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ABSTRACT

The da ta  analyzed  in t h i s  s tudy  i s  designed t o  g ive  a b e t t e r  

unders tand ing  o f  t h e  magnitude o f  th e  components and causes o f  r u r a l  

pove r ty  i n  Arizona.  Data i s  p re sen ted  f o r  th e  r u r a l  p o p u la t i o n ,  

in c lu d in g  Spam"sh-Americans and In d ia n s ,  a t  t h e  s t a t e ,  r e g i o n a l ,  and 

county l e v e l s  to  show change in  r u r a l  c o n d i t io n s  between 1960 and 1970.

In fo rm at ion  on var ious  components o f  r u r a l  pov e r ty — income, 

employment, hous ing ,  and h e a l t h — i n d i c a t e  t h a t  over 20,000 r u r a l  f a m i l i e s  

were in  pover ty  in  1970 and t h a t  t h e  inc idence  o f  pover ty  was g r e a t e r  in 

A r iz o n a 's  r u r a l  a reas  than  urban c e n t e r s .  Economic c o n d i t io n s  o f  t h e  

Spam"sh-Americans, and e s p e c i a l l y  th e  Indians,  were much p oo re r  than 

those  o f  t h e  r u r a l  p o p u la t io n  in  general  though th e  nonminority  poor 

outnumber th e  m in o r i ty  poor by more than two to  one.

The magnitude o f  s ev e ra l  causes  o f  r u r a l  pove r ty  a re  a l s o  

p r e s e n te d ,  in c lu d in g  low le v e l  o f  e d u ca t io n ,  age,  slow o u t - m i g r a t i o n ,  

c u l t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  poor medical s e r v i c e s ,  and f a c t o r s  r e l a t e d  

t o  farm p ove r ty  such as d e c l i n in g  r e l a t i v e  farm p r i c e s  and th e  i n e f f i ­

c iency  o f  small fa rms. The in c id e n ce  and leve l  o f  s ev e ra l  o f  t h e s e  

causes  i s  shown to  be s u b s t a n t i a l l y  g r e a t e r  than  i s  th e  case  in  urban 

a r e a s .

This  t h e s i s  i s  concluded by p re s e n t in g  p o l i c y  im p l i c a t io n s  to  

each component and cause  w i th  a s h o r t  summary o f  th e  r e le v an c e  o f  c u r r e n t  

programs in  meet ing th e  development needs o f  A r iz o n a 's  r u r a l  r e s i d e n t s .  

Sugges t ions  f o r  f u t u r e  r e s e a rc h  a re  a l so  given.

xii



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Curren t  i n t e r e s t  in  r u r a l  pover ty  in  Arizona has been 

s t im u la t e d  by an i n c r e a s in g  awareness o f  the  problem by th e  S t a t e  

government,  th e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  new fe d e r a l  funds f o r  development and 

re s e a rc h  p r o j e c t s ,  a c t i o n  o f  m in o r i ty  i n t e r e s t  groups ,  and by the  

c i t i z e n r y  in  g e n e r a l .  Although a l l  o f  the se  groups express  concern 

f o r  the  r u r a l  poor and in  sev e ra l  cases  a re  funding programs to

m i t i g a t e  A r iz o n a 's  r u r a l  pover ty ,^  t h e r e  i s  no s ta t em e n t  which adequa te ly

2 3documents th e  magnitude and causes o f  r u r a l  pover ty  in the  s t a t e .

1. In f i s c a l  y e a r  1970, o u t la y s  f o r  improving non-m etropol i tan
co u n t ie s  in  the  U.S. t o t a l e d  $39.6 b i l l i o n ,  or approximate ly  12.6 p e r ­
cen t  o f  a l l  f e d e ra l  expend i tu res  f o r  t h a t  y e a r .  These funds were 
a l l o c a t e d  to  fo u r  general  a r e a s : human re so u rce  development ,  community
development,  a g r i c u l t u r e  and n a tu ra l  r e s o u r c e s ,  and de fense .  For a 
c l o s e r  a n a l y s i s ,  see  U.S. Department o f  A g r i c u l t u r e ,  The Economic and 
Soc ia l  Condit ion o f  Rural America in  the  1 9 7 0 ' s , Economic Research 
S e r v i c e ,  P a r t  3 ,  (Washington, D .C . : U.S. Government P r i n t i n g  O f f i c e ,
Dec. 1971),  pp. 14-31. In a d d i t i o n  to  t h i s  f i n a n c i a l  e f f o r t  t o  improve 
r u r a l  c o n d i t io n s  on a n a t io n a l  l e v e l ,  th e  s t a t e s  a re  t a k in g  an a c t i v e  
p a r t  in  ana lyz ing  and p u b l i c i z i n g  t h e i r  r u r a l  c o n d i t i o n s .  For example,  
surveys o f  l i v i n g  co n d i t io n s  and community re sou rce s  in  Arizona commu­
n i t i e s  a re  being taken  by the  Extension Community Resource Development 
s p e c i a l i s t s ,  County Rural Development Committee members, and th e  Depar t­
ment o f  Economic Planning  and Development.

2. At the  n a t io n a l  l e v e l ,  The P r e s i d e n t ' s  National  Advisory 
Commission on Rural Pover ty ,  The People  L e f t  Behind , (Washington, D .C . : 
U.S. Government P r i n t i n g  O f f i c e ,  Sep t .  1967),  has documented the  l e v e l  
o f  th e  components and causes  o f  r u r a l  pover ty .

3. Basic  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  p o v e r ty ,  r u r a l , u rban ,  farm-nonfarm 
a re  p re sen te d  in  Appendix I .

1



2

O bjec t iv e  o f  th e  Research and 
Hypotheses to  be Tes ted

O b je c t iv e

Given th e  i n c r e a s e  in  awareness o f  r u r a l  p o v e r ty ,  s t a t e ,  

r e g i o n a l , and county p lanners  and r e s e a r c h e r s  a r e  in  need o f  r e l i a b l e  

and a c c u r a t e  s t a t i s t i c s  concern ing  the  components and causes  o f  r u r a l  

pove r ty  in  Arizona.  The primary o b j e c t i v e  o f  t h i s  s tudy  i s  to  augment 

t h e  in fo rm a t io n  base  c u r r e n t l y  a v a i l a b l e  by c o l l e c t i n g ,  com pi l ing ,  and 

an a lyz ing  secondary  da ta  p e r t a i n i n g  to  th e se  components and causes .

This  w i l l  be done p r i m a r i l y  by p re s e n t in g  da ta  on r u r a l  pove r ty  f o r  

two t ime p e r i o d s ,  1960 and 1970, f o r  s t a t e ,  reg ion  and county a g g re g a te s ,  

and by m in o r i ty  subgroups.  To p rov ide  t h i s  in fo rm at ion  and guide  th e  

s t u d y ,  th e  fo l low ing  hypotheses  w i l l  be t e s t e d .

4
Hypotheses Rela ted  to  t h e  Components o f  Rural Pover ty

1. The amount and degree  o f  r u r a l  pover ty  i s  g r e a t e r  than 

urban p o v e r ty ,  has changed over t im e ,  and d i f f e r s  among c o u n t i e s ,  

r e g i o n s ,  and e t h n i c  groups.

2. The number o f  low-product ion  farms has i n c r e a s e d  s in c e  

1959 and v a r i e s  among c o u n t i e s  and r e g io n s .

3. The amount and degree  o f  r u r a l  unemployment i s  g r e a t e r  than 

urban unemployment, has changed over t im e ,  and d i f f e r s  among c o u n t i e s ,  

r e g i o n s ,  and e t h n i c  groups .

4. The hypotheses  a r e  p re sen te d  as t e s t a b l e  s ta t em en ts  and 
a r e  n o t  p reconce ived  n o t io n s  o f  th e  way th in g s  a c t u a l l y  a r e .
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4. Rural housing c o n d i t io n s  a r e  poore r  than  urban housing 

c o n d i t i o n s ,  have changed over  t im e ,  and d i f f e r  among c o u n t i e s ,  r e g i o n s ,  

and e t h n i c  groups.

5. Rural h e a l t h  c o n d i t io n s  a r e  poore r  than urban h e a l t h  cond i­

t i o n s ,  have changed over  t im e ,  and d i f f e r  among c o u n t i e s ,  r e g i o n s ,  and 

e t h n i c  groups.

Hypotheses Rela ted  to  th e  Causes o f  Rural Poverty

1. The l e v e l  o f  r u r a l  educa t iona l  a t t a in m e n t  i s  l e s s  than urban 

a t t a i n m e n t ,  has changed over t im e ,  and d i f f e r s  among c o u n t i e s ,  r e g io n s ,  

and e th n ic  groups.

2. The tendency o f  r u r a l  nonfarm r e s i d e n t s  to  m ig ra te  i s  l e s s  

than  f o r  any o t h e r  segment o f  t h e  popu la t io n  and v a r i e s  among e t h n i c  

groups.

3. The m o b i l i t y  o f  farm f a m i l i e s  i s  l e s s  than  o t h e r  segments o f  

th e  p o p u la t io n  and v a r i e s  among c o u n t i e s ,  r e g i o n s ,  and e th n ic  groups.

4. The age o f  r u r a l  r e s i d e n t s  i s  g r e a t e r  than t h a t  o f  urban 

r e s i d e n t s ,  has changed over  t im e ,  and v a r i e s  among c o u n t i e s ,  r e g i o n s ,  

and e t h n i c  groups .

5. C u l tu ra l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  r e l a t e d  to  economic p r o d u c t i v i t y  

o f  A r iz o n a ' s  m in o r i ty  e th n i c  groups a r e  more r e s t r i c t i n g  than those  o f  

th e  Anglo c u l t u r e .

6. Rural h e a l t h  s e r v i c e s  a re  poore r than urban h e a l t h  s e r v i c e s ,  

have changed over t im e ,  and d i f f e r  among c o u n t i e s ,  r e g i o n s ,  and e th n ic

groups.
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7. Farm pover ty  has been caused by a r e l a t i v e  d e c l i n e  in  farm 

p roduc t  p r i c e s ,  th e  i n a b i l i t y  o f  small  farmers to  r e a l i z e  im por tan t  

r e t u r n s - t o - f a r m  s i z e ,  immobil i ty  o f  farm peop le ,  and th e  i n a b i l i t y  o f  

Federal  farm programs to  cope wi th  th e  farm pover ty  program.

Methodology

A th eo ry  o f  economic development,  and p a r t i c u l a r l y  th e  economic 

development o f  r u r a l  poor  in  developed c o u n t r i e s ,  i s  not well developed. 

B i t s  and p iece s  o f  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  which r e l a t e  to  th e  components and 

causes  o f  r u r a l  pover ty  a r e  a v a i l a b l e ,  however. Thus,  t h e  "framework" 

w i th in  which th e  o b j e c t i v e  o f  t h i s  r e s ea rc h  i s  met i s  n o t  r i g i d .  R a ther ,  

th e  l i t e r a t u r e  r e l a t i n g  to  th e  components and causes  o f  r u r a l  pover ty  i s  

reviewed and used t o  su g g es t  t h e  hypotheses  summarized in  th e  previous  

s e c t i o n .  These a r e  then t e s t e d  by c o n f ro n t in g  them with  secondary  d a t a ,  

p r i m a r i l y  from th e  1960 and 1970 census .  P u b l i c a t io n s  o f  o t h e r  U.S. 

Government agenc ies  such as th e  Bureau o f  Indian  A f f a i r s ,  Employment 

S e c u r i t y  Commission, and the  O f f i c e  o f  Economic O ppor tun i ty  were a l s o  

used.

S ince  most o f  t h e  d a ta  i s  f o r  th e  p o p u la t io n ,  no s t a t i s t i c a l  

t e s t s  o f  s i g n i f i c a n c e  a r e  needed t o  t e s t  the  hypotheses .  R a th e r ,  they 

a re  t e s t e d  d i r e c t l y  by simply comparing th e  d a t a  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  co u n t i e s  

and reg io n s  o f  th e  s t a t e ,  u rb a n - r u r a l  r e s id e n c e ,  m i n o r i t i e s , and pe r iods  

o f  t ime . Where a p p r o p r i a t e ,  the  c o e f f i c i e n t  o f  v a r i a t i o n  w i l l  be given 

to  i n d i c a t e  th e  d e g r e e -v a r i a n c e  o f  each c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  among c o u n t i e s .
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O rgan iza t ion  o f  t h e  Thes is

A review o f  th e  l i t e r a t u r e  which e s t a b l i s h e s  th e  components and 

causes  Of r u r a l  pover ty  i s  p re sen ted  in  Chapter I I .

In Chapter I I I , da ta  on each component a r e  p re sen ted  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  

t ime p e r iods  f o r  th e  s t a t e ,  c o u n t i e s ,  r e g io n s ,  and m in o r i ty  groups .  This 

same format i s  m a in ta ined  f o r  th e  causes  o f  r u r a l  pover ty  p re sen ted  in  

Chapter  IV.

Chapter  V summarizes th e  da ta  o f  Chapters  I I I  and IV by p r e s e n t in g  

a t e s t  o f  th e  hypotheses  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  components and causes  o f  r u r a l  

pover ty .

Chapter  VI concludes  t h e  t h e s i s  by g iv ing  p o l i c y  im p l i c a t io n s  and 

su g g es t io n s  f o r  f u t u r e  r e s e a rc h .



CHAPTER I I

COMPONENTS AND CAUSES OF RURAL POVERTY: 
A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

A b r i e f  review o f  the  l i t e r a t u r e  on th e  components and causes  

o f  r u r a l  pover ty  i s  p re sen te d  in  t h i s  c h a p te r .  This review was used 

t o  s u g g es t  the  hypotheses  p re sen te d  in  th e  I n t r o d u c t i o n  and hence as 

a "guide" to  the  r e s e a r c h .  A summary o f  th e  l i t e r a t u r e  on th e  compon­

e n ts  of r u r a l  pover ty  i s  p re sen ted  f i r s t ,  fol lowed by a summary o f  the  

l i t e r a t u r e  on th e  causes o f  r u r a l  pove r ty .

Components o f  Rural Poverty

Economic theo ry  and the  l i t e r a t u r e ^  s u g g es t  va r ious  components 

o f  r u r a l  pove r ty :  the  l e v e l  and d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  income, th e  number o f

1. As r e p o r t e d  in  th e  P r e s i d e n t ' s  National Advisory Committee 
on Rural P ove r ty ,  The People L e f t  Behind, th e se  f a c t o r s  were viewed as 
th e  primary i n g r e d i e n t s  o f  th e  U.S. r u r a l  pover ty  problem. Also a t  the  
agg rega te  l e v e l ,  Hugh Nourse s t a t e s  t h a t ,  " . . .  ch ron ic  unemployment 
above the  n a t io n a l  average has been used as a d e f i n i t i o n  by s ev e ra l  
Federal  a c t s  p rov id ing  funds to  help  depressed  a r e a s . "  He a l s o  mentions 
t h a t  poor hous ing ,  n u t r i t i o n ,  and s choo l ing  a re  im por tan t  p a r t s  o f  th e  
pove r ty  m a t r ix .  Hugh Nourse,  Regional Economics, (New York: McGraw-
H i l l ,  1968),  pp. 232-235. For Arizona ,  th e se  same f a c t o r s  were among 
th e  more im por tan t  ones mentioned in  a survey o f  r u r a l  people .  See 
Clarence  D. Edmond, Surveys by Extension Community Resource Development 
S p e c i a l i s t s  and County Rural Development Committee Members, Cooperative  
Extens ion S e r v i c e ,  (Tucson; U n iv e r s i ty  o f  Arizona ,  October 1971).
F u r th e r  s t u d i e s  documenting th e s e  components a r e :  Arley D. Wei do,
"Rural Development and Welfare o f  th e  Rural Peop le ,"  Department o f  
A g r i c u l t u r a l  Economics, S t a f f  Paper P70-15, (S t .  P a u l : U n iv e r s i ty  o f
Minnesota ,  J u ly  1970),  pp. 2 -6 ;  Thomas L. Hady, "Dimensions o f  Rural 
Housing Problems,"  Communities F a c i l i t i e s  Branch, ERS, U.S. Department 
o f  A g r i c u l t u r e ,  (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government P r i n t i n g  O f f i c e ,
Nov. 1970);  U.S. Department o f  A g r i c u l t u r e ,  Rural Manpower Dilemmas,
1971 Manpower Report  o f  th e  P r e s i d e n t ,  (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Govern­
ment P r i n t i n g  O f f i c e ,  1971) ,  pp. 113-120 and 132-135.

6
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low-product ion  fa rm s , the  amount and degree  o f  r u r a l  unemployment, r u r a l  

hous ing c o n d i t i o n s ,  and r u r a l  h e a l t h  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a re  among th e  most 

im por tan t .

Income

I t  would be d i f f i c u l t  to  s e l e c t  any one f a c t o r  as be ing  th e  most

im p o r ta n t ,  though income l e v e l s  prov ide  th e  e a s i e s t  means o f  s e p a r a t i n g

poor from nonpoor.  Weighted average th re s h o ld s  f o r  low income f a m i l i e s

f o r  1970 as e s t a b l i s h e d  by th e  Soc ia l  S e c u r i t y  A d m in is t ra t ion  in  1964
2

and l a t e r  modif ied  by a Federal  In te ragency  Committee a r e  shown in Table

1. The th r e s h o ld s  (see  Table  1 f o r  a d e f i n i t i o n  o f  th r e s h o ld )  a llow f o r

d i f f e r e n c e s  in  th e  c o s t  o f  l i v i n g  between farm and nonfarm f a m i l i e s  by

s e t t i n g  th e  pover ty  th r e s h o ld s  f o r  farm f a m i l i e s  a t  85 p e rc en t  o f  the
3correspond ing  l e v e l s  f o r  nonfarm f a m i l i e s .

Low-Production Farms

In fa rming ,  low l e v e l s  o f  p roduc t ion  may be i n d i c a t i v e  o f  low^ 

income l e v e l s .  Low-production farms f o r  t h i s  r e s ea rc h  w i l l  be de f ined

2. For a d e t a i l e d  e x p la n a t io n  o f  th e  pover ty  d e f i n i t i o n ,  see
th e  U.S. Department o f  Commerce, Bureau o f  t h e  Census , Curren t  Popula­
t i o n  R e p o r t s , Revision o f  Poverty  S t a t i s t i c s ,  S e r i e s  P-23,  No. 28,  
(Washington, D.C . : U.S. Government P r i n t i n g  O f f i c e ,  1959-68).

