indicators and ru-
ral counties consistently indicating a difficult situation
exists. Urban counties were positioned somewhere be-
tween these two extremes. An overall feeling, howev-
er, especially from rural and urban respondents, was
that regardless of the hard times, Idaho is home and
**we will stay the course.’’ Those who stay do so based
on a commitment that goes beyond economics. Nonethe-
less, the majority of all residents would like to see the
Idaho economy improve, especially in terms of job op-
portunities. Most appeared willing to do what is neces-
sary to increase their own and their community’s
preparedness to bring about an improved economy.
To summarize:

Over the past 5 years, the impacts of economic change
have been unevenly experienced among Idaho house-
holds, both within and among county types. Personal
financial conditions have improved and have worsened
for a nearly equal number of households. Metropoli-
tan respondents as a group have experienced more im-
provement than stress. For rural respondents, the
opposite is true. Those feeling the least sense of change
either way live in urban communities. Perceptions of
economic conditions of communities, however, are
more extreme depending on county residence. Nearly
as many respondents felt the community economy had
experienced increases as believed their own household
finances had improved, but far more said their com-
munity situation had deteriorated than felt their own sit-
uation had declined. Here a hierarchical pattern emerges
with the metropolitan area showing vastly greater eco-
nomic increase and rural areas vastly greater econom-
ic decline.

The need for economic development is widely recog-
nized throughout the state; 2 of 3 Idahoans statewide
indicate moderate or rapid growth is desirable. Varie-
ty in job opportunities and the development of new types
of businesses, rather than expansion of existing rural
businesses, were identified as high priority items, par-
ticularly in rural counties. This may reflect a general
acceptance of the view that diversification of the econ-
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omy beyond the natural resource industries is essential
to rural revitalization. A diversified economy will de-
pend on human capital development, such as through
the preparation and maintenance of a well educated
work force. Maintaining a strong public education sys-
tem is perhaps one of the best ways a community can
equip itself to adapt to change. An encouraging factor
is that nearly half of all respondents do recognize that
improvements in public school education and retrain-
ing programs for adults should be high priority areas.

Study respondents generally reflected a deep sense
of pride in and loyalty for their local community, al-
though metropolitan residents were more likely to re-
late a positive view of their community’s future than
either urban or rural residents. Survey respondents
generally hold a positive view of life in their commu-
nities regardless of location. Nearly half indicated that
if anything could force them to move, economic con-
ditions head the list. One out of four, however, said
nothing could get them to move. Economic and busi-
ness development activities were identified by
metropolitan respondents as events or activities that have
contributed to community pride. Social and environ-
mental activities and events were more often identified
as sources of pride in urban and rural communities. The
economic spin-off from these can generally be seen as
increased tourism and/or increased dollars spent with-
in the community.

A variety of methods are being used by households
to respond to changing economic conditions. Approx-
imately 60 percent of survey respondents indicated a
household member had sought a new or a second job
or other new income in order to cope with the current
economic condition. Cutbacks in vacations and other
social activities were other common methods of adjust-
ment as were increased do-it-, make-it- or grow-it-
yourself activities. Medical care had been postponed
by 28 percent of households, health insurance reduced
or cancelled by 8 percent and life insurance policies
cashed in by 8 percent.

Finally, nearly half of the total sample indicated high
interest in training and educational programs, especially
those related to specialized skills such as computer train-
ing. About a third indicated an interest in basic busi-
ness management or entrepreneurial skill training.
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Appendix Table 1. Selected characteristics of Idaho counties by group classification.

Category Rural Urban Metro State
Number of counties 34 9 1 44
Population, migration, age, education:!
Total 1980 population 325,210 445,792 173,125 944,127
Total 1987 population 326,100 476,900 185,700 998,000
Annualized net migration
Number 1980-87 -3,829 -1,257 1,157 -3,857
Percent change 1980-87 (-1.2%) (-0.3%) (0.7%) (—0.4%)
Percent under 18 33.6 32.0 30.2 32,5
Percent 18 to 64 55.3 57.7 61.2 57.2
Percent over 65 111 9.6 8.6 10.3
Median age (1980) 29 27 28 28
Percent over 25 (1980)
Male high school graduates 70.4 74.6 81.8 73.3
Female high school graduates 72.0 75.4 81.6 74.1
College graduates 13.0 16.9 22.1 15.8
Percent high school dropouts (1985)2 14 1.5 et 1.8
Income and employment:?
Per capita personal income
1981 $ 9,190 $ 8,832 $11,345 $ 9,283
1986 $10,874 $10,606 $14,275 $11,216
Percent change 1981-86 18.3 20.1 25.8 209
Percent living in poverty (1980) 14.7 13.4 8.3 12.4
Average unemployment (1987)4 6.6 58 3.9 5.6
1984 earnings (percent) from:
Farming 15.5 7.2 1.0 8.2
All manufacturing 20.6 18.2 14.9 18.1
Mining 5.0 0.1 0.1 1.8
Government 204 16.0 17.9 17.9
Trade/services 347 52.7 54.6 53.9
Sources:

'U.S. Bureau of Census, General Social and Economic Characteristics, Idaho, 1980, Current Population Estimates, 1986.
2|daho Department of Employment, Bureau of Research and Analysis, Annual Planning Information Report, Idaho, 1987, Table 38, Idaho

High school Enroliment and Dropouts, 1985,

3U.S.Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Local Area Personal Income, 1979-84, Rocky Mountain Region, Volume 8,

June 1986.

4ldaho Department of Employment, Idaho Employment, Vol. 32, No. 2, Jan-Feb 1988.
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Appendix Table 2. Characteristics of the sample (figures in percent).

Category Rural Urban Metro State
Sample n (weighted) = 352 504 205 1,061
(33.2%) (47.5%) (19.3%) (100.0%)
Personal characteristics
Age*
20 to 35 18.0 21.2 325 223
3510 44 20.1 19.5 17.1 19.2
45 to 54 20.0 16.2 18.7 18.0
55 to 64 16.4 16.4 13.8 15.9
65 and over 25.6 26.8 17.9 246
Male* 75.9 79.0 68.6 76.0
Married* B0.9 77.5 70.7 77.4
Households wichild under 18 39.4 36.7 359 37.5
Households w/school age child* 21.7 14.8 203 18.2
Households in labor force** 70.6 66.7 79.5 70.5
Education of household head:"*
Less than high school graduate 13.7 13.6 11.4 13.2
High school or GED 30.7 23.4 18.7 24.9
Post high school or vocational school 11.7 12.5 6.5 11.1
Some college 248 28.6 30.1 27.6
College graduate 12.6 13.3 26.0 15.5
Advance degree 6.4 8.6 73 7.6
Employment status of household head:**
Full-time 65.0 59.0 719 63.5
Self employed 225 17.1 10.7 17.6
Part-time 54 4.6 4.1 4.8
Unemployed 3.0 3.7 33 34
Homemaker 1.1 ) B 8 1.3
Retired 254 31.0 19.8 27.0
Industry of household head:***
Agriculture, fishing, forestry 20.5 14.3 4.0 14.5
Mining 4.4 2.0 0.0 2.4
Manufacturing 13.2 20.5 16.2 17.2
Food processing 3.2 6.2 0.0 41
Wood products 57 3.9 1.0 3.9
Trade/services/professions 48.7 49.9 64.7 56.1
Construction 9.3 10.0 8.1 9.4
Transportation, communications, public utilities 35 6.9 71 58
Finance, insurance, real estate 49 4.0 5.1 4.5
Wholesale and retail trade 14.7 14.2 24.2 16.2
Services 5.0 3.2 0.0 3.2
Professions 11.3 11.6 20.2 13.1
Government 13.2 13.5 15.1 13.6
Public administration 10.3 10.3 13.1 10.8
Military 29 3.2 2.0 2.8
Income in 1987:*
Less than $15,000 30.0 19.7 322 28.8
$15,000 to $24,999 237 28.2 27.3 25.7
$25,000 to $49,999 ars 40.2 339 36.9
$50,000 or more 8.6 12.0 6.6 85
Chi-Sq:
*p==.05
**p==.01
LR pz - 'm1
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Teaching . . . Research. . . Service. . . this is the three-fold charge of
the College of Agriculture at your state Land-Grant Institution, the
University of Idaho. To fulfill this charge, the College extends its faculty
and resources to all parts of the state.

Service. . . The Cooperative Extension System has offices in 42 of Idaho’s
44 counties under the leadership of men and women specially trained to
work with agriculture, home economics and youth. The educational
programs of these College of Agriculture faculty members are supported
cooperatively by county, state and federal funding.

Research . . . Agricultural Research scientists are located at the campus
in Moscow, at Research and Extension Centers near Aberdeen, Caldwell,
Parma, Tetonia and Twin Falls and at the U.S. Sheep Experiment Station,
Dubois and the USDA/ARS Soil and Water Laboratory at Kimberly. Their
work includes research on every major agricultural program in Idaho and
on economic activities that apply to the state as a whole.

Teaching. . . Centers of College of Agriculture teaching are the University
classrooms and laboratories where agriculture students can earn bachelor
of science degrees in any of 20 major fields, or work for master's and Ph.D.
degrees in their specialties. And beyond these are a variety of workshops
and training sessions developed throughout the state for adults and youth

by College of Agriculture faculty. )
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