3. This farm-nonfarm th r e s h o ld  v a r i a t i o n  i s  th e  only  a t tem p t
t o  a d j u s t  f o r  l o c a t i o n  d i f f e r e n c e s  in c o s t s  o f  l i v i n g .  As y e t ,  no e f f o r t  
has been made t o  allow f o r  r e g i o n a l ,  s t a t e ,  o r  lo ca l  v a r i a t i o n s  in  the  
c o s t  o f  l i v i n g .  See J .  P a t r i c k  Madden, "Poverty  Data in  R e la t io n  to  
Other I n d i c a t o r s  o f  Soc ia l  W elfa re ,"  (paper  p re sen te d  a t  t h e  American 
S o c io lo g ic a l  S o c ie ty  m ee t ings ,  Denver, C o l . ,  Aug. 30,  1971, mimeographed).

4. An a re a  w i th  a high p r o p o r t io n  of low-product ion  farms does
no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  produce a low income leve l  f o r  t h a t  a r e a ,  bu t  a l a r g e  
c o n c e n t r a t i o n  o f  such farms where they  a re  t h e  major source  o f  revenue 
can r e s u l t  in low a re a  income. See Dale E. Hathaway, Government and 
A g r i c u l t u r e , (New York: MacMillan Company, 1963),  p. 167.



T a b l e  1. W eig h ted  A v erag e  P o v e r ty  T h r e s h o l d s 3 by S i z e  o f  F a m ily ,  Sex  o f
H ead, Farm and Nonfarm R e s i d e n c e ,  U . S . , 1969.

Nonfarm Farm
S ize  o f  
Family Total Maleb Femaleb Maleb Femaleb

Total Head Head Total Head Head

All U nre la ted  
I n d i v i d u a l s $1947 $1954 $2044 $1898 $1651 $1697 $1662

Under 65 y r s . 2005 2010 2092 1935 1727 1778 1644
65 y r s .  & over 1852 1861 1879 1855 1586 1597 1576

All Famil ie s 3580 3601 3640 3305 3147 3164 2845

2 persons 2507 2525 2534 2471 2131 2138 2036

Head under 
65 y e a r s 2569 2604 2619 2522 2218 2225 2104

Head 65 y r s .  
and over 2328 2348 2349 2336 1994 1996 1972

3 persons 3080 3099 3113 3003 2628 2635 2511

4 persons 3944 3068 3970 3948 3385 3387 3345

5 persons 4654 4680 4684 4639 4000 4002 3963

6 persons 5212 5260 5263 5220 4490 4491 4441

7 persons  
o r  more 6407 6468 6486 6317 5518 5521 5472

aThe word th re s h o ld  he re  r e f e r s  to  the  income l e v e l  which 
d iv id e s  poor i n d i v i d u a l s  and f a m i l i e s  from those  no t  poor.

k f o r  U nre la ted  I n d i v i d u a l s , male o r  female head r e l a t e s  to  sex  
o f  th e  i n d i v i d u a l s .

Source : U.S. Department o f  Commerce, Bureau o f  th e  Census,
1970 Arizona Census o f  P o p u l a t i o n , General Socia l  and Economic 
C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  PC(1 )-C4, Appendix 30,  Washington, D .C . , U.S. 
Government P r i n t i n g  O f f i ce .
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as th o se  wi th  annual s a l e s  o f  a g r i c u l t u r e  p roducts  o f  l e s s  than $20,000.

However, i t  should be recognized  t h a t  p a r t - t i m e  and p a r t - r e t i r e m e n t
5

farms a re  n o t  counted in  t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  of low-income farms.

Unemployment

Unemployment may be cons ide red  e i t h e r  a component o r  cause o f  

r u r a l  pover ty .  Unemployment, as Clawson p o in t s  o u t ,  has caused ha rd ­

sh ip  f o r  many r u r a l  peo p le ,  e s p e c i a l l y  those  la ck ing  in  s k i l l s  and 

t r a i n i n g  ne ce s sa ry  to  o b ta in  jobs  in  o th e r  a re a s  o r  segments o f  th e  

economy. T he i r  b a s i c  educa t ion  i s  u s u a l l y  poor ,  c o n ta c t  with  nonfarm 

employers d e f i c i e n t ,  and t h e i r  knowledge o f  where t o  look and what t o  

look f o r  i n  nonfarm employment i s  inadequa te .

Housing
7

Rural hous ing has been termed "an u rgen t  need" by t h e  P r e s id e n t s  

Task Force on Rural Development and f u r t h e r  s t a t e s  t h a t  r u r a l  housing 5 6 7

5. Farms wi th  a va lue  o f  s a l e s  o f  farm products  o f  $50 to  
$2,499 a re  c l a s s i f i e d  as " p a r t - t im e "  i f  t h e  o p e r a to r  i s  under  65 y e a r s  
old  and he works o f f  t h e  farm 100 o r  more days.  Farms with  a va lue  o f  
s a l e s  o f  farm products  o f  $50 to  $2,499 a re  c l a s s i f i e d  as " p a r t - r e t i r e ­
ment" i f  t h e  farm o p e r a to r  i s  65 y e a r s  o ld  o r  over .  Many o f  th e s e  a re  
farms on which th e  income from nonfarm sources  i s  g r e a t e r  than the  value  
o f  s a l e s  o f  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p ro d u c ts .  U.S. Department o f  Commerce, Bureau
of  th e  Census,  1964 Arizona Census o f  A g r i c u l t u r e , I ,  P a r t  4 ,  (Washington, 
D.C.,  U.S. Government P r i n t i n g  O f f i c e ) ,  p. A13.

6. Marion Clawson, P o l i cy  D i re c t io n s  f o r  U.S. A g r i c u l t u r e ,
(B a l t im ore :  John Hopkins P r e s s , 1968),  pp. 48-49.

7. "There i s  some evidence  t h a t  the  housing o f  o n e - t h i r d  t o  one- 
h a l f  o f  a l l  commercial farmers  i s  probably  worse now than 25 y e a r s  ago
in  t h a t  few houses have been b u i l t  and many old  houses have no t  been 
p r o p e r ly  m a in ta in ed ,  much l e s s  upgraded."  I b i d . A lso ,  Hady, "Dimen­
s io n s  o f  Rural Housing Problems."
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c o n d i t io n s  a re  an im por tan t  component o f  r u r a l  pover ty .  Good housing 

tends  t o  i n v i t e  people  and development t o  an a rea  and encourage th e  

p r id e  o f  a community.

Heal th

Heal th  s t a t u s  i s  commonly recognized  as an im por tan t  component 

o f  peo p les '  s t an d a rd  o f  l i v i n g .  The P r e s i d e n t ' s  Task Force ,^  f o r  

example,  pays p a r t i c u l a r  a t t e n t i o n  to  th e  poor h e a l t h  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

o f  our  n a t i o n ' s  r u r a l  poor.

Low incomes and high c o s t s  due t o  p o pu la t ion  s p a r s i t y  l i m i t  the  

amount and q u a l i t y  o f  h e a l t h  care  rece iv ed  by people  in  r u r a l  a r e a s . 8 9 10 11 

The fewness o f  people  p e r  square  mile  and low incomes can be t r a n s l a t e d  . 

i n t o  u n p r o f i t a b i l i t y  o f  p r i v a t e  r u r a l  medical p r a c t i c e  and the  r e s u l t  i s  

u s u a l l y  r e f l e c t e d  in  much poorer  r u r a l  h e a l th  c o n d i t io n s  and s e r v i c e s  

than i s  found in  urban a r e a s . 11

8. The P r e s i d e n t ' s  Task Force on Rural Development, A New Life  
f o r  th e  Country , (Washington, D.C.:  U.S. Government P r i n t i n g  O f f i c e ,
March 1970),  p. 37.

9. Ib id .

10. U.S. Department o f  A g r i c u l t u r e ,  Rural People  in  th e  American
Economy, Economic Research S e r v i c e ,  Ag. Econ. Report  No. 101, (Washing- 
t o n ,  D.C.: U.S. Government P r i n t i n g  O f f i c e ,  Oct.  1966),  pp. 26-30.

11. These same causes were among th e  most im por tan t  mentioned by
Luther  G. Tweeten,  Rural Pover ty :  Inc idence ,  Causes,  and C ures , Dept,
o f  A g r i c u l t u r a l  Economics,  Processed  S e r i e s  P-590R, ( S t i l l w a t e r :
Oklahoma S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y ,  J u ly  1968),  pp. 13-40. F u r th e r  sources  
documenting th e se  causes a r e :  The P r e s i d e n t ' s  National Advisory
Commission on Rural P ov e r ty ,  The People  L e f t  Behind and Iowa S t a t e  
U n iv e r s i ty  Center  f o r  A g r i c u l tu r a l  and Economic Development, B en e f i t s  
and Burdens o f  Rural Development, (Ames: Iowa S t a t e  U n iv e r s i ty  P r e s s ,
1970),  pp. 198-199.
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Causes o f  Rural Poverty

Education

The impact o f  ed u ca t ion  on ea rn ing  c a p a c i ty  has perhaps rece ived
12 13th e  most a t t e n t i o n  as a cause o f  pove r ty .  Gary Becke r ' s  work on 

e d u ca t io n  as an im por tan t  p a r t  o f  human c a p i t a l  provided t h e o r e t i c a l  

groundwork in e s t a b l i s h i n g  educa t ion  as a de te rm inan t  o f  income l e v e l s .  

Wilbur  and S p i t z e ^  p o in t  ou t  t h a t  a low lev e l  o f  educa t ion  o r  t r a i n i n g  

i s  an i n d i c a t o r  o f  p ove r ty  and t h a t  a lack  o f  educa t ion  may lead  to  12 13 14

12. Clawson, Po l i cy  D i r e c t i o n s , pp. 24-29. Tweeten, Rural 
P o v e r t y , p. 31 s t a t e s  t h a t ,  " A t t i t u d e s  o f  pover ty  a reas  toward educa­
t i o n  a re  e s p e c i a l l y  im por tan t  because educa t ion  imparts  p roduc t ive  
s k i l l s  which a f f e c t  income and im parts  a t t i t u d e s  t o  th e  new g e n e r a t io n .  
I t  i s  one o f  the  few o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  in t e rv e n e  in  t h e  cyc le  o f  p a re n t -  
c h i l d  a t t i t u d e .  Education i s  one o f  th e  few s o c i a l l y  a cc e p ta b le  ways 
o f  a l t e r i n g  a t t i t u d e s  enimical t o  economic growth. I t  i s  the  major 
c u l t u r a l  b r id g e  between a pover ty  a rea  and th e  mass achievement  o r i e n t e d  
s o c i e t y . "

13. This  r e l a t i o n s h i p  has been brought ou t  in  sev e ra l  re s ea rc h
and p o l i c y  i m p l i c a t i o n s .  See Gary S. Becker,  Human C a p i t a l ;  A 
T h e o r e t i c a l  and Empirical  A n a ly s i s ,  With Specia l  Reference t o  Educa­
t i o n , (New York: National Bureau o f  Economic Research ,  1964),  p. 75.
George L. Wilbur ,  Determinants o f  P o v e r ty , Socia l  Welfare Research 
I n s t i t u t e ,  (Lexington: U n iv e r s i ty  o f  Kentucky, Aug. 1971),  p o in t s
o u t  t h a t  a low l e v e l  o f  ed u ca t ion  o r  t r a i n i n g  i s  an i n d i c a t o r  o f  pover ty  
and t h a t  th e  l a ck  o f  ed u ca t ion  may lead  to  unemployment o r  underemploy­
ment and consequen t ia l  low incomes. Zvi G r i l i c h e s ,  "Research Expendi­
t u r e s ,  Education and the  Aggregate A g r i c u l tu re  P roduct ion  Func t ion ,"
The American Economic Review, LIV, No. 6 (Dec. 1964),  pp. 961-974, 
conducted an e x t e n s iv e  a n a l y s i s  o f  educa t ion  and i t s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  to  
a g r i c u l t u r e .  Through h i s  work he e s t im a ted  t h a t  th e  marginal p roduc t  
o f  ed u ca t io n  in .U .S .  a g r i c u l t u r e  was around 1 .30 .  This means t h a t  f o r  
each u n i t  o f  ed u ca t ion  u t i l i z e d  in  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p ro d u c t io n ,  1 .3  a d d i ­
t i o n a l  u n i t s  o f  ou tp u t  a re  produced.

14. Wilbur ,  Determinants  o f  P o v e r ty ; R. G. F. S p i t z e ,
"O bs tac les  to  Rural Human Research Development," Department o f  
A g r i c u l t u r a l  Economics, (Urbana,  U n iv e r s i ty  o f  I l l i n o i s ,  1969),  p. 10.
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unemployment o r  underemployment and consequen t ia l  low incomes. G r i -  

l i c h e s ^  has done im por tan t  em p i r ica l  s t u d i e s  on th e  impact o f  educa t ion  

on p r o d u c t i v i t y  in  U.S. a g r i c u l t u r e  and found t h a t  th e  marginal r e t u r n s  

t o  inves tments  i n  educa t ion  a r e  h igh .

Age

Age has been given as a cause o f  r u r a l  pover ty  e s p e c i a l l y  among 

th e  r u r a l  farm p o p u la t io n .  I t  has a very d i r e c t  e f f e c t  on o n e ' s  a b i l i t y  

t o  move as t imes and c o n d i t io n s  change. There i s  c o n s id e ra b le  evidence  

t h a t  th e  farm poor  have a very small  tendency t o  withdraw from farming 

even under c o n s id e ra b l e  economic p re s su re  and age f a c t o r s .

Migra tion

The lack  o f  m i g r a t i o n ^  from r u r a l  a reas  has a l so  been given as 
18a cause o f  r u r a l  pove r ty .  This  has been e s p e c i a l l y  e v id e n t  among th e  

o l d e r  r u r a l  farm segment o f  th e  p o p u la t io n .  The younger p o r t i o n  o f  th e

15. G r i l i c h e s  e s t a b l i s h e d  a r a t i o  o f  mean incomes f o r  U.S.
males by school c a t e g o r i e s  between 1939 and 1966. For e lementary  school 
g radua tes  the  r a t i o  was 1.41 and f o r  c o l l e g e  g radua tes  i t  jumped t o  1 .65 .  
This means t h a t  on th e  av erage ,  each d o l l a r  i n v e s t e d  in  educa t ion  by the  
c o l l e g e  g rad u a te  would g e n e ra te  a r e t u r n  o f  $1.65 compared t o  $1.41 f o r  
e lem entary  school g ra d u a te s .  Zvi G r i l i c h e s ,  "Notes on th e  Role of  
Educat ion in  Product ion  Functions  in  Growth Account ing,"  Department o f  
Economics,  (Chicago: U n iv e r s i ty  o f  Chicago, May 1968).

16. Luther  G. Tweeten,  Foundations  o f  Farm P o l i c y , (L inco ln :  
U n iv e r s i ty  o f  Nebraska P r e s s ,  1970),  p. 249.

17. Migra tion  in  t h i s  r e s e a rc h  r e l a t e s  t o  moves from one p a r t  
o f  t h e  s t a t e  t o  an o th e r  o r  from one s t a t e  to  an o th e r  s t a t e  o r  v ice  v e r s a .

18. C. E. Bishop, " A g r i c u l tu r a l  and Economic Development," 
A g r i c u l t u r a l  Extension S e r v i c e ,  (B lacksburg : V i rg in i a  Po ly tech n ic
I n s t i t u t e ,  Ju ly  1964) ,  p. 33. Also see  The P r e s i d e n t ' s  National  
Advisory Commission on Rural P ove r ty ,  Rural Pover ty  in  th e  United 
S t a t e s , (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government P r i n t i n g  O f f i c e ,  May 1968),
pp. 210-214.
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r u r a l  popu la t io n  does no t  have a deep commitment to  a g r i c u l t u r e .  They

a re  more r e a d i l y  employable e lsew here .  The o l d e r  p o r t i o n ,  on th e  o t h e r

hand, have sp en t  y e a r s  in  a g r i c u l t u r e ,  know no o t h e r  occu p a t io n ,  and a t

an age where job  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  a re  o f t e n  c lo sed  e lsew he re ,  p r e f e r  o r
19have l i t t l e  choice  b u t  t o  s t i c k  i t  ou t  on th e  farm. A f t e r  th e  middle 

t w e n t i e s ,  t h e  frequency o f  movement d iminishes  with  age u n t i l  age 65 and 

over  when only  7 t o  9 p e rc e n t  o f  th e  people  move a n n u a l ly .

C u l tu ra l  Background

A " c u l t u r e  o f  pover ty"  i s  a l s o  c i t e d  as a cause o f  low s tan d a rd s  
21o f  l i v i n g .  Bishop su g g es t s  t h a t  those  l i v i n g  in p ove r ty  develop a

c u l t u r e  o f  t h e i r  own, and t h a t  t h i s  c u l t u r e  reduces  a p e r s o n ' s  a b i l i t y
22to  change— even when ou r  dynamic s o c i e t y  rewards change. In Ar izona ,

19. Clawson, P o l icy  D i r e c t i o n s , p. 45.

20. U.S. Department of A g r i c u l t u r e ,  The Economic and Socia l  
Condit ion o f  Rural America in  th e  1970 's . Economic Research S e r v i c e ,
P a r t  3,  (Washington, D C . :  U.S. Government P r i n t i n g  O f f i c e ,  Dec. 1971),
pp. 14-15.

21. Bishop, " A g r i c u l tu r a l  and Economic Development," pp. 31-35. 
Also see  The P r e s i d e n t ' s  National Advisory Commission on Rural Pove r ty ,  
The People  L e f t  Behind , pp. 8-9 which s t a t e s  t h a t ,  "There i s  such a 
th in g  as a c u l t u r e  o f  pove r ty .  Many undeveloped people  have developed
a c u l t u r e  o f  pove r ty  . . . they th in k  d i f f e r e n t l y ,  they  have a d i f f e r e n t  
sense  o f  v a l u e s . "  Tweeten,  Rural P o v e r ty , p. 19,  a l so  l i s t s  the  c u l t u r e  
o f  th e  people  as being an im p o r tan t  p a r t  o f  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  to  a d j u s t  to  
changing economic c o n d i t i o n s .

22.  See Employment S e c u r i t y  Commission o f  Arizona ,  Manpower 
S e rv ice s  to  Arizona In d ia n s ,  1970, Research and In format ion  S e r i e s  No. 
OPR-2-70 ,  (Phoenix: Arizona S t a t e  Employment S e r v i c e ,  June 1970) ,
pp. 11-12,  f o r  a comparison o f  the  modern American i n d u s t r i a l  va lues  
and t h e  Indian and Spanish-American v a lu es .
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some a u th o rs  b e l i e v e  t h a t  th e  c u l t u r e s  o f  Spanish-Americans and Ind ians  

have i n h i b i t e d  t h e i r  economic development.

Medical S e rv ic e s

A s h o r t a g e  o f  h e a l t h  f a c i l i t i e s  and medical personnel i s  a l s o  a

cause  o f  poor s tan d a rd s  o f  l i v i n g  in  r u r a l  a r e a s , and l i k e l y  in f l u e n c e s

th e  p ro d u c t iv e n es s  o f  r u r a l  peop le .  Rural medical  f a c i l i t i e s  f r e q u e n t l y

l a ck  s u f f i c i e n t  p e r s o n n e l , have poor equipment,  and l a ck  o u t - p a t i e n t  and
23

extended c a r e  f a c i l i t i e s .

Causes o f  Rural Farm Poverty

Farm p o v e r ty ,  o f  which low-product ion  farms a re  a s i g n i f i c a n t  
24p a r t ,  i s  surrounded by s ev e ra l  e lements  which may be s p e c i f i e d  as 

"causes"  o f  th e  problem: (1) th e  n a tu r e  o f  th e  demand f o r  farm p ro d u c t s ,

(2) r a p id  r a t e s  o f  t e c h n o lo g ic a l  change which in c r e a s e  th e  p r o d u c t i v i t y  

o f  c e r t a i n  i n p u t s ,  (3) th e  r e l a t i v e l y  high degree  o f  a s s e t  f i x i t y  which 

reduces  r e so u rce  m o b i l i t y  from t h e  i n d u s t r y ,  and (4) t h e  e f f e c t  o f  

f e d e r a l  farm programs on low -product ion  farms and th e  r u r a l  poor .

23. U.S. Department o f  A g r i c u l t u r e ,  Economic and Socia l  
C o n d i t i o n , p. 78. Also see  the  P r e s i d e n t ' s  Task Force on Rural 
Development,  A New L i fe  f o r  th e  C ountry , pp. 37-39.

24. The Census o f  A g r i c u l tu r e  c l a s s i f i e s  farms i n t o  s i x  
c l a s s e s  rang ing  from Class I w i th  $40,000 worth o f  p roduc ts  so ld  
ann u a l ly  t o  Class VI w i th  l e s s  than $2,500 of annual p roduc t  s a l e s .  
Farms no t  c l a s s i f i e d  in  th e se  s i x  c a t e g o r i e s  were d e f ined  as p a r t -  
t im e ,  p a r t - r e t i r e m e n t ,  o r  abnormal. In t h i s  work, low-product ion  
farms w i l l  i n c lu d e  only Class I I I ,  IV, V, and VI farms.  See a l s o ,  
Chapter  I I I ,  page 32 on low-product ion  farms o r  U.S. Department o f  
Commerce, 1964 Arizona Census o f  A g r i c u l t u r e , p. A13, f o r  a d e f i n i ­
t i o n  o f  each c l a s s  and ca tego ry  o f  farms.
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The Nature  o f  Demand For Farm P r o d u c t s . Although s t a t i s t i c a l  

s t u d i e s  vary  in  t h e i r  r e s u l t s  due to  t h e  t ime pe r iod  and method used ,  

i t  appears  t h a t  th e  p r i c e  e l a s t i c i t y  o f  demand f o r  farm products  f o r  

t h e  a g r i c u l t u r e  i n d u s t r y  as a whole a t  t h e  farm lev e l  i s  between .15 

and .25  w i th  a slow downward t r e n d  over  t ime .  The p r i c e  e l a s t i c i t y  

o f  demand a t  t h e  farm l e v e l  f o r  domest ic  food has been e s t im a ted  t o  be 

.23  and about .34  a t  th e  r e t a i l  l e v e l . ^  The im p l i c a t io n  i s  t h a t  the  

marg inal u t i l i t y  o f  a d d i t i o n a l  farm products  i s  q u i t e  low to  U.S. con­

sumers and as a consequence ,  farm incomes tend to  be depressed  as 

s u p p l i e s  o f  farm products  i n c r e a s e .

Farm o u tp u t  has tended  to  i n c r e a s e  as more and more p r o f i t a b l e  

and p r o d u c t iv e  in p u t s  have been in t ro d u ced  over t im e .  In f a c t ,  t h e  

supp ly  o f  farm commodities has tended to  s h i f t  r a t h e r  r a p i d l y  t o  th e  

r i g h t .  This  would no t  cause  farm incomes to  d e c l i n e  i f  t h e  demand f o r  

farm products  were moving r a p i d l y  to  th e  r i g h t  o r  i f  demand were h ig h ly  

e l a s t i c .  But t h i s  i s  n o t  t h e  case .  Not only does e l a s t i c i t y  o f  demand 

f o r  farm p roduc ts  in  th e  ag g reg a te  tend  to  be low and i n e l a s t i c  but 

changes in  U.S. p o p u la t i o n ,  t a s t e s  and p r e f e r e n c e s ,  th e  development o f  

new uses f o r  farm p r o d u c t s , ex p o r t  demand, and t h e  l ev e l  o f  consumer

25. A summary o f  p r i c e  and income e l a s t i c i t i e s  f o r  v a r ious  
farm produc ts  can be found in  George Brandow, I n t e r r e l a t i o n s  Among 
Demands f o r  Farm Products and Im p l i ca t io n s  f o r  Control  o f  Market 
Supp ly , A g r i c u l t u r a l  Experiment S t a t i o n  B u l l e t i n  680. (U n iv e r s i ty  
Park: Pennsy lvan ia  S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y ,  August 1961),  Tables 1 and 10.
Also see  Tweeten,  Foundat ions o f  Farm P o l i c y , pp. 199-203.
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26income have n o t  s h i f t e d  demand as r a p i d l y  as s h i f t s  i n  t h e  supply  o f  

farm p roduc ts .  Thus farm p roduc t  p r i c e s  and incomes have o f t e n  lagged 

behind genera l  p r i c e  l e v e l s  and nonfarm incomes.

Technolog ica l  Change. I n c re a s in g  th e  s i z e  o f  p roduc t ion  u n i t s  

in  an e f f o r t  t o  s ecu re  economies o f  s i z e  through s p e c i a l i z a t i o n  and 

u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  changing t e ch n o lo g ica l  advancements a re  th e  most common 

a t tem p ts  t o  improve th e  i n d iv id u a l  p r o f i t  marg ins .  Hybrid s e e d s ,  new 

p e s t i c i d e s ,  h e r b i c i d e s ,  f e r t i l i z e r s ,  and mechanical  p l a n t i n g ,  t i l l i n g ,  

and h a rv e s t i n g  advances a r e  common forms o f  t h i s  changing technology.

The impact o f  economies o f  s i z e  and s c a l e  have been s u b s t a n t i a l ,  and 

f o r  t h e  small  fa rmer  unable  to  a d j u s t  to  l a r g e - s c a l e  t e c h n o l o g ie s ,  the  

r e s u l t  has been t o  worsen h i s  r e l a t i v e  n e t  income p o s i t i o n .  In f a c t ,  

an a n a l y s i s  o f  1965 da ta  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  on the  av erage ,  farms producing 

l e s s  than  approx im ate ly  $30,000 exper ienced  l a r g e  n e t  l o s s e s  ( see  

F igure  1) .

Besides  i n c r e a s i n g  f i rm  s i z e ,  t e ch n o lo g ica l  change has r e s u l t e d  

in  more c a p i t a l  i n t e n s i v e  a g r i c u l t u r e  and decreased  th e  demand f o r  farm 

l a b o r .  Thus farm workers unable  to  make the  ad jus tm en t  ou t  o f  a g r i c u l -
27t u r e  have o f t e n  met wi th  underemployment and a d e c l i n in g  r e l a t i v e  income.

26. Income e l a s t i c i t y  f o r  farm products  f o r  the  e n t i r e  a g r i ­
c u l t u r e  i n d u s t r y  i s  somewhere between .15 and .20.  In o t h e r  words,  a 
ten  p e rc e n t  i n c r e a s e  in  consumer income w i l l  i n c r e a s e  th e  demand f o r  
farm products  only  1 .5  t o  2 .0  p e r c e n t .  This means t h a t  as consumer 
income grows, consumers w i l l  spend a d e c l i n in g  p ro p o r t io n  o f  t h e i r  
income f o r  food and an in c r e a s i n g  p ro p o r t io n  on nonfood i t ems .  Es t imates  
o f  income e l a s t i c i t y  f o r  p a r t i c u l a r  farm products  a t  th e  farm lev e l  may 
be found in  Rex F. Daly,  "The Long-Run Demand f o r  Farm P r o d u c t s ," 
A g r i c u l t u r a l  Economics Research , V I I I ,  No. 3, ( Ju ly  1956).

27. Ross B. Ta lbo t  and Don F. Hadwiger, The Po l i cy  Process  in  
American A g r i c u l t u r e . (Ames, Iowa S t a t e  U n iv e r s i ty  P r e s s ,  1968),
p p . .142-143.
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F i g u r e  1 . Long-Run C o s t  o f  Farm P r o d u c t i o n ,  By Econom ic  C la s s  o f  F a rm s :
U . S . ,  1965 .
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F i n a l l y ,  th e  r e a l  p r i c e  o f  s ev e ra l  farm products  has been

a d v e r s e ly  e f f e c t e d  by t e c h n o l o g i c a l l y  induced s h i f t s  in  t h e  supply  o f  
28t h e s e  p ro d u c ts .  In cases  o f  low p r i c e  e l a s t i c i t y  o f  demand, the  

p r i c e  d e p re s s in g  e f f e c t  o f  i n c r e a s i n g  s u p p l i e s  has been e s p e c i a l l y  

s i g n i f i c a n t - - a n d  th e  p roduce r  unable  t o  adopt c o s t - s a v i n g  te ch n o lo g ie s  

o r  s h i f t  p ro d u c t io n ,  has been caught  in  th e  p r i c e - c o s t  squeeze.

A sse t  F i x i t y . The fo u r th  major cause o f  t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  problem 

in v o lv es  f i x i t y  o f  farm r e s o u r c e s .  S p e c i a l i z a t i o n  o f  p roduc t ion  i s  much 

more common in  t o d a y ' s  a g r i c u l t u r e  than  in  e a r l i e r  y e a r s .  This  i s  e spe ­

c i a l l y  t r u e  in  Arizona w i th  i t s  l a r g e  s p e c i a l i z e d  farms designed f o r  the  

p ro d u c t io n  o f  c o t t o n ,  f r u i t s  and v e g e t a b l e s ,  g r a i n s ,  hay,  c a t t l e ,  sheep , 

and c a t t l e  f e e d l o t s .  This  type  o f  s p e c i a l i z e d  p roduc t ion  le ad s  t o  a 

p a r t i c u l a r  s e t  o f  r e s o u rc e s  designed s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  th e  p roduc t  being 

produced.  I f  t h e  market f o r  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  crop should  d e c l i n e  in  t h e  

s h o r t  r u n ,  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  th e  o p e r a to r s  t o  swi tch  to  an o th e r  crop 

s i n c e  th e  machinery  and management a r e  designed s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  t h e  

p rev ious  p ro d u c t io n  system.

Perhaps th e  most im p o r ta n t  a s s e t  which becomes f i x e d  f o r  t h e  

low -produc t ion  fa rmer  i s  h i s  own labor-management r e s o u r c e .  Even though 

r e t u r n s  to  h i s  management and l a b o r  may be low, h i s  m o b i l i t y  i s  o f t e n  

l i m i t e d  due to  immediate economic f a c t o r s .  The c a p a c i ty  t o  move o r  a d j u s t  

to  changing a g r i c u l t u r a l  c o n d i t i o n s  i s  b e l ie v ed  to  be g r e a t e s t  in  a reas  

where:  (a ) b i r t h  r a t e s  a r e  low; (b) educa t iona l  l e v e l s  a r e  h igh ;  (c)

t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  and communication f a c i l i t i e s  a re  adequa te ;  (d) people  

have a " m o b i l i t y  e t h i c "  f o s t e r e d  by p a s t  m ig ra t io n  and w i l l i n g n e s s  to

28. I b i d .
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change; (e) th e  c u l t u r e  o f  th e  a rea  i s  m a l leab le  and compat ib le  with

t h a t  in  growth a re a s  to  which people  must m ig ra te ;  ( f )  t h e r e  a r e  no

i n s t i t u t i o n a l  b a r r i e r s  such as r a c i a l  d i s c r im in a t io n  w i th in  th e  reg ion

r e c e i v i n g  migrants  to  p rec lude  m o b i l i t y ;  and (g) the  a rea  i s  in  r eason -
29a b le  p rox im i ty  to  an u r b a n - i n d u s t r i a l  complex. These c o n d i t io n s  a re  

f r e q u e n t l y  ab se n t  in a reas  o f  low-product ion  farms.

The E f f e c t  o f  Federal  Farm Programs on Low-Production Farms and 

th e  Rural Poor . Government programs coupled w i th  technology  have 

b rough t  d isadvan tages  t o  low-product ion  farmers compared t o  th e  l a r g e r  

commercial fa rm ers .  Low-production farmers f i n d  i t  more d i f f i c u l t  to  

produce as e f f i c i e n t l y  and to  compete f o r  land as e f f e c t i v e l y  as the  

commercial farmer .  During th e  y e a r s  1962 to  1966, th e  commodity programs 

d i v e r t e d  approx imate ly  one ou t  o f  f i v e  c rop land  ac res  from p roduc t ion .

Thus,  farms which were o f  an economica l ly  optimum s i z e  in  th e  1962-66 

t ime p e r io d  needed t o  expand t h e i r  s i z e  by about  1/5 i f  they  were t o  

tak e  advantage  o f  t h e  government commodity programs. This need t o  expand 

th e  acreage  o f  c rop land  t o  m a in ta in  an economically  e f f i c i e n t  u n i t  l ead  

t o  a very v igorous  com pet i t ion  f o r  land  among f a rm e r s . The u l t im a te  ' 

r e s u l t  was t h a t  land  p r i c e s  were b id  ou t  o f  reach  o f  t h e  low-product ion  

fa rm ers .  The f a c t  i s ,  t h e s e  i n c r e a s e d  land p r i c e s  c o n s t i t u t e d  a b a r r i e r
on

t o  e n t r y  o r  expans ion  th rough which most marginal farmers  could  n o t  pass .

29. Tweeten, Rural P o v e r ty , p. 19.

30. Frey Tyner and Luther  G. Tweeten,  "S im ula t ion  as a Method 
o f  Appra is ing  Farm Programs," American Journal o f  A g r i c u l tu r a l  Economics, 
(Feb. 1968) ,  pp. 60-86.
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The p r i c e  suppor t  programs a l s o  provided s u b s t a n t i a l  a d d i t i o n a l  c a p i t a l  

t o  th e  commercial farmers  which enabled  them to  f u r t h e r  u t i l i z e  new 

t e c h n o l o g ie s .

One o f  th e  o v e r a l l  e f f e c t s  o f  in c re a se d  land p r i c e s  caused by 

commodity program i n i t i a t i o n  has been to  make th e  u n i t  c o s t  curve even 

more s t e e p  (F igure  1 ) .  The end r e s u l t  f o r  t h e  marginal fa rmer i s  a 

d e t e r i o r a t i n g  s i t u a t i o n  in  farming r e l a t i v e  to l a r g e r  fa rm ers .  He can 

i n c r e a s e  h i s  income only through o f f - f a r m  so u rces .  For the  s h a r e ­

c ro p p e r s ,  r e n t e r s ,  and h i r e d  farm l a b o r e r s ,  the  r e s u l t i n g  e f f e c t s  o f

f e d e r a l  farm programs a re  most l i k e l y  to be economic lo s se s  u n t i l  f u l l
32t ime nonfarm incomes a re  secured .

31. By tu rn in g  more to  the  nonfarm s e c t o r  t o  supplement incomes 
i t  i s  argued t h a t  the  low-product ion  farmers a r e  l e s s  v u ln e ra b le  to  
changing c o n d i t io n s  in  th e  farming in d u s t r y .  Others  p r e s e n t  th e  i s s u e  
t h a t  th e  low-product ion  fa rm ers '  a b so lu t e  p o s i t i o n  has improved or  
remained s t a t i c  over t ime. I t  i s  s a id  t h a t  due t o  th e  small s i z e  o f  
t h e i r  farming o p e r a t i o n s ,  th e  e f f e c t  o f  technology and o r  f e d e ra l  farm 
programs a re  more than o f f s e t  by the se  same f a c t o r s  in c r e a s in g  th e  va lue  
o f  t h e i r  r e a l  e s t a t e .  See Iowa S t a t e ,  B e n e f i t s , p. 48.

32. I b i d . , pp. 69 and 74.



CHAPTER I I I

THE COMPONENTS OF RURAL POVERTY IN ARIZONA

Data on th e  l e v e l  o f  v a r io u s  components o f  r u r a l  pover ty  in  

Arizona  a re  p re s en te d  in  t h i s  c h a p te r .  For each component, d a ta  a r e  

p r e s e n te d  t o  show changes over  t im e ,  va r ian ce  among a re a s  w i th in  Arizona 

( s t a t e ,  u r b a n - r u r a l ,  r e g i o n s ,  and c o u n t i e s )  and by m in o r i ty  groups 

(Spanish-Americans and In d ia n s ) .

. Income Levels

S t a t e ,  Reg iona l ,  and County Aggregates

The f i r s t  component o f  pover ty  t o  be p re sen te d  f o r  A r iz o n a 's  

r u r a l  p o p u la t io n  on a s t a t e ,  coun ty ,  and reg iona l  breakdown i s  th e  

number o f  r e s i d e n t s  below the  pover ty  th r e s h o ld  and th e  change between 

1960 and 1970 (Table 2 ) . 1

Severa l  im por tan t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  th e  r u r a l  popu la t io n  s tan d  

o u t  in  the  t a b l e .  F i r s t ,  th e  number o f  r u r a l  f a m i l i e s  has been i n c r e a s i n g ,  

though as a p e r c e n t  o f  a l l  f a m i l i e s  in  the  s t a t e ,  they  have decreased  

s l i g h t l y  s in c e  1960.

Secondly ,  a h ig h e r  p ro p o r t io n  o f  r u r a l  f a m i l i e s  a r e  below th e  

p o v e r ty  t h r e s h o l d  than  a re  nonrura l  f a m i l i e s .  In 1960, 33 p e rc e n t  o f  

a l l  r u r a l  f a m i l i e s  were below th e  t h r e s h o ld  whi le  f o r  a l l  f a m i l i e s  o f

1. See Appendix I I  f o r  a s h o r t  review o f  t h e  r u r a l  pover ty  
s e t t i n g  f o r  th e  n a t io n  and Arizona.
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Table  2. Pover ty  S ta tu s  o f  Famil ies  By Residence; S t a t e ,  Region, and County; Arizona ,  1960 and 1970.

County & Region Total
Number

Of
Families

Percent 
Of All 
Families 
Who Are 

Poor

Total 
Number 
Of Rural 
Families

1970
Percent Total
Of Rural Number
Families Of Rural
Who Are Farm

Poor Families

Percent 
Of Rural 

Farm 
Families 

Who Are Poor

Percent 
Of All 
Poor 

Families 
Who Are 
Rural

Percent 
Of All 

Poor 
Families 
Who Are 
Farm

Region I:
Plra
Maricopa
Yurra
Pinal

37,856
245,575

14,784
15,254

15.9
13.1
18.1 
21.2

13,752 
16,580 
• 5,283 . 

7,740

15.4
18.9
24,1
25.0

1,154
2,589

747
1.261

18.7
18.7 
18.9 
34,1

15.2 
• 9.7

47.6 
60.0

1.6
1.5
5.3

13.3
Total: Region I 363,469 14.3 TTTToD 16.5 b,7bl ' a .  i 1 o. 3 2.4
Recion II:

rohave 7,270 17.2 5,445 19.5 187 13.4 85.0 2.0
Coconino 10,333 20.0 4,792 28.4 584 46.6 65.8 13.2
Yavaoai 10,071 23.3 5,858 22.5 487 17.7 56.2 3.7

Total: Region IIC 27,674 20.5 16,095 23.2 1,258 (1,071 ) 30.4 (33.4) 66.1 <578 (6.3)
Region III:

iiavajo 9,738 32.4 6,648 41.2 963 67.9 36.8 20.7
Apache 6,058 43.5 6,058 43.5 700 61.3 100.0 16.3
Gila 7,247 18.8 4,135 19.1 473 12.5 58.0 4.3

Total: Region IIIU 23,043 31.0 16,842 36.6 2,136 (1,663) 53.5 (65.1 ) 8b.2 " " lo.O (15.1)
Region IV:

Graham 3,607 19.0 2,286 22.2 459 29.0 74.0 19.4
Greenlee 2,698 10.0 1,451 12.7 89 29.2 68.2 9.6
Cochise 14,856 18.2 4,858 23.7 624 19.7 37.2 4.6.
Santa Cruz 3,032 20.9 1,256 14.9 165 16.4 29.8 4.3

Total: Region IV 24,203 17.7 9,861 19.1 1,337 29.2 43.9 9.1
State Total 438,389 15.8 86,157 23.5 10,482 30.4 29.3 4.6

1960
Region I:

P i ma 65,347 18.5 7,442 22.6 657 33.1 13.9 2.1
Maricopa 162,697 19.1 19,552 31.7 3,396 35.9 19.9 3.9
Yuma 10,736 20.2 4,032 27.8 753 28.4 51.4 9.8
Pinal 13,535 33.4 7,252 55.2 1.509 47.1 58.0 15.7

Total: Region I 252,366 19.8 38,288 20.3 6,315 37.9 23.3 4.8



T a b le  2 . - - C o n t in u e d .

County & Region Total
Number 

Of
Families

Percent 
Of All 
Families 
Who Are 

Poor

1960

Total 
Number 
Of Rural 
Families

Percent 
Of Rural 
Fami1ies 
Who Are 

Poor

Total 
Number 
Of Rural 

Farm 
Fami1ies

Percent 
Of Rural 

Farm 
Families 

Who Are Poor

Percent 
Of All 

Poor 
Fami1ies 
Who Are 
Rural

Percent 
Of All 

Poor 
Families 
Who Are 

Farm

Region II:
Mohave
Coconino
Yavapai

2,008
9,331
7,542

23.4
25.2
24.6

839
3,437
4,273

31.2 
46. £ 
26.6

700
467

82.6
29.8

55.7
68.5
61.4

24.6
7.5

Total: Reoion IIC 18,881 24.8 8,549 ' 35.2 (1,167) (61.4) 64.4 (17.1)
Region III:

Navajo 7,789 38.8 4,792 55.1 556 74.6 87.4 13.7
Apache 5,409 51.9 5,409 51.9 876 74.5 100.0 23.3
Gila 6,187 23.2 3,185 25.9 — -  - 58.7 —

Total: Region ILIU 19,385 37.5 13,385 47.0 (1 ,432) (74.6) 86.6 (18.3)
Region IV:

Graham 3,181 30.0 1,973 34.8 415 29.9 72.0 13.0
Greenlee 2,735 12.7 1,776 14.1 131 22.9 72.1 8.7
Cochise 13,103 21.9 • 6,985 22.9 658 37.5 54.7 8.6
Santa Cruz 2,384 30.5 808 28.3 191 22.0 31.5 5.8

Total: Region IV 21,404 22.9 11,542 23.7 1,395 31.8 55.9 9.0
State Total - 1960 312,045 21.3 71,765 32.9 10,309 44.8 35.5 7.1

aThe poverty level in 1960 was set at an income level of $3,000 for this study. The actual poverty threshold in 
1 9 6 0  w a s  $3,037 for a family of four which was computed by deflating the 1970 poverty threshold of $3,944 for a family of 
four by the appropriate consumer price index for 1960. The poverty threshold varies in relationship to family size , sex of 
head of household and farm-nonfarm residence. For 1970 the threshold varies from $1,576 for an unrelated female individual 
65 years of age or over to $5,485 for a family of seven or more persons with a male head. Poverty thresholds in this table 
and Table 3 are set at $3,000 and $4,000 for 1960 and 1970, respectively because they closely approximate the average 
poverty threshold established by the Federal Government, and because of the data breakdown of income given in the census.
The census specifies the number of people in each of several thousand dollar income categories; under $1,000; $1,000-$!,999; 
$2,0C0-$2,S99; etc.

^See Appendix III for a more detailed breakdown and comparison of poverty characteristics in Arizona.

cThe parentheses represent totals excluding data for Mohave and Gila Counties. Rural farm income data was not 
given for these counties for 1960.

Source: 1960 and 1970 Arizona Census of Population, General Social and Economic Characteristics, PC(1)-C4.
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t h e  s t a t e ,  some 21 p e rc e n t  were c l a s s i f i e d  as be ing in  pove r ty .  In 1970, 

th e s e  p ro p o r t io n s  d e c l in ed  t o  about 24 p e rc en t  and 16 p e r c e n t ,  r e sp ec ­

t i v e l y ,  bu t  again  t h e r e  was a h ig h e r  in c id en ce  o f  pover ty  among ru r a l  

f a m i l i e s .  Some 35 p e r c e n t  o f  a l l  poor f a m i l i e s  were r u r a l  f a m i l i e s  in 

1960, and in  1970, 29 p e rc e n t  o f  th e  poor were r u r a l .

T h i r d ,  only  7.1 and 4 .6  p e rc e n t  o f  a l l  poor f a m i l i e s  were farm 

f a m i l i e s  in  1960 and 1970, r e s p e c t i v e l y . ^

Four th ,  a l a r g e  p o r t i o n  o f  th e  r u r a l  farm f a m i l i e s  were poor.

For t h e  s t a t e ,  35.5  and 29 .3  p e rc en t  o f  a l l  r u r a l  farm f a m i l i e s  were 

poor  in  1960 and 1970, r e s p e c t i v e l y .

F i f t h ,  in  n ine  o f  A r iz o n a ' s  14 c o u n t i e s ,  over  50 p e rc en t  o f  th e  

poor  f a m i l i e s  were a l s o  c l a s s i f i e d  as r u r a l  f a m i l i e s  in  1970. Also ,  

only  9 .7  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  poor o f  Maricopa County and 15.2 p e r c e n t  f o r  

Pima County were c l a s s i f i e d  as r u r a l , while  Mohave, Navajo,  and Apache 

poor  were most ly  r u r a l  w i th  8 5 .0 ,  8 6 .8 ,  and 100.0 p e r c e n t ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y .

F i n a l l y ,  f o r  1970 in  Apache and Navajo C o un t ie s ,  43 .5  and 41.2 

p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  r u r a l  f a m i l i e s ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  were c l a s s i f i e d  as being 

below t h e  p ove r ty  l e v e l .  This r e f l e c t s  th e  low income o f  t h e  l a r g e  

Ind ian  p o p u la t io n  o f  th e se  two c o u n t i e s .

To analyze  income l e v e l s  on a reg iona l  b a s i s ,  t h e  s t a t e  was 

d iv id e d  i n t o  f o u r  quadran ts  (see  Figure  2 ) .  Region I c o n s i s t s  o f  Pima, 

Maricopa,  P i n a l ,  and Yuma Counties  and co n ta in s  th e  l a r g e  urban popula ­

t i o n s  o f  th e  s t a t e .  Region I I I  in c lu d e s  Mohave, Coconino, and Yavapai 2

2. Farm incomes were de f ined  as ne t  money incomes (gross  r e ­
c e i p t s  minus o p e r a t in g  expenses)  r e c e iv e d  from o p e ra t io n  o f  a farm by 
a pe rson on h i s  own acco u n t ,  as an owner, r e n t e r ,  o r  s h a r e c ro p p e r ,  U.S. 
Department o f  Commerce, Bureau o f  the  Census,  1970 Arizona Census o f  
P o p u l a t i o n , G e n e ra l , Soc ia l  and Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  PC(1)-C4, 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government P r i n t i n g  O f f i c e ,  1970),  App. 25.
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Table 3. Poor F a m i l ie s3 , Spanish-Americanb and T o t a l , by Res idence; 
Arizona ,  1970.

P opu la t ion
Segment

Total  Number 
o f  Famil ies

Number 
o f  Poor 
Famil ies

P e rc e n t  o f  
All Famil ies  
In Each Popu­
l a t i o n  Segment 
That Are Poor

Poor Famil ies  
As a Pe rcen t  

Of All 
Families  In 
The S t a t e

S t a t e  Total 438,389 69,144 15.8 15.8

Spanish-American 69,449 14,620 21.1 3 .3

Urban Total 352,231 48,888 13.9 11.2

Spanish-American 56,982 11,581 20.3 2 .6

Rural Total 86,158 20,256 23.5 4.6

Spanish-American 12,467 3,039 24.4 .7

Rural Nonfarm 75,676 17,160 22.7 3.9

Spanish-American 10,904 2,613 24.0 .6

Rural Farm 10,482 3,096 29.5 .7

Spanish-American 1,563 426 27.3 .1

C o m p le te  d a ta  was no t  a v a i l a b l e  t o  compare th e  Indian people  
in  t h i s  t a b l e .

bSpanish-Americans a r e  those  r e s i d e n t s  who speak t h e  Spanish 
language or have a Spanish surname.

Source:  1970 Arizona Census o f  P o p u la t i o n , G e n e ra l , Socia l
and Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  PC(1)-C4.



Table  4. Poverty  S ta tu s  o f  Spanish-Americana F a m i l i e s ;  S t a t e ,  Region, and County; A r izona ,  1970.

Region and 
County

Total  Number 
Of Spanish- 

American 
Fami1ie s

Total  Number 
Of All 

Fam il ies

Spanish-  
American 
Fami1ie s  

As A Pe rcen t  
Of All Famil ie s

Total  Number 
Of Poor 
Spanish-  
American 
Famil ies

Pe rcen t  
Of Poor 
Spanish-  
American 
Fami1ie s

Region I :
Pima
Maricopa
Yuma
Pinal

17,762
29,094

3,251
4,820

87,856
245,575

14,784
15,254

20.2
11.8
22.0
31.6

3,668
6,362

634
1,026

20.7
21.9
19.5
21.3

T o t a l :  Region I 54,927 363,469 15.1 11,690 21.3

Region I I :
Mohave 412 7,270 5 .7 34 8 .3
Coconino 1,420 10,330 13.7 220 15.5
Yavapai 1,033 10,071 10.3 301 29.1

T o ta l :  Region I I 2,865 27,671 10.4 555 19.4

Region I I I :  
Navajo 1,039 9,738 10.7 183 17.6
Apache 446 6 ,058 7 .4 142 31 .8
G i la 1,804 7,247 24.9 208 11.5

T o t a l :  Region I I I 3,289 23,043 14.3 533 16.2

Region IV:
Graham 832 3,607 23.1 186 22.4
Greenlee 1,276 2,698 47 .3  , 169 13.2
Cochise 4,193 14,866 28.2 984 23.5
Santa  Cruz 2,067 3,032 69.2 503 24 .3

T o t a l :  Region IV 8,368 24,203 34.6 1,842 22.0

S t a t e  T o ta l : 69,449 438,386 15.8 14,620 21.1

aSpanish-Americans r e f e r s  to ' th o se  Arizona f a m i l i e s  speaking Spanish or wi th  a Spanish surname.
Source : 1970 Arizona Census o f  P o p u la t io n , G en . , S o c . , and Econ. Charac. , PC(1)-C4.
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Count ies .  Region I I I  i s  made up o f  Navajo,  Apache, and Gila  Counties  

and i t s  p o p u la t io n  i s  mostly  Ind ian .  Region IV c o n s i s t s  o f  Graham, 

G reen lee ,  Cochise ,  and Santa  Cruz Counties  and t h i s  reg ion  has th e  

h i g h e s t  pe rcen tag e  o f  i t s  p o p u la t io n  c l a s s i f i e d  as Spanish-Americans . 

Regions I I ,  I I I ,  and IV a r e  p redomina te ly  r u r a l  in  c h a r a c t e r .

As i n d i c a t e d  in  Table  2,  r u r a l  f a m i l i e s  in  pove r ty  decreased  

in  a l l  r eg ions  ex cep t  Region TI between 1960 and 1970, both in  r e l a t i v e  

and a b s o l u t e  te rm s .

3
Spanish-Americans

Approximately 19 p e r c e n t  o f  A r iz o n a 's  1970 p o p u la t io n  was 

Spanish-American.  Some 81.1 p e rc e n t  o f  th e s e  were urban d w e l l e r s .

The Spanish-Americans  made up th e  l a r g e s t  e th n i c  group in  Arizona 

fo l lowed  by th e  Ind ians  which accounted f o r  5 .4  p e rc e n t  o f  t h e  s t a t e ' s  

p o p u la t io n  and t h e  Negroes w i th  3 .0  p e r c e n t . ^  The h e a v i e s t  Spanish-  

American c o n c e n t r a t i o n s  were in  t h e  sou thern  co u n t ie s  o f  th e  s t a t e  

in c lu d in g  Santa  Cruz,  G reen lee ,  Cochise ,  P i n a l ,  and G i la .  By county ,  

Spanish-American f a m i l i e s  ranged from 69.2  p e rc e n t  f o r  Santa  Cruz to  

5 .7  p e r c e n t  f o r  Mohave County (Table  4 ) .

Pover ty  d a ta  f o r  Spanish-Americans  i s  given in  Tables  3 and 4. 

The p ro p o r t io n  o f  Arizona Spanish-American f a m i l i e s  who were poor in  

1970 was g r e a t e r  than  t h a t  o f  t h e  s t a t e .  In 1970, 15 .8  p e r c e n t  o f

3. For t h i s  work , Spanish-Americans a r e  th o se  Arizona r e s i d e n t s  
speak ing  th e  Spanish language o r  having a Spanish surname.

4. U.S. Department o f  Commerce, 1970 Arizona Census o f  Popula- 
t i o n , pp. 4-91 and 4-92. Since  t h e r e  were only 305 r u r a l  Negro 
r e s i d e n t s  below th e  pove r ty  t h r e s h o l d ,  they  w i l l  no t  be inc luded  in  
t h i s  r e s e a r c h .
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a l l  Arizona f a m i l i e s  had incomes below th e  pover ty  l e v e l  w h i le  21.1 

p e r c e n t  o f  a l l  Arizona Spanish-American f a m i l i e s  were poor (Table 3) .

I t  shou ld  be no ted  t h a t  Spanish-American r u r a l  poor made up ove r  15 

p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  s t a t e ' s  t o t a l  r u r a l  poor .

The co u n t ie s  w i th  the  l a r g e s t  pe rcen tage  o f  poor Spanish-Americans 

in  1970 were Apache, Yavapai , Santa  Cruz,  and Cochise Count ies  (Table 4 ) .  

Apache,  Yavapai, and Santa  Cruz Count ies  were a l s o  among t h e  s t a t e ' s  f i v e  

p o o r e s t  c o u n t i e s .  Although th e  1970 Census does no t  p rov ide  da ta  on 

Spanish-American p o p u la t io n  on a r u r a l  and nonrura l  b a s i s ,  a high p o r t i o n  

o f  a l l  f a m i l i e s  in  th e se  co u n t ie s  a re  r u r a l  (see  Table  2 ) .

A reg io n a l  breakdown o f  Spanish-Americans i s  a l s o  given in  Table 

4. As shown, most Spanish-Americans and most poor Spanish-Americans 

l i v e d  in  the  urban co u n t ie s  o f  Region I .  Of a l l  poor Spanish-American 

f a m i l i e s ,  80 p e r c e n t  l i v e d  in  th e s e  urban c o u n t i e s .  In each r e g io n ,  

about 20 p e r c e n t  o f  Spanish-American fa m i l i e s  were poor.

Ind ians

In 1970, approx im ate ly  5 .4  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  s t a t e ' s  t o t a l  popula ­

t i o n  was In d ian .  This r e p r e s e n t s  a one p e rc en t  decrease  s in c e  1960 

(see  Table  5 ) .  Data a r e  no t  a v a i l a b l e  t o  c l a s s i f y  t h e  Indian popu la t ion  

as to  r u r a l  o r  u rb a n , b u t  due to  the  l o c a t i o n  o f  most o f  t h e  s t a t e ' s  

r e s e r v a t i o n s ,  i t  may be concluded t h a t  most o f  A r iz o n a 's  Ind ians  a re  

r u r a l  (see  F igure  3) .

The c o u n t ie s  wi th  h e a v i e s t  Indian  c o n c e n t r a t io n s  were Apache, 

Navajo,  Coconino, and G i l a ,  which ranged from 74.3  p e rc e n t  f o r  Apache 

County to  15.7 p e r c e n t  f o r  G i la .  Region I I I  had th e  h i g h e s t  p ro p o r t io n  

o f  i t s  p o p u la t io n  c l a s s i f i e d  as Indian  w i th  47 .2  p e r c e n t .



Table  5. Ind ian  P o p u la t io n ;  S t a t e ,  Region, and County; A r izona ,  1960 and 1970.

1970 1960

Region and 
County Indian

Popula t ion

Indian  P o pu la t ion  As 
A P e rc e n t  Of County, 
Region, S t a t e ,  o r  

P opu la t ion

Indian
Popu la t ion

Ind ian  Popu la t ion  As 
A P e rc e n t  Of County, 
Region, S t a t e ,  o r  

P opu la t ion

Region I :
Pi ma 8,837 2 .5 7,307 2 .8
Maricopa 11,159 1.2 8,136 1.2
Yuma 2,277 3 .7 1,802 3.9
Pina l 6,405 9 .4 5,760 9 .2

l o t a i : Region I 28,678 2 .0 23,005 2 .2

Region I I :
Mohave 869 3 .4 727 9 .4
Coconino 11,996 24.8 11,668 27.9
Yavapai 686 1.9 780 2 .7

T o t a l :  Region I I 13,551 12.2 13,175 16 .8

Region I I I :
Navajo 23,023 48 .3 19,324 50.9
Apache 23,994 74.3 22,814 75.0
Gila 4,591 15.7 3,513 13.6

T o t a l :  Region I I I 51,608 47.2 45,651 48.5

Region IV:
Graham 1,682 10.1 1,249 8.9
Greenlee 124 1.2 182 1.6
Cochise 152 .2 108 .2
Santa  Cruz 22 .2 17 .2

T o t a l :  Region IV 1,980 1.9 1,556 1.7

S t a t e  T o t a l : 95,812 5 .4 83,387 6 .4

Source: Employment S e c u r i t y  Commission o f  Arizona ,  Manpower S e rv ices  t o  Arizona I n d i a n s ,  1970,
Research and In fo rm a t ion  S e r i e s  No. OPR-2-71, June 1971.
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The l i m i t e d  da ta  on income l e v e l s  o f  A r iz o n a 's  Indians  i s  

p r e s e n te d  in  Table  6.  On n e a r ly  a l l  r e s e r v a t i o n s , th e  average  family  

income i s  very low. For seven o f  t h e  e leven  r e s e r v a t i o n s  f o r  which 

da ta  i s  a v a i l a b l e ,  th e  average family  income was l e s s  than $4,000.

Based on the  da ta  t h a t  i s  a v a i l a b l e ,  i t  i s  e s t im a ted  t h a t  approximate ly  

10,000 r u r a l  Ind ian  f a m i l i e s  were poor in  1970. This c o n s t i t u t e s  50
c

p e rc e n t  o f  a l l  r u r a l  poor f a m i l i e s .

Low-Production Farms

S t a t e ,  R eg io n a l , and County Aggregates

Low-production fa rm s , those  producing l e s s  than $20,000® in  

a g r i c u l t u r a l  o u tp u t  in  one y e a r ,  a re  an o th e r  component o f  ru r a l  pove r ty .  

This da ta  i s  given on a s t a t e ,  r e g io n ,  and county breakdown wi th  t h e  

change in number between 1959 and 1969 p re sen ted  in  Tables  7 ,  8 ,  and 9.

The t o t a l  number o f  farms d e c l in ed  by 17.9 p e rc e n t  (Table 7) 

from 7,173 in  1959 to  5,890 in  1969. All c l a s s e s  o f  farms ex cep t  V 

d e c l in e d  in  number. The l a t t e r  i n c r e a s e d  by 24 .7  p e r c e n t  (abnormal 

farms w i l l  n o t  be inc luded  in  t h i s  d i s c u s s i o n ) .

The t o t a l  number o f  low-product ion  farms was a l a r g e  p o r t i o n  

o f  a l l  farms— in  1959, 2,480 o r  34.6 p e r c e n t  o f  a l l  farms were low

5. See U.S. Department o f  Commerce, 1970 Arizona Census o f  
P o p u l a t i o n , pp. 4-109.

6. Net income from farming v a r i e s  c o n s id e ra b ly  depending on 
type  o f  farm, reg ion  o f  th e  c o u n t ry ,  and s i z e .  To e s t a b l i s h  a leve l
o f  g ross  s a l e s  t h a t  would p rov ide  a n e t  income t o  th e  farm family  above 
th e  pover ty  t h r e s h o ld  i s  l i k e w is e  d i f f i c u l t .  But s t u d i e s  done by the  
USDA revea l  t h a t  g e n e r a l l y ,  i f  a f a rm 's  gross  s a l e s  a r e  g r e a t e r  than 
$20,000,  the  n e t  income w i l l  be g r e a t e r  than $4,000 pe r  y e a r .  See 
A. Gordon Bal l  and Earl  0. Heady, S i z e ,  S t r u c t u r e ,  and Future  o f  Farms, 
(Ames, Iowa S t a t e  U n iv e r s i ty  P r e s s ,  1972),  p. 69.



Table  6.  Arizona Ind ian  R e s e r v a t io n s ; S e le c t e d  Data;  March 1971. '

A v a i l ab l e

Rese rva t ion R es iden t
Popu la t ion

Reserva t ion
Acreage

Family Average 
Income

Labor Force 
16 Yrs.  Old 
And Older

Employed P e rcen t
Unemployed

Camp Verde 682 690 $ 2,950 285 54 81.1

Chemehuevi3 191 28,224 NA 48 35 27.1

Cocopah 428 528 2,465 169 38 77 .5

Colorado River*3 1,840 264,091 NA ‘ 610 399 34.6

F o r t  Apache 6,144 1,664,872 NA 1,850 854 53 .8

F o r t  McDowell 340 24,000 6,000 82 80 2 .4

F o r t  Mohave0 339 38,383 NA 80 50 37.5

F o r t  Yuma^ 1,253 9,282 NA 434 298 31.3

G i la  Bend 459 10,337 (488)e .101 78 22 .8

Gi1 a River 8,311 371,933 4,531 2,280 1,835 19 .5

Havasupai 374 3,058 NA 141 66 53 .2

Ho pi 6,282 650,013 1,950 1,897 895 52 .8

Haulapai 1,035 993,123 5,141 426 209 50.9

Kaibab 136 120,413 2,850 49 25 49.0

Maricopa (Ak Chin) 248 21,840 2,700 66 66 0

Navajo^ 72,500 15,360,000 (913)e 40,346 26,000 35.6

Papago ( S e l l s ) 9,342 2 ,773 ,388 (975)e 2,982 2,256 24.3

S a l t  River 2,410 46,600 3,300 630 554 12.1



Table  6 . — Continued.

R ese rva t ion Res iden t
Popula t ion

Reserva t ion
Acreage

Family Average 
Income

A v a i lab le  
Labor Force 
16 Yrs. Old 
And Older

Employed Pe rcen t
Unemployed

San Car los 4,686 1,877,216 2,985 1,074 578 46 .2

San Xavier 2,243 71,095 (825)e 319 245 2 3 .2 .

Y a v ap a i -P re sc o t t 90 1,558 4,139 42 20 52.4

S t a t e  Total 119,333 24,330,644 - - 53,911 34,635 35.8

^Located a long th e  shores  o f  Lake Havasu. Res iden ts  l i v e  p a r t l y  in  C a l i f o r n i a  and p a r t l y  in  
Arizona.

^P opu la t ion  c o n s i s t s  o f  Mojave, Chemehuevi, Navajo,  and Hopi In d ian s .

^Reserva t ion  extends  i n t o  C a l i f o r n i a  and Nevada.

^R eserva t ion  extends  i n t o  C a l i f o r n i a .

^Paren theses  d e p i c t  ( r e s e r v a t i o n )  pe r  c a p i t a  income as opposed t o  average fam ily  income f o r  
th e  o t h e r  r e s e r v a t i o n s .

^The Navajo Reserva t ion  ex tends i n t o  New Mexico and Utah. The t o t a l  r e s e r v a t i o n  popu la t io n  was 
e s t im a te d  to  be 131,000 o f  which 72,500 l i v e  in  Arizona.  The remaining f i g u r e s  r e l a t i n g  t o  income 
and employment a r e  f o r  th e  t o t a l  Navajo R ese rva t ion  p o p u la t io n .

Source: Bureau o f  Ind ian  A f f a i r s ;  Phoenix Area O f f i c e ,  March 1971.
CO45*
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Table 7. Arizona Farms by Economic C la s s ;  1959 and 1969.

1969 1959
Arizona Farms Number P e rcen t  Of 

All Farms Number Percen t  Of 
All Farms

Pe rcen t
Change

Class  I -  Sa les  o f  $40,000 and Over 1,593 27.0 1,609 22.4 -  1 .0

Class  I I  -  Sa les  o f  $20,000 to  $39,999 615 10.4 984 13.7 -3 7 .5

Class  I I I  -  Sa les  o f  $10,000 to  $19,999 582 9 .9 920 12.8 -3 6 .7

Class  IV - Sa les  o f  $5,000 to  $9,999 649 11.0 656 9.1 -  1 .2

Class  V - Sa les  o f  $2,500 to  $4,999 813 13.8 652 9.1 +24.7
Class  VIa 243 4.1 252 3 .5 -  3 .6

Part-Time*3 1,105 18.8 1,633 22.8 -3 2 .3

P a r t - R e t i r e m e n t0 208 3.5 394 5 .5 -4 7 .2

Abnormal^ 82 1 .4 73 1.0 +12.3

Total 5,890 100.0 7,173 100.0 -1 7 .9

aClass VI farms have a value o f  farm products  so ld  o f  $50 to  $2,499 and a farm o p e r a t o r  under 
65 y e a r s  o f  age who d id  n o t  work o f f  th e  farm 100 days o r  more in  th e  census y e a r .

^ P a r t - t im e  farms have a value  o f  farm products  so ld  o f  $50 to  $2,499 and a farm o p e r a t o r  under
65 y e a r s  o f  age who worked o f f  th e  farm 100 days o r  more in  t h e  census y e a r .

cP a r t - r e t i r e m e n t  farms have a value  o f  farm produc ts  so ld  o f  $50 to  $2,499 and an o p e r a to r
65 y e a r s  o ld  o r  over .

^Abnormal farms inc lude  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  f a rm s , exper imenta l  and re sea rc h  fa rm s ,  and Indian  
r e s e r v a t i o n s .  I n s t i t u t i o n a l  farms in c lu d e  those  o p e ra ted  by h o s p i t a l s ,  p e n i t e n t i a r i e s ,  s c h o o l s ,  
g raz ing  a s s o c i a t i o n s ,  government a g e n c i e s ,  e t c .

Source : 1959 and 1969 Arizona Census o f  A g r i c u l t u r e , Vol. 1 ,  P a r t  43.



Table  8. Farms by Economic Class  f o r  S t a t e  and Region; A r izona ,  1959 and 1969.

Economic Class 
of Farm

Region I Region II Region III Region IV State

1969 1959 Percent
Change 1969 1959 Percent

Change 1959 1959 Percent
Change 1969 1959 Percent

Change 1969 1959 Percent
Change

Class I
Sales > $40,000 1,201 1,334 -10.0
Class II 
$20,000-539,999 356 653 -45.5
Class III 
$10,000-519,999 284 490 -42.0
Class IV 
$5,COO-$9,999 312 320 - 2.5
Class V 
$2,500-54,999 460 363 26.7
Class VIC 107 137 -21.9
Part-Time1* 524 837 -37.4
Part-Retirement6 105 209 -49.8
Abnormal*1 34 28 21.4
Total Number of 

Farms 3,383 4,371 -22.6
Total Number 

Low-Produc­
tion Farms

1,163 1,310 -11.2

Low-Production 
Farms As A % 
Of All Farms

34.4 30.0 —

Part-time Farms 
As A Percent 
Of All Farms

15.5 19.1 —

99 61 38.4 48 35 37.1

- 63 46 37.0 48
\

52 - 7.7

71 92 -22.8 51 94 -45 .7

113 117 - 3.4 74 59 - 8.6

95 73 30.1 91 100 - 9.0
41 43 - 4.7 29 11 163.6

178 275 -35.3 188 156 20.5
30 64 -53.1 25 38 -34.2

. 15 8 87.5 24 31 -22.6

705 779 - 9.5 573 598 - 3.3

320 325 - 1.5 245 264 - 7.2

45.4 41.7 — 42.4 44.1 --

25.2 35.3 32.5 26.1 __

245 179 36.9 1,593 1,609 - 1.0

75 233 -67.8 615 984 -37.5

87 244 -64.3 582 920 -36.7

107 160 -33.1 649 656 - 1.1

90 121 -25.6 813 657 23.7
66 56 17.9 243 247 - 1.6

215 365 -41.1 1,105 1,633 -32.3
48 83 -42.2 203 394 -47.2
9 6 50.0 82 73 12.3

942 1,447 -34.9 5,890 7,173 -17.9

350 581 -39.8 2,287 2,480 - 7.8

37.2 40.2 -- 38.8 34.6 —

22.8 25.2 18.8 22.8

aEach economic class relates to the value of all farm products sold per year from any one particular farm.

^Region I = Pima, Maricopa, Yuma, and Pinal Counties 
Region II = Mohave, Coconino, and Yavapai Counties 
Region III = Navajo, Apache, and Gila Counties 
Region IV = Graham, Greenlee, Cochise, and Santa Cruz Counties.



Table 8 .- Continued.

cClass VI farms have a value of farm products sold of $50 to $2,499 and a farm operator under 65 years of age who 
did not work off the farm 100 days or more in the census year.

^Part-time farms have a value of farm products sold of $50 to $2,499 and a"farm operator under 65 years of age who 
worked off the farm 100 days or more in the census year.

ePart-retirement farms have a value of farm products sold of $50 to $2,499 and an operator 65 years old or over.

Âbnormal farms Include institutional farms, experimental and research farms, and Indian reservations. Institutional 
farms include those operated by hospitals, penitentiaries, schools, grazing associations, government agencies, etc.

Source: 1959 and 1969 Arizona Census of Agriculture, Vol. 1, Part 43.



Table  9. Low-Production Farms, Part -Time and P a r t - R e t i r e m e n t  Farms; S t a t e ,  Region, and County; 
A r izona ,  1959 and 1969. * III,

1969 - Humber of Farms 1959 - .Number of Farms
Region
and

County

Low-
Production

Farms

Number of 
Part-time 

Farms

Number of 
Part-Retire­
ment Farms

Total
Low-

Production
Farms

Number of 
Part-time 

Farms

Number of 
Part-Retire 
ment Farms

Total
Percent
Change
1959-1969

Region I: 
Pima 148 63 13 224 134 121 10 265 -15.5
Maricopa 658 346 71 1,075 740 470 146 1,356 -20.7
Yuma 261 66 8 335 284 145 31 460 -28.1
Pinal 96 49 13 158 152 101 22 275 -42.5

Total: Reqion I 1,163 524 105 1,792 1,310 837 209 17356 -23.9
Region II: 

Mohave 82 32 . 4 118 60 44 7 in 6.3
Coconino 67 49 7 123 66 88 5 159 -22.6
Yavapai 171 97 19 237 200 143 52 395 -27.3

Total: Reqion II 320 178 30 526 326 275 64 665 -20.6
Region III: 

Navajo 85 86 10 131 91 68 21 180 .6
Acache S9 74 10 183 104 43 1 148 23.6
Gila 61 28 5 94 69 45 16 130 -27.7

Total: Reqion III 245 183 25 458 264 156 38 458 0
Region IV: 

Graham 109 31 ' 7 147 141 80 10 231 -36.4
Greenlee 54 23 6 83 60 21 7 88 - 5.7
Cochise 237 143 34 414 332 251 50 633 -34.6
Santa Cruz 69 18 1 83 48 13 16 77 14.3

Total: Region IV 469 215 48 ?32 581 355 83 1,029 -26.9
State Total 2,197 1,105 208 3,510 2,481 1,633 394 4,508 -22.1

^Low-production farms are those with less than $20,000 annual sales of agriculture products and include Classes
III, IV, V, VI.

Source: 1959 and 1969 Arizona Census of Agriculture, Volume I, Part 43.
CO
03
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Low-production farms as a whole d e c l i n e d  by only  7 .8  p e rc e n t  

between 1959 and 1969 (Tables  8 and 9 ) .  Fur thermore ,  they  decreased  in  

a l l  co u n t ie s  ex cep t  Pima, Mohave, Coconino, and Santa  Cruz (Table  9 ) .

Of t h e s e  c o u n t i e s ,  Mohave and Santa  Cruz had th e  g r e a t e s t  i n c r e a s e  in  

low -produc t ion  farms w i th  22 and 21 farms o r  36.6  and 43 .8  p e r c e n t ,  

r e s p e c t i v e l y .

All  r eg io n s  showed a d e c l i n e  in  low-product ion  farms.  Region 

IV had th e  l a r g e s t  d e c l i n e  in  low-product ion  farms with  a d ecrease  o f  

39 .8  p e rc e n t .  While th e  number o f  low -product ion  farms in  th e  s t a t e  

and each reg io n  d e c rea se d ,  t h e  number o f  p a r t - t i m e  and p a r t - r e t i r e m e n t  

farms a l s o  d e c l i n e d  f o r  th e  s t a t e  and f o r  a l l  r eg ions  excep t  Region I I I  

which had an in c r e a s e  in  t h e  number o f  p a r t - t i m e  farms.  The t r e n d  then 

seems to  be e i t h e r  t o  farm f u l l - t i m e  even a t  a low l e v e l  o f  p roduc t ion  

o r  f i n d  o t h e r  f u l l - t i m e  employment. (See Appendix I I I , Tables  42-44, 

f o r  a f u r t h e r  breakdown o f  Arizona fa rm s . )

Employment S ta tu s

S t a t e ,  R eg io n a l , and County Aggregates

The s t a t e ' s  l a b o r  fo r c e  in c re a s e d  by 4 1 .6  p e r c e n t  from 470,955 

in  1960 to  666,809 in  1970. During th e  same p e r io d  the  r u r a l  l a b o r  

fo r c e  i n c r e a s e d  only  5 .8  p e rc e n t  from 107,803 t o  114,035. The unemploy­

ment r a t e  was l e s s  in  1970 than  1960 f o r  both t h e  s t a t e  l a b o r  fo r c e  and 

th e  r u r a l  l a b o r  fo r c e  w i th  t h e  s t a t e  unemployment r a t e  in  1970 a t  4 .0  

p e r c e n t  and th e  r u r a l  unemployment r a t e  being 4 .9  p e rc en t  (Table  10).

p r o d u c t i o n  f a r m s .  In  1 9 6 9 ,  2 ,2 8 7  o r  3 8 .8  p e r c e n t ,  w e re  l o w - p r o d u c t io n

f a r m s .



Table  10. Employment S t a tu s  f o r  Tota l  S t a t e  and Rural Labor Fo rces ;  S t a t e ,  Region, and County; 
A r izona ,  1960 and 1970.

1970 1960

Region and 
- County '

Number In 
The Total 

Labor 
Force

Percent Of 
Total Labor 

Force
Unemployed

Number In 
The Rural 

Labor 
Force

Percent Of 
Rural Labor 

Force
Unemployed

Number In 
The Total 

Labor 
Force

Percent Of 
Total Labor 

Force
Unemployed

Number In 
The Rural 

Labor 
Force

Percent Of 
Rural Labor 

Force
Unemployed

Region I: 
Pima 130,093 3.8 16,910 3.3 97,234 5.5 10,769 4.0
Maricopa 385,182 3.8 21,850 4.9 249,994 4.4 32,750 3.5
Yuma 24,254 4.1 8,343 3.6 18,921 4.2 8,445 7.7
Pinal 21,308 5.0 9,857 5.1 19,013 7.1 9,768 6.8

Total: Reoion I 561,847 3.9 56,960 4.3 385,162 4.8 61.733 4.7
Region II:

Mohave
Coconino
Yavapai

9,521
16,832
12,440

6.3 
4.7
4.3

6,556
6,440
6,865

7.2
4.7
3.7

3,005
14,474
10,455

4.0
7.2
3.7

1,088
4,721
5.651

5.6
9.9 .
3.5

total: Reoion ii 38,793 5.0 19,951 5.2 27,944 5.5 11,460 6.3
Region III:

Navajo 12,809 6.5 8,188 8.3 9,579 8.4 4,950 12.4
Apache 6,692 8.7 6,892 8.7 6,878 13.9 6,878 13.9
Gila 9,675 3.8 • 5,450 4.5 8,289 6.4 4,191 5.5

Total: Reqion III 29,377 6.1 20,520 7.4 24,745 9.3 16,019 11.2
Region IV: 

Graham 5,058 3.7 3,162 4.0 4,482 6.7 2,633 7.4
Greenlee ‘ 3,662 3.7 1,859 3.2 3,759 6.1 2,455 5.9
Cochise 23,470 4.0 9,702 3.6 21,091 4.6 12,312 2.9
Santa Cruz 4.602 3.7 1,861 2.5 3,771 5.2 1,191 3.8

Total: Reoion IV 26,792 3.9 16,584 3.5 33,103 5.1 18,591 4.0
State Total 666,809 4.0 114,035 4.9 470,955 5.1 107,803 5.7

aThe labor force is defined as including all residents 14 years old and over including members of the Armed Forces 
(persons on active duty).

Source: 1960 and 1970 Arizona Census of Population, General Social and Economic Characteristics, PC(1)-C4
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The r u r a l  l a b o r  fo r c e  had a lower unemployment r a t e  in  a l l  

co u n t ie s  in  1970 than in  1960 excep t  Cochise ,  Maricopa,  Mohave, and 

Yavapai C ount ies .  To ta l  unemployment was lower in  a l l  c o u n t ie s  excep t  

Mohave and Yavapai (Table  10).

The r u r a l  l a b o r  fo r c e  had a 74.2  p e rcen t  i n c r e a s e  in Region I I  

and a 28.2  p e r c e n t  i n c r e a s e  in  Region I I I ,  b u t  showed a d ec rea se  o f  

7 .7  and 10 .8  p e rc e n t  f o r  Regions I and IV, r e s p e c t i v e l y .  Fur thermore ,  

th e  r a t e  o f  r u r a l  unemployment was g r e a t e r  in  Regions I and I I I  in  1970 

than 1960.

In summary, th e  r u r a l  l a b o r  fo r c e  i s  expanding a t  a much s lower  

r a t e  than th e  urban l a b o r  f o r c e .  Second, th e  r a t e  o f  unemployment i s  

g r e a t e r  among th e  r u r a l  p o p u la t io n  than the  urban. And f i n a l l y .  Region 

I I I  exper ienced  a r a p id  in c r e a s e  in  i t s  r u r a l  l a b o r  fo r c e  in th e  presence  

o f  t h e  h i g h e s t  reg io n a l  unemployment r a t e  o f  t h e  s t a t e .

Spanish-Americans

No r u r a l - u r b a n  breakdown i s  given f o r  da ta  on unemployment r a t e s  

f o r  A r iz o n a 's  Spanish-American p o p u la t io n .  Hence, da ta  p re sen ted  here  

w i l l  p e r t a i n  to  th e  e n t i r e  Spanish-American p o p u la t io n .

In 1970, th e  Spanish-American la b o r  fo r c e  o f  th e  s t a t e  had a 

h ig h e r  unemployment r a t e  than  t h a t  o f  th e  t o t a l  s t a t e  l a b o r  fo r c e  (see  

Table  11).  Seven co u n t ie s  had Spanish-American unemployment r a t e s  g r e a t e r  

than t h a t  o f  t h e  co rresponding  t o t a l  county l a b o r  fo r c e  and one county ,  

Coconino, had th e  same r a t e  o f  unemployment in  both  t h e  Spanish-American 

and t o t a l  l a b o r  f o r c e .

Region I ,  which was urban in  c h a r a c t e r  and con ta ined  80.3  p e rc e n t  

o f  th e  t o t a l  Spanish-American l a b o r  fo r c e  in  1970, had t h e  g r e a t e s t



Table  11. Employment S ta tu s  o f  Spanish-Americans , I n d ia n s 3 , and Total  Labor Force ;  S t a t e ,  Region, and 
County; A r izona ,  1970.

Region and 
County

Number In 
Total  
Labor 
Force

P ercen t  Of 
To ta l  Labor 

Force
Unemployed

Number In 
Spanish-  
Ameri can 

Labor Force

P e rc e n t  Of 
Span ish-  
American 
Labor Force 
Umempl oyed

Number In 
Indian 
Labor 
Force

P e rc e n t  Of 
Ind ian  

Labor Force 
Unemployed

Region I:  
Maricopa 130,093 3 .8 46,109 5.2
Pima 386,182 3 .8 26,283 4 .6 — — —

Pina l 24,264 4.1 6,995 6 .5 — — ——

Yuma 21,308 5.0 5,857 5 .3 — — —

T o ta l :  Region I 561,847 3.9 85,244 5 .2 7,673 23 .8
Region I I :  

Yavapai 9,521 6 .3 1,382 3.5
Coconino 16,832 4 .7 2,323 4 .7 - - — —

Mohave 12,440 4 .3 590 3.9 — - -

T o t a l :  Region I I 38,793 5 .0 4,296 4 .2 1,071 57.1
Region I I I :  

Apache 12,809 6 .5 588 5 .8
Navajo 6,892 8 .7 1,560 5 .0 -  - — —

Gila 9,676 3 .8 2,520 4 .4 — — —

T o ta l :  Region I I I 29,377 6.1 4,668 4 .8 42,243 36.4
Region IV: 

Graham 5,058 3 .7 1,048 3 .5
Greenlee 3,662 3 .7 1,600 5 .6 — —

Cochise 23,470 4.0 6,085 3.9 -  — ——

Santa  Cruz 4,602 3 .7 3,171 4 .9 . -  — -  -

T o t a l :  Region IV 36,792 3.9 11,904 5 .0 2,924 51.0
S t a t e  Total 666,809 4 .0 106,112 5.0 53,911 35.8

a Ind ian  la b o r  fo rce  d a ta  was not a v a i l a b l e  on a county b a s i s .  The Indian f i g u r e s  f o r  each 
reg ion  were de r iv ed  from r e s e r v a t i o n  d a t a .  In some cases  th e  r e s e r v a t i o n s  extend i n t o  ne ighbor ing  
s t a t e s .

Source : 1970 Arizona Census o f  P o p u l a t i o n , and Bureau o f  Indian  A f f a i r s ,  P r o f i l e s  o f  
Arizona In d ia n s .



p e r c e n t  o f  th e  Spanish-American l a b o r  fo rce  unemployed, 5 .2  p e r c e n t ;  

Region IV (a r u r a l  r eg ion )  had th e  nex t  h i g h e s t  r a t e  a t  5 .0  p e r c e n t  

(Table  11) .

Ind ians

Many o f  th e  Indian r e s e r v a t i o n s  were faced  with  high unemploy­

ment r a t e s  as shown in  Table 12. There i s  l i t t l e  doubt t h a t  Indian  

unemployment was f a r  h i g h e r ,  and consequent ly  th e  median fam ily  income 

lower ,  than  t h a t  o f  any o t h e r  s i g n i f i c a n t  e t h n i c  group in  th e  s t a t e .

The f i v e  Arizona r e s e r v a t i o n s  co n ta in in g  th e  l a r g e s t  number o f  In d ia n s — 

Navajo,  G ila  R iv e r ,  Papago ( S e l l s ) ,  For t  Apache, and Hopi—had unemploy­

ment r a t e s  rang ing  from 19.5 p e rc e n t  f o r  G i la  River t o  53.8  p e r c e n t  

f o r  For t  Apache.

The h i g h e s t  unemployment r a t e  was in Region I I  with  57.1 p e r ­

c e n t ,  fo llowed c l o s e l y  by Region IV wi th  51.0  p e rc en t  unemployed. By 

f a r  th e  g r e a t e s t  p ro p o r t io n  o f  t h e  s t a t e ' s  Indian  la b o r  fo r c e  was in  

Region I I I  (78 .4  p e rc en t )  w i th  42,243 and had 36.4  p e rc en t  o f  th e  l a b o r  

fo r c e  unemployed.

. 43

Housing Conditions

S t a t e ,  R eg io n a l , and County Aggregates®

Poor hous ing f a c i l i t i e s  may a l so  be an im por tan t  component o f

po v e r ty .

6.  The only  d a t a  a v a i l a b l e  a t  t h i s  t ime on housing c o n d i t io n s  
f o r  A r iz o n a 's  co u n t ie s  i s  f o r  th o se  f a m i l i e s  below th e  pover ty  leve l  
as s p e c i f i e d  in  th e  U.S. Department o f  Commerce, 1970 Arizona Census 
o f  P o p u l a t i o n , pp. 4-208, 4-209,  4-222,  and 4-223.



44

Table  12. Ind ian  P o pu la t ion  and Employment C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ; S t a t e ,  
Region, and R es e rv a t io n ;  Arizona ,  1970.

Region & Rese rva t ion P opu la t ion Labor Force % Unemployed

Region I :
Papago ( S e l l s ) 9 ,342 2,982 24.3
San Xavier 2,243 319 23.2
F o r t  McDowell 340 82 2 .4
S a l t  River 2,410 630 12.1
G ila  River 8,311 2,280 19.5
Mari copa 248 66 0
Gila  Bend 459 101 22.8
Cocopah 428 169 77.5
F or t  Yuma 1,253 434 31.3
Colorado River* 1,840 610 34.6

T o ta l :  Region I 26,874 7,673 23.8

Region I I :  K
For t  Mohave 339 80 37.5
Haulapai 1,035 426 50.9
Kaibab 136 49 49.0
Havasupai 374 . 141 53.2
Y a v ap a i -P re s c o t t 90 42 52.4
Camp Verde 682 285 81.1
Chemehuevic 191 48 27.1

T o ta l :  Region I I 2,847 1,071 57.1

Region I I I :  
Navajod 72,500 40,346 35.6
Hopi 6,282 1,897 52.8

'T o ta l : Region I I I 78,782 42,243 36.4

Region IV:
F o r t  Apache 6,144 1,850 53 .8
San Car los 4,686 1,074 46.2

T o t a l : Region IV 10,830 2,924 51.0

S t a t e  Total 119,333 53,911 35.8

aThe Colorado River  R ese rva t ion  c o n s i s t s  o f  Mojave, Chemehuevi, 
Navajo,  and Hopi Ind ians  and extends  i n t o  C a l i f o r n i a .

^R ese rva t ion  extends  i n t o  C a l i f o r n i a  and Nevada.

^R ese rva t ion  extends i n t o  C a l i f o r n i a .

^The Navajo R ese rva t ion  extends  i n to  New Mexico and Utah. The 
t o t a l  r e s e r v a t i o n  p o p u la t io n  was e s t im a te d  to  be 131,000 o f  which 72,500 
l i v e  in  Arizona.  The remain ing employment f i g u r e s  r e l a t e  to  the  t o t a l  
Navajo R ese rva t ion  p o p u la t io n .

Source: U.S. Department o f  I n t e r i o r ,  Reserva t ion  Programs,
Bureau o f  Ind ian  A f f a i r s ,  Phoenix Area O f f i c e ,  Phoenix ,  Arizona ,  1970.
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In t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  d a ta  a r e  p re sen ted  on the  adequacy o f  plumbing
7 8

f a c i l i t i e s  o f  occupied hous ing u n i t s .

The households  in th e  urban segment were b e t t e r  equipped w i th  

plumbing f a c i l i t i e s  in  1970. Only 1.9 p e r c e n t  o f  a l l  urban households 

were l a ck in g  some o r  a l l  plumbing f a c i l i t i e s  compared t o  13.2 p e rc en t  

f o r  the  r u r a l  nonfarm and 30.1 p e rc e n t  o f  farm households  (Table 13).

Of a l l  households in  th e  s t a t e  below th e  pover ty  th r e s h o ld  o f  income, 

some 24 .6  p e r c e n t  had incomple te  plumbing (Table 14).  Region I I I ,  a 

r u r a l  r e g io n ,  had th e  h i g h e s t  p o r t i o n  o f  pover ty  households  with 

incomple te  plumbing, 57.9 p e r c e n t ,  and Region I ,  an urban reg ion  had 

the  lowest  p e rc e n t  o f  pover ty  households  with  incomple te  plumbing,

10.0 p e rc e n t  (Table  14).

Spanish-Americans

In 1970, Spanish-American housing and plumbing f a c i l i t i e s  were 

much poore r  than  th e  t o t a l  popu la t io n  o f  the  s t a t e .  For t h e  t o t a l  o f  7 8

7. Units " la c k in g  some o r  a l l  plumbing f a c i l i t i e s "  may lack  
ho t  w a te r ,  b a th tub  (o r  shower) ,  f lu s h  t o i l e t ,  o r  a l l  o f  th e se  f a c i l ­
i t i e s .  Also inc luded  in  t h i s  ca tego ry  a re  u n i t s  having no piped 
w a te r  i n s i d e  th e  s t r u c t u r e s  and u n i t s  with  t o i l e t  o r  plumbing f a c i l ­
i t i e s  which a re  a l so  used by an o th e r  household .  U.S. Department o f  
Commerce, 1970 Arizona Census o f  P o p u la t i o n , p.  APP-31.

8. An occupied housing u n i t  i s  a group o f  rooms o r  a s i n g l e  
room occupied as a s e p a r a t e  l i v i n g  q u a r t e r .  A housing u n i t  can be 
occupied by a f a m i ly ,  a fam i ly  and u n re la t e d  persons  l i v i n g  t o g e t h e r ,  
a group o f  u n r e l a t e d  persons  l i v i n g  t o g e t h e r ,  o r  by one person . For 
each occupied housing u n i t ,  t h e r e  i s  one household .  The former term 
r e f e r s  t o  a type  o f  l i v i n g  q u a r t e r  and th e  l a t t e r  term r e f e r s  to  th e  
persons who occupy th e  q u a r t e r s .  Thus, t h e  t o t a l  number o f  households 
in  Arizona i s  equal t o  the  t o t a l  number o f  occupied housing  u n i t s  in  
th e  s t a t e .  See th e  U.S. Department o f  Commerce, 1970 Arizona Census o f  
P o p u la t i o n , p. APP-31.



46

Table  13. Adequacy o f  Household Plumbing; Total  S t a t e  and Spanish-  
Americans by P lace  o f  Res idence; Arizona ,  1970.

Number Of 
Households

P e rcen t  Lacking Some 
Or All Plumbing 

F a c i l i t i e s

S t a t e  T o t a l : 461,998 3 .8

Spanish-American 71,447 6 .7

Urban T o t a l : 393,516 1 .9

Spanish-American 60,990 5.1

Rural Nonfarm T o t a l : 63,156 13.2

Spanish-American 9,811 15.6

Rural Farm T o t a l : 5,326 30.1

Spanish-American 646 25.5

Source: 1970 Arizona Census o f  P o p u l a t i o n , General Soc ia l
and Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  PC(1)-C4.
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Table  14. Adequacy o f  Plumbing in  Poverty  Households;  S t a t e ,  Region, 
and County; A r izona ,  1970.

Region and 
County

Number o f  Households 
With Incomes Below 
The Pover ty  Level

P e rcen t  o f  Pover ty  
Households Lacking 
Some o r  All  Plumbing 

F a c i l i t i e s

Region I :
Pima 14,743 10.2
Maricopa 33,649 8.1
Yuma 2,234 14.1
Pina l 2,966 27.4

T o t a l :  Region I 53,592 10.0

Region I I :
Mohave 752 12.9
Coconino 1,851 38.1
Yavapai 2 ,073 8 .4

T o t a l :  Region I I 4,676 20.9

Region I I I :
Navajo 2,902 59.1
Apache 2,244 73.6
G i la 1,475 31.5

T o t a l :  Region I I I 6,621 57.9

Region IV:
Graham 1,006 18.9
Greenlee 305 11.1
Cochise 2,663 11.0
Santa  Cruz 741 20.4

T o t a l :  Region IV 4,715 14.2
S t a t e  Total 69,604 24.6

Source : 1970 Arizona Census o f  P o p u l a t i o n , General Soc ia l
and Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  PC(1)-C4.
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a l l  Spanish-American households ,  6 .7  p e r c e n t  lacked  some o r  a l l  plumbing 

f a c i l i t i e s  compared t o  3 .8  p e r c e n t  f o r  the  t o t a l  popu la t io n  ( see  Table 

13) .

Spanish-American plumbing f a c i l i t i e s  were poore r  f o r  r u r a l  

households  than urban households .  Rural farm Spanish-American housing 

u n i t s  had 25.5  p e r c e n t  w i th  incomple te  plumbing and r u r a l  nonfarm 

hous ing u n i t s  had 15.6 p e rc e n t  with  incomple te  plumbing compared w i th  

5.1 p e r c e n t  in  urban a re a s  (Table  13).

On a r e g io n a l  breakdown, th e  p e rc e n t  o f  pove r ty  leve l  Spanish-  

American households  l a ck in g  some o r  a l l  plumbing f a c i l i t i e s  was c lo se  

t o  th e  s t a t e  average o f  18.2 p e r c e n t  excep t  Region I I  with  a r e t e  o f  

8 .5  p e r c e n t  (Table  15).

Ind ians

There was no d a ta  a v a i l a b l e  on th e  c o n d i t i o n  o r  adequacy o f  

the  housing u n i t s  o f  A r iz o n a 's  I n d ia n s .  But,  t h e  1969 P r o f i l e s  o f  

Phoenix Area Indians  summarizes Ind ian  housing as be ing  i n s u f f i c i e n t  

in  number and subs tanda rd  in  q u a l i t y .  They were f u r t h e r  d e sc r ib e d  as 

be ing small  w i th  l i m i t e d  p r iv a c y ,  running w a te r ,  o r  e l e c t r i c i t y ,  and
g

most s u f f e r e d  from poor s a n i t a r y  c o n d i t io n s .  9

9. United S t a t e s  Department o f  I n t e r i o r , Bureau o f  Ind ian  
A f f a i r s ,  1969 P r o f i l e s  o f  Arizona I n d i a n s , (Phoenix :  Phoenix Area 
O f f i c e , 1969).
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Table  15. Adequacy o f  Plumbing In Poor Spanlsh-American Households;  
S t a t e ,  Region, and County; A r izona ,  1970.

Region and 
County

Number o f  Households 
With Incomes Below 
The Pover ty  Level

P e rcen t  o f  Poverty  
Households Lacking 

Some o r  All Plumbing 
F a c i l i t i e s

Region I :
Pima 4,197 21.4
Maricopa 7,184 15.5
Yuma 759 16.7
Pinal 1,156 28.1

T o ta l :  Region I 13,296 18.5

Region I I :
Mohave 32 12.5
Coconino 184 2 .7
Yavapai 312 11.5

T o ta l :  Region I I 528 8.5

Region I I I :
Navajo 256 22.3
Apache 127 27.6
Gila 239 13.0

T o ta l :  Region I I I 622 19.8

Region IV:
Graham 289 11.8
Greenlee 193 15.5
Cochise 1,072 17.9
Santa  Cruz 627 22.0

T o ta l :  Region IV 2,181 18.1

S t a t e  T o t a l : 16,627 18.2

Source:  1970 Arizona Census o f  P o p u la t i o n , General Soc ia l  and
Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  PC(1)-C4.
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Health  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s

S t a t e ,  R eg iona l ,  and County Aggregates

The f i v e  l e a d in g  d e a th -ca u s in g  d i s e a s e s  in  Arizona in 1968 

were:  h e a r t  d i s e a s e s ,  m a l ignan t  neoplasms ( c a n c e r ) ;  c e r e b r o v a s c u la r

( s t r o k e s ) ;  b r o n c h i t i s ,  emphysema, and asthma; and in f lu e n z a  and 

pneumonia (Table  16) .  These accounted  f o r  63 p e rc e n t  o f  t h e  t o t a l  

13,681 d e a t h s . 10

Data on h e a l t h  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a r e  no t  s e p a ra te d  by r u r a l -  

urban r e s id e n c e .  Consequently ,  th e  b e s t  i n d i c a t i o n  o f  r u r a l  in c id en ce  

i s  i n d i c a t e d  by th e  r u r a l i t y  o f  t h e  county (Table  2 ) .  Region I ,  con­

t a i n i n g  Pima, Maricopa,  P i n a l ,  and Yuma Count ies  was h ig h ly  urban in  

c h a r a c t e r ,  w h i le  th e  l a r g e s t  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  popu la t io n  in  Regions I I ,  

I I I ,  and IV was r u r a l .

The l e ad in g  cause  o f  death  f o r  th e  s t a t e  and each reg ion  was 

h e a r t  d i s e a s e  and th e  in c id e n ce  o f  deaths  was f a i r l y  uniform among 

r e g io n s .  The only  s u b s t a n t i a l  v a r i a n ce  from th e  s t a t e  r a t e  o f  48.2 

p e r c e n t  was Region I I I  in  which 39.1 p e rc en t  o f  a l l  dea ths  from th e se  

major causes  were r e l a t e d  t o  h e a r t  d i s e a s e s .

The second most im p o r tan t  cause  o f  death  was mal ignan t  neoplasms 

(cance r )  which,  depending on th e  county ,  accounted f o r  21 .5  t o  24.7 

p e r c e n t  o f  a l l  dea ths  from t h e s e  major d e a th -ca u s in g  d i s e a s e s .

Region I I I  w i th  i t s  p redomina te ly  Ind ian  popu la t io n  had a much 

h ig h e r  in c id en ce  o f  death  (15 .3  p e rcen t )  from in f lu e n z a  and pneumonia 

than  any o t h e r  r e g io n .

10. Arizona  S t a t e  Department o f  H ea l th ,  Arizona V i ta l  
S t a t i s t i c s ,  1968, (Phoenix ,  Health  Records and S t a t i s t i c s  D iv i s io n ,
1968).



T a b le  16 . I n c i d e n c e  o f  F iv e  L ead in g  D e a th -C a u s in g  D i s e a s e s ;  S t a t e ,  R e g io n ,  and C o u n ty ;  A r i z o n a ,
1968.

Region and 
County

Percent of
Heart
Disease

Malignant
a'eoplusnic
(Cancer)

Ce~ebrcvcscular
(Stroke)

Bronchitis, 
Emphysema & 

Asthma

Influenza
and

Pneumonia Total No. 
of Deaths 
By These 
Diseases

Percent of 
State 
Total 

Deaths 
By These 
Diseases

State
Population No. of 

Deaths
Percent2 
of Total 
Deaths

No. of 
Deaths

Percent2 
of Total 
Deaths

No. of 
Deaths

Percent2 
of Total 
Deaths

No. of 
Deaths

Percent2 
of Total 
Deaths

No. of 
Deaths

Percent2 
of Total 
Deaths

Region I:
Pi fra 19.3 937 48.6 . 447 23.2 257 13.3 174 9.0 113 5.9 1,928 22.4
y . z r ' c c p z 54.5 2,303 43.8 1,173 24.9 661 14.0 3C4 6.4 274 5.8 4,715 54.7
Final 3.9 123 43.3 65 22.S 51 18.0 23 8.1 22 7.7 234 3.3
Y.'.ra . 13.4 143 51.6 59 21.3 39 14.1 20 7.2 16 5.8 277 3.2

k t a i n n  I 817.1 3, iO o 43.7 2 4 . 2 1,003 1 4 . 0 521 7 . 2 4 2 5 5 . 9 7 , 2 0 4 83.6
Region 11: 

rrz.ave 1.5 55 44.7 24 19.5 27 17.1 15 12.2 8 6.5 123 1.4
Crccr.'rc 2.7 46 39.0 34 28.8 13 15.3 4 3.4 16 13.6 118 1.4
Yavaoai 2.1 183 53.5 70 19.8 57 16.1 27 7.6 10 2.8 353 4.1

Totrl: P . c o i o n  I I t.3 2 9 0 43.8 1 2 b 2 ; . 5 96 1 6 . 2 45 7 . 7 3 4 5 . 7 5 9 ; 6 . 9

Region III:
2.7 42 31.7 28 23.1 24 24.0 3 2.5 19 15.7 121 1.4

Apccc 1 . 8 19 26.8 19 26.8 13 18.3 - - 20 28.2 71 .8
Gila J.7 72 48.6 37 25.0 21 14.2 5 3.4 _ 13 8.8 148 1.7

Total: Region III 6.2 133 39.1 64 24.7 63 18.5 8 2 . 4 5 2 15.3 340 3.9
Region IV:

Grahar. .9 41 50.6 9 11.1 18 22.2 5 6.2 8 9.9 81 .9
Greenlee • .5 20 47.6 15 25.7 4 9.5 3 7.1 - - 42 .5
Cocnise • 3.5 137 46.6 73 24,8 51 17.3 15 5.1 18 6.1 294 3.4 .
Santa Cruz .8 . 26 43.3 15 25.0 9 15.0 1 1.7 9 15.0 60 .7

total: Pen ion IV 5.8 224 47.0 1 1 2 23.5 6 2 1 7 . 2 24 5 . 0 3 5 7 . 3 4 7 7 s . 5

State Total 1C0.0 4,153 48.2 2,OSS 24.0 1,249 14.5 593 7.0 546 6.3 8,615 100.0

Percent of total doaths In this table refers to total deaths frox these five diseases.

Source: Arizona State Department of Health, Arizona Vital Statistics, 1S63, Health Records and Statistics Division, Phoenix, Arizona.
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The in c id e n ce  o f  deaths  by h e a r t  d i s e a s e ,  pneumonia, and in f lu e n z a  

d e c l in ed  in  th e  s t a t e  between 1956 and 1968 and in c re a s e d  f o r  m al ignan t  

neoplasms (see  Table  17) .  All r eg ions  except  Region I I I  d i f f e r  very 

l i t t l e  from th e  s t a t e  l e v e l s  in  both 1968 and 1956. In Region I I I , the  

in c id en ce  o f  h e a r t  d i s e a s e  deaths  remained c o n s t a n t  (49.4  p e r c e n t ) .

Deaths from mal ignan t  neoplasms in c re a s e d  (25.9  p e rc en t  t o  31.2  p e r c e n t ) ,  

and pneumonia and in f l u e n z a  deaths  decreased  b u t  s t i l l  were n e a r ly  t h r e e  

t imes the  s t a t e  average  in  both y e a r s  (decreased  from 24.7  p e rc e n t  to

19.3 p e rc e n t  w h i le  t h e  s t a t e  r a t e s  were 8 .9  and 8.1 p e r c e n t ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ) .

Spanish-Americans

No d a ta  were a v a i l a b l e  r e l a t i n g  s p e c i f i c a l l y  to  th e  Spanish-  

Americans. However, Region IV which has a high p ro p o r t io n  o f  Span ish-  

Americans,  had s l i g h t l y  h ig h e r  r a t e s  o f  death from c e r e b r o v a s c u la r  causes  

(17 .2 )  and i n f l u e n z a  and pneumonia (7 .3 )  than  th e  s t a t e  r a t e s  (14 .5  and

6 .3  p e r c e n t ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ) .

Ind ians

No d a ta  were a v a i l a b l e  s p e c i f y in g  t h e  h e a l t h  s t a t u s  o f  t h e  

Arizona Indian  p o p u la t io n  b u t  in a summary s t a t em e n t  by Dr. Carl Rhine- 

h a r t ,  i t  was po in ted  o u t  t h a t  Indian h e a l t h  in  Arizona was s i m i l a r  to  

any o th e r  socio-economic  depr ived  group such as a r e  found in  our c o u n t r y ' s  

g h e t to s .  I t  was a l s o  mentioned t h a t  t h e i r  h e a l t h  s t a t u s  was changing 

r a p i d l y  and f o r  th e  b e t t e r . ^  11

11. Dr. Carl R h in eh a r t ,  C h ie f ,  Heal th S t a tu s  S u r v e i l l a n c e ,  
Heal th Programs Systems C en te r ,  Tucson, Arizona ,  Apri l  24,  1972.



Table  17. Inc idence  o f  Three Leading Death-Causing D isea ses ;  S t a t e , Region, and County; A rizona , 
1956 and 1968.

Region and 
County

1968 1956

Heart
Disease

.No. of 
Deaths

Percent3 
of Total 
Deaths

Malignant
Neoplasms
(Cancer)

No. of 
Deaths

Percent3 
of Total 
Deaths

Influenza
and

Pneumonia

No. of 
Deaths

Percent3 
of Total 
Deaths

Total No. 
of Deaths 
Sy These 
Diseases

Heart
Disease

No. of 
Deaths

Percent3 
of Total 
Deaths

Malignant
Neoplasms
(Cancer)

No. of, 
Deaths

Percent3 
of Total 
Deaths

Influenza
and

Pneumonia

No. of 
Deaths

Percent3 
of Total 
Deaths

Total No. 
of Deaths 
By These 
Diseases

Region I:
Pima
Maricopa
Yi.ra
Pip 2.1 ______ ..

937
2,203

123
143

62.6
61.4
58.6
65.6

447
1,173

65
59

29.9
31.3
31.0
27.1

113
274
22
16

7.5
7.3 

10.5
7.3

1,497
3,750

210
218

484
1,193

82
99

64.7
64.4
68.3
66.0

221
515
26
32

29.5
27.7
21.7 
21.3

43
147
12
19

5.7
7.9

10.0
12.7

748 
1,660 

120 
150

Totei: fcecicn I Ts2o~ 61.8 1,744 30.7 425 7.5 5757? 1.863 64.7 794 27.6 221 7.7 2.676
Region II: 

lichave 55 63.2 24 27.6 0 9.2 87 16 57.1 10 35.7 2 7.1 28
Coconino 46 47.9 34 35.4 16 16.7 96 46 55.4 22 26.5* 15 18.1 83
Ycvirai 189 70.3 70 26.0 10 3.7 269 90 67.7 25 25.3 8 6.0 123

Totcl: Ksaicr. il 2S0 64.2 128 28.3 34 7.5 452 152 '5573 67 27.5 25 10.2 244
Region III:

Navajo 42 47.2 28 31.5 19 21.3 89 37 44.6 19 22.9 27 32.5 83
Apacne IS 32.8 19 32.8 20 34.5 58 18 33.3 15 27.8 21 33.9 54
Gila 72 59.0 37 30.3 13 10.7 122 63 61.2 28 27.2 12 11.7 103

total: Region III 133 49.4 84 31.2 52 IS.3 269 118 49.4 62 25.9 59 24.7 239
Region IV:

5t ahzn 41 70.7 9 15.5 8 13.S 58 21 60.0 8 22.9 6 17.1 35
Greenlee •20 57.1 15 42.9 - - 35 17 70.8 5 20.8 2 8.3 24
Cochise 137 60.1 . 73 32.0 18 7.9 228 109 63.4 53 20.8 10 5.8 172
Santa Cruz 26 52.0 15 30.0 9 13.0 50 17 48.6 17 43.6 1 2.9 35

Total: Region IV 224 " £0.4" 112 29.9 35 9.4 371 164 62.4 80 ro.4 19 7.2 263
State Total 4,153 ' 61.4 2,068 30.6 546 8.1 6.767 2.297 63.4 1,003 27.7 324 8.9 3,624

Percent of total deaths in this table naans percent of total deaths by these three diseases. The disease categories listed In this table do not 
correspond exactly to these in Table 16 due to a change in disease classification.

Source: Arizona State Department of Health, 1568 and 1956 Arizona Vital Statistics, Health Records and Statistics Division, Phoenix, Arizona.
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CHAPTER IV

THE CAUSES OF RURAL POVERTY IN ARIZONA

Data p e r t a in in g  to  th e  causes o f  ru r a l  poverty  in  Arizona a re  

p re se n te d  in  t h i s  c h a p te r .  For each cause  noted in  C hapter I I ,  da ta  

a re  p re se n te d  to  show th e  change s in c e  1960, v a r ia n ce  among a re a s  

w i th in  A rizona ( s t a t e ,  u r b a n - r u r a l , r e g io n s ,  and c o u n t ie s )  and by 

m in o r i ty  groups (Spam*sh-Americans and In d ia n s ) .

E duca tiona l Levels

S t a t e ,  R eg io n a l ,  and County A ggregates

The f i r s t  cause o f  r u r a l  p o v e r ty  in  Arizona to  be p re se n te d  on 

a s t a t e ,  coun ty , and re g io n a l  b a s i s  i s  th e  le v e l  o f  ed u ca tio n a l  a t t a i n ­

ment and th e  change between 1960 and 1970 (Table 18). Numerous ch arac ­

t e r i s t i c s  r e l a t i n g  to  e d u ca tio n a l  a t ta in m e n t  s tan d  o u t  in  t h i s  t a b l e .  

F i r s t ,  e d u ca t io n a l  a t ta in m e n t  improved between 1960 and 1970. For both 

th e  r u r a l  and no n ru ra l  segm ents , th e  p e rcen tag e  w ith  no school and th e  

p e rc en ta g e  w ith  e ig h t  y e a r s  o r  l e s s ,  d e c l in e d  f o r  th e  s t a t e .

Second, th e  r u r a l  p o p u la t io n  o f  th e  s t a t e  had a much lower 

ed u ca t io n a l  a t ta in m e n t  than  th e  n on ru ra l  p o p u la t io n .  In 1970, 6 .0  p e r ­

c e n t  o f  th e  ru r a l  r e s i d e n t s  25 y e a r s  o ld  o r  over had no sch o o lin g  

compared to  1 .6  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  nonru ra l peop le .

T h i rd ,  th e r e  were many c o u n t ie s  t h a t  v a r ie d  a g r e a t  deal from 

th e  s t a t e  average  f o r  e d u ca t io n a l  a t ta in m e n t ,  i . e . ,  Apache and Coconino

54
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Table  18. E duca tiona l A tta inm en t o f  Rural and Nonrural Persons 25 Years 
Old and Over; S t a t e  and County; A rizona , 1960 and 1970.

S ta te  and County Nonrural P o pu la tion Rural P op u la t io n
Educational C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 1960 1970 1960 1970

STATE TOTAL:
Persons 25 and Over 506,099 732,185 155,003 183,552
P e rc e n t  No School 2.1 1 .6 10.1 6 .0
P e rc e n t  With 8 Yrs. o r  Less 31.9 22.9 47.1 32.4

APACHE COUNTY:
Persons 25 and Over _a 11,200 12,506
P e rc e n t  With No School _a _a 39.3 27.2
P e rcen t  With 8 Yrs. o r  Less _a _a 68.6 52.4

COCHISE COUNTY: 
Persons 25 and Over 12,600 19,489 • 14,534 10,556
P e rc e n t  With No School 2 .3 2 .4 2 .4 2 .0
P e rcen t  With 8 Yrs. o r  Less 40 .0 2 8 .8 32.5 28.7

COCONINO COUNTY: 
Persons 25 and Over 11,653 10,318 6,867 9,896
P e rc e n t  With No School 2 .0 1 .5 27 .0 16.5
P e rc e n t  With 8 Yrs. o r  Less 29 .3 18.3 54.2 36.0

GILA COUNTY:
Persons 25 and Over 6,427 6,504 6,555 8,669
P e rc e n t  With No School 3 .8 2 .3 3 .5 2.1
P e rc e n t  With 8 Yrs. o r  Less 42 .7 30.7 42.7 30.0

GRAHAM COUNTY:
Persons 25 and Over 2,395 2,824 4,034 4,880
P e rc e n t  With No School 2 .3 1 .3 4 .4 4 .0
P e rcen t  With 8 Yrs. o r  Less 32.2 30.9 46 .7 35.1

GREENLEE COUNTY:
Persons 25 and Over 
P e rc e n t  With No School 
P e rc e n t  With 8 Y rs. o r  Less

2,032
3 .8

42 .3

2,542
1 .5

29 .0

3,484
3 .6

43.7

2 ,753
1 .0

31.2

MARICOPA COUNTY:
Persons 25 and Over 
P e rc e n t  With No School 
P e rcen t  With 8 Yrs. o r  Less

302,502
2 .0

31.3

476,176
1 .6

22.0

43,608
8 .5

48.1

34,643
2 .6

32.0

MOHAVE COUNTY:
Persons 25 and Over 
P e rc e n t  With No School 
P e rc e n t  With 8 Yrs. o r  Less

2,456
2 .8

33.9

3,933
1.1

19.6

1,836
3 .3

32.2

11,219
0 .4

19.7
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T able  1 8 .— Continued

S t a t e  and County Nonrural P o pu la tion Rural P o p u la t io n
E duca tiona l C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 1960 1970 1960 1970

NAVAJO COUNTY:
Persons 25 and Over 
P e rc e n t  With No School 
P e rc e n t  With 8 Yrs. o r  Less

6,012
3 .0

31 .8

6,370
3 .0

27 .6

9,391
28.9
59.2

13,806
15.9
44 .3

PIMA COUNTY:
Persons 25 and Over 
P e rc e n t  With No School 
P e rc e n t  With 8 Yrs. o r  Less

122,188
1 .8

29.7

156,379
1 .3

22 .0

16,192
4 .5

31.8

29,564
2 .8

18 .8

PINAL COUNTY:
P ersons 25 and Over 
P e rc e n t  With No School 
P e rc e n t  With 8 Yrs. o r  Less

12,752
5 .7

47 .7

15,231
3.9

36.1

16,262
5 .2

56.2

17,669
4 .6

42 .2

SANTA.CRUZ COUNTY:
Persons 25 and Over 
P e rc e n t  With No School 
P e rc e n t  With 8 Yrs. o r  Less

3,607
3 .7

48 .7

4,075
3.1

53.9

1,841
2 .4

38.8

2 ,888
1 .7

29.6

YAVAPAI COUNTY:
Persons 25 and Over 
P e rc e n t  With No School 
P e rc e n t  With 8 Yrs. o r  Less

7 ,938
1 .7

34 .8

9,835
1 .3

27 .4

9 ,198
1 .6

37.4

13,015
0 .6

24.9

YUMA COUNTY:
Persons 25 and Over 
P e rc e n t  With No School 
P e rc e n t  With 8 Yrs. o r  Less

13,536
1.9

33.0

18,509
1 .5

27.0

10,001
7 .6

50.3

11,488
4.1

39 .0

aT o ta l  p o p u la t io n  i s  r u r a l .

Source: 1960 and 1970 Arizona Census o f  P o p u la t io n , General
S o c ia l  and Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  PC(V)-C4.
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C ounties  had 27.2  and 16 .5  p e r c e n t ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  o f  t h e i r  1970 ru ra l  

p o p u la t io n  25 y e a r s  o ld  o r  o v e r  w ith  no formal ed u ca t io n .

Region I I I  (T able  19) d i f f e r e d  th e  most from th e  s t a t e  average .

There were 2 .6  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  nonru ra l  p o p u la t io n  and 16 .5  p e rc e n t  o f  

th e  r u r a l  p o p u la t io n  25 y e a r s  o ld  o r  over w ith  no sch o o lin g  in  1970 com­

pared  to  s t a t e  averages  o f  1 .6  and 6 .0  p e rc e n t  f o r  nonru ra l and ru r a l  

p o p u la t io n s ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y .  Schooling  in  th e  rem aining th r e e  reg io n s  

was s i m i l a r  to  th e  s t a t e  av erag e .  (See Appendix I I I ,  T ab les  46-50 

f o r  a d e t a i l e d  breakdown o f  s t a t e  and county ed u ca tio n a l  a t t a in m e n t . )

Spam sh-Ameri cans

E duca tiona l a t ta in m e n t  o f  Spam" sh-Ameri cans 25 y e a rs  o ld  and 

over in  1970 was l e s s  than  f o r  th e  s t a t e  as a whole (Table  2 0 ) .  Over 

seven p e rc e n t  had no sch o o lin g  compared to  2 .4  p e rc e n t  f o r  th e  s t a t e .

There were 50 .4  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  Americans w ith  e ig h t  y e a r s  sch o o lin g  o r  

l e s s  ve rsus  2 4 .8  p e rc e n t  f o r  th e  t o t a l  p o p u la t io n .  Only 11 .2  p e rc e n t  o f  

th e  Spanish-Am ericans had more than  12 y e a r s  o f  s ch o o lin g  ve rsus  22.8 

p e rc e n t  f o r  th e  t o t a l  p o p u la t io n  (T able  20 ) .

On a county  b a s i s ,  th e  p o o re s t  Spanish-American ed u ca tio n a l  

a t ta in m e n t  was in  Graham, M aricopa, and P inal Counties where 9 .8 ,  9 .3 ,  

and 9 .3  p e r c e n t ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  had no sch o o lin g  compared to  th e  t o t a l  

p o p u la t io n  w ith  2 .4  p e rc e n t  (T able  2 0 ) .  Furtherm ore , P i n a l ,  Graham, and 

San ta  Cruz C ounties  had 5 9 .8 ,  5 9 .1 ,  and 55.3 p e r c e n t ,  r e s p e c t iv e ly  o f  

t h e i r  Spanish-Am erican r e s id e n t s  w ith  e ig h t  y e a r s  o r  l e s s  scho o lin g  

compared to  th e  t o t a l  p o p u la t io n  w ith  24 .8  p e rc e n t .

Rural Spanish-A m ericans had a poo re r  ed u ca t io n a l  a t ta in m e n t  reco rd  

i th an  urban Spanish-A m ericans (Table 21).  For example, in  1970, 9 .6  p e rc e n t
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Table  19. Educational A tta inm en t o f  Rural and Nonrural Persons 25aYears
n i  A  ____ i n . . ____ ---------------------------- i n ___: _____ ----------------------- i n c A  ^ i o t a  «Old and Over; S t a t e  and Region; A rizona , 1960 and 1970 a

Region and Nonrural P opu la tion Rural P opu la tion
Educational C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 1960 1970 1960 1970

REGION I :

Persons 25 Yrs. Old & Over 
P e rc e n t  With No School 
P e rc e n t  With 8 Yrs. o r  Less

450,978
2 .0

31.4

666,295
1.6

22.4

86,063
7 .0

46 .9

93,364
3 .2

30.6

REGION I I :

Persons 25 Yrs. Old & Over 
P e rc e n t  With No School 
P e rc e n t  With 8 Yrs. o r  Less

22,047
2 .0

31.8

24,086 
1 .4  

. 22 .2

17,901
11.5
43.3

34,130
5.1

26 .4

REGION I I I :

Persons 25 Yrs. Old & Over 
P e rc e n t  With No School 
P e rcen t  With 8 Yrs. o r  Less

12,439
3 .4

37.4

12,874
2 .6

29.2

27,146
27.1
59.1

34,981
16.5
43.7

REGION IV:

Persons 25 Yrs. Old & Over 
P e rcen t  With No School 
P e rcen t  With 8 Yrs. o r  Less

20,634
2 .7

40 .8

28,930
2 .3

32.6

23,893
2 .9

37.0

21,077 
2 .3  

30.6

STATE TOTAL:

Persons 25 Yrs. Old & Over 
P e rc e n t  With No School 
P e rcen t  With 8 Yrs. o r  Less

506,099
2.1

31.9

732,185
1 .6

22.9

155,003
10.1
47.1

183,552
6 .0

32.4

^ F u r th e r  ed u ca t io n a l  d a ta  r e l a t i n g  to  th e  s t a t e ' s  c o u n t ie s  can 
be found in  Appendix I I I , Tables  45-49.

Source: 1960 and 1970 Arizona Census o f  P o p u la t io n , General
Socia l and Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  PC(l)-C4.



Table  20. E duca tiona l A tta inm en t o f  Spanish-Americans and T o ta l  P o p u la t io n  25 Years Old and Over; S t a t e  
and County; A rizona , 1970.

P e rc e n t  o f  
S pan ish - 
Americans 

With No 
School

P e rcen t  o f  
Total

P o pu la tion  
With No 
School

P e rc e n t  o f  
S pan ish - 
Americans 

With 8 Yrs. 
Or Less

P e rc e n t  o f  
Total

P o p u la t io n  
With 8 Yrs. 

Or Less

P e rc e n t  o f  
Span ish - 
Americans 
With More 

Than 12 Yrs.

P e rc e n t  o f  
Total

P o p u la t io n  
With More 

Than 12 Yrs.

S t a t e  T o ta l 7.1 2 .4 50.4 24.8 11.2 22.8

C ounties

Apache 5 .6 27 .2 46.9 52.4 16.0 12.0
Cochise 7.1 2 .4 53.9 28 .8 8 .6 22 .8
Coconino 4 .8 1 .5 37.5 27 .0 18.7 38.6
G ila 3 .6 2 .3 38.6 30 .3 8 .3 16.6
Graham 9 .8 1 .3 59.1 35.6 12.5 28.0
G reenlee .9 1 .5 40.8 30.2 6 .0 13.8
Maricopa 9 .3 1 .6 52.7 22.7 12.7 28.5
Mohave 3 .7 1.1 29.4 19.7 21.8 23 .2
Navajo 6.1 3 .0 43.2 39.0 9 .7 20.4
Pima 4 .8 1 .3 45.6 21 .5 10.8 20.6
P ina l 9 .3 3 .9 59.8 39.4 5 .8 18.7
San ta  Cruz 3 .5 3.1 55.3 43 .3 12.8 13.9
Yavapai 4 .2 1 .3 41.3 26 .0 14.2 23.9
Yuma 7 .8 1 .5 57.6 31.6 9 .8 22 .4

Source: 1970 Arizona Census o f  P o p u la t io n ,  General S oc ia l  and Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  PC(1)-C4



Table  21. Educational A tta inm ent by P lace  o f  R esidence ; Spam*sh-Americans and Total P o p u la t io n ;  
A rizo n a , 1970.

S t a t e Urban Rural Rural Nonfarm Rural Farmu U U C a u l u n a l  —
A tta inm en t S pan ish -

American White Spanish-
American White Span ish - 

American White Spanish- 
American White S i t  “hlte '

Persons 25 Yrs. 
and Over 134,022 915,732 108,379 732,185 25,643 152,869 22,226 160,983 3,417 22,569

P e rc e n t  With 
No School 7.1 2 .5 6 .5 1 .6 9 .6 6 .0 9 .2 5 .4 12.3  10.6

P e rc e n t  With 8 
Yrs. o r  Less 50.4 24 .8 49.2 22 .9 55 .8 32.4 53.5 30.9 70 .8  42 .3

P e rc e n t  With 
More Than 12 
Yrs.

11.2 26 .4 11.5 27 .8 10.0 21.1 10.6 21.6 6 .5  17.2

Source: 1970 Arizona Census o f  P o p u la t io n , General S o c ia l  and Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  PC(1)-C4.
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o f  th e  ru r a l  Spam'sh-Americans had no sch o o lin g  compared to  6 .5  p e rc e n t  

f o r  th e  u rban .

Region IV had th e  h ig h e s t  p e rc e n t  o f  Spanish-Americans w ith  

e ig h t  y e a r s  school o r  l e s s  (5 3 .0 )  fo llow ed  c lo s e ly  by Region I w ith  

51 .3  p e rc e n t  (Table  2 2 ) .  This was c o n s id e ra b ly  g r e a t e r  than  th e  22.9  

p e rc e n t  f o r  th e  s t a t e  t o t a l  o f  th o se  w ith  e ig h t  y e a r s  o r  l e s s  (Table  19). 

(See Appendix I I I ,  T ab les  48 and 49 f o r  f u r t h e r  Spanish-American educa­

t i o n a l  d a t a . )

In d ian s

R ese rv a t io n  In d ian s  a re  th e  most poo rly  educa ted  m in o r i ty  group

in  th e  U . s J  On a n a t io n a l  le v e l  in  1968, 10 p e rc e n t  o f  American Ind ians

over  age 14 have had no sch o o lin g  a t  a l l  and n e a r ly  60 p e rc e n t  had l e s s
2th an  an e ig h th  grade e d u ca t io n .

For A rizona , th e  c u r r e n t  e s t im a te  o f  th e  median grade le v e l  o f  

e d u ca tio n  a t t a i n e d  by In d ian  persons 25 y e a rs  o ld  and over i s  5 .5  y e a r s .
O

This i s  c o n s id e ra b ly  le s s  than  t h a t  o f  th e  s t a t e  (1 2 .3  y e a r s ) .

The le v e l  o f  ed u ca tio n  among A r iz o n a 's  In d ian s  i s  v a r ie d .  The 

few who do have a high school ed u ca tio n  o r  b e t t e r  a re  more than  o f f s e t  

by th e  l a r g e  number having  no formal ed u ca tio n  a t  a l l .  The u l t im a te  

r e s u l t  i s  t h a t  th e  m ajor p ro p o r t io n  o f  th e  In d ian  la b o r  fo r c e  i s  q u a l i f i e d  1

1. U.S. C ongress , House, The American In d ia n —Message from th e  
P r e s id e n t  o f  th e  U nited  S t a t e s , H.R. Document 272, (W ashington, D .C .,
U.S. Government P r in t i n g  O f f i c e ,  March 6 ,  1968).

2. I b i d .

3. Employment S e c u r i ty  Commission o f  A rizona , Manpower S e r v i c e s , 
pp. 13-14.
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T a b l e  2 2 .  E d u c a t i o n a l  A t t a i n m e n t  f o r  S p a n i s h - A m e r i c a n  P e r s o n s  25
Y e a r s  O ld  a nd  O v e r ;  S t a t e ,  R e g i o n ,  and  C o u n ty ;  A r i z o n a ,  1970.

Region and Persons 25 Yrs. 
County Old and Over

P e rc e n t  With P e rc e n t  With 
. No School - 8 Yrs. o r  Less

Region I :  
Pima
Maricopa
Yuma
P ina l

35,102
53,894

6,279
9,575

4 .8
9 .3
7 .8
9 .3

45.6
52.7  
57.6
59.8

T o t a l : Region I 104,850 7 .7 51.3

Region I I :
Mohave 752 3 .7 29.4
Coconino 2,734 4 .8 37.5
Yavapai 2 ,057 4 .2 41 .3

T o ta l :  Region I I 5,543 4 .4 39.6

Region I I I :
Navajo 2,104 6.1 43 .2
Apache 921 5 .6 46.9
G ila 3,491 3 .6 38.6

T o ta l :  Region HI 6,516 4 .7 41.3

Region IV:
Graham 1,691 9 .8 59.1
G reen lee 2,360 .9 40 .8
Cochise 8,362 7.1 53.9
Santa  Cruz 4,700 3 .5 55.3

T o ta l :  Region IV 17,113 5 .5 53.0

S ta t e  T o t a l : 134,022 7.1 50.4

Source: 1970 Arizona Census o f  P o p u la t io n , General Socia l
and Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  PC(l)-C4.
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on ly  f o r  u n s k i l l e d  o r  lower pay ing , s e m is k i l le d  jo b s  and o f te n  cannot 

q u a l i f y  f o r  most kinds o f  jo b  t r a i n i n g . *

Age C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s

S t a t e ,  R eg io n a l ,  and County A ggregates

The second p o s s ib le  cause o f  r u r a l  poverty  in  Arizona to  be 

p re se n te d  i s  th e  age o f  th e  p o p u la t io n  (see  T ab le  23 and Appendix I I I , 

Tables  50 and 51). Severa l im p o r tan t  age c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  s tan d  o u t .  

F i r s t ,  th e  median age o f  r u r a l  r e s id e n t s  was s l i g h t l y  l e s s  than  t h a t  

o f  urban r e s id e n t s  (2 5 .5  y e a r s  f o r  r u r a l  and 26 .5  y e a rs  f o r  u rb a n ) .^

Second, th e  median age o f  r u r a l  r e s id e n t s  in c re a se d  from 22.9 

y e a r s  in  1960 to  25 .5  y e a r s  in  1970 and th e  urban median age d ecreased  

from 26 .8  y e a r s  to  26 .5  y e a rs  in  1970 .^

T h i rd ,  th e r e  were many c o u n t ie s  t h a t  d i f f e r e d  c o n s id e ra b ly  from 

th e  s t a t e  median ru r a l  age in  1970. The median age in  Yavapai and 

Mohave Counties was 36.8  and 3 4 .1 ,  r e s p e c t iv e ly .  Perhaps s u r p r i s i n g l y ,  

th e  p redom ina te ly  Ind ian  c o u n t ie s  o f  Apache and Navajo had th e  low est 

median age w ith  17.9 y e a r s  and 18 .3  y e a r s ,  r e s p e c t iv e ly .

On a re g io n a l  b a s i s ,  r e s id e n t s  o f  Region I I I  ( l a r g e  Ind ian  

p o p u la t io n )  had th e  low est median a g e ,  20 .0  y e a r s ,  and a ls o  had th e  

low est p ro p o r t io n  o f  people  over 55 y ea rs  o f  age , 11 .8  p e rc e n t .  Rural 4 5 6

4. Employment S e c u r i ty  Commission o f  A rizona , Manpower 
S e r v ic e s ,  1969, pp. 13-14.

5. This was p robab ly  due to  many peop le  moving to  A r iz o n a 's  
urban a reas  to  r e t i r e .

6. U.S. Department o f  Commerce, 1960 and 1970 Arizona Census 
o f  P o p u la t io n .
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T a b l e  2 3 .  Age C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  f o r  t h e  R ura l  P o p u l a t i o n ;  S t a t e ,  R e g i o n ,
a nd  C o u n t y ;  A r i z o n a ,  1970.

Region and 
County

Rural T o ta l  
P o p u la t io n

P e rcen t  Less 
Than 29 Yrs.

P e rc e n t  Over 
- 55 Yrs.

Median 
Age

Region I :  
Pima 51,767 41.1 22.2 31.9
Maricopa 63,914 51.6 21.9 28.6
Yuma 22,856 55.7 18.0 25 .5
P in a l 35,382 55 .8 16.7 25.1

T o ta l :  Region I 173,919 49.9 20 .5 28.5

Region I I :
Mohave
Coconino
Yavapai

18,521
22,209
20,963

58.5 
61.9
43.6

24 .6  
12 .4
29.7

34.1
21.1 
36 .8

T o t a l : Region I I 61,693 54.6 21 .9 30.4

Region I I I :  
Navajo 34,873 65.9 9 .9 18.3
Apache 32,298 65.4 10.3 17.9
G ila 16,486 53.2 18.9 27.1

T o ta l :  Region I I I 83,657 63.3 11.8 20.0

Region IV:
Graham 11,245 61.7 14.6 20.4
G reen lee 5 ,243 54.2 13.9 27.0
C ochise 22,022 57 .3 17.4 25.9
Santa  Cruz 5,040 47.7 20 .7 32.5

T o t a l : Region IV 43,550 57.0 16.6 25.4

S t a t e  T o ta l : 362,819 54.6 18.2 25.5

Source: 1970 Arizona Census o f  P o p u la t io n , General Soc ia l  and
Economic C h arac te rs  s t i e s ,  PC(1 )-C4.
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r e s id e n t s  o f  Region I I  had th e  h ig h e s t  median age w ith  30 .4  y e a r s  and

21.9 p e rc e n t  o f  i t s  r u r a l  r e s id e n t s  over  55 y e a rs  o f  ag e ,  more than  

any o th e r  re g io n .

Spanish-Americans

The median age o f  Spanish-Americans was much low er th an  f o r  th e  

t o t a l  p o p u la t io n  (T able  2 4 ) .  The median age was 19.5 y e a r s  compared to

25 .5  y e a r s  f o r  th e  t o t a l  p o p u la t io n .  Furtherm ore , th e  p ro p o r t io n  o f  

Spanish-Americans over  55 y e a r s  o f  age (9 .3  p e rc e n t)  was only  h a l f  o f  

t h a t  o f  th e  t o t a l  p o p u la t io n  (1 8 .2  p e rc e n t ) .

On a re g io n a l  b a s i s ,  a l l  re g io n s  had a lower Spanish-American 

median age than  t h a t  f o r  th e  t o t a l  p o p u la t io n .  Region I I I  had th e  low est 

median age a t  18 .7  y e a r s  compared to  20.0 y e a rs  f o r  th e  t o t a l  p o p u la t io n .

Ind ians

No age d a ta  was a v a i l a b l e  f o r  Arizona In d ia n s .  Region I I I ,  

which i s  p redom ina te ly  I n d ia n ,  had th e  low est median age a t  20.0  y e a rs  

and th e  s m a l l e s t  p ro p o r t io n  o f  r e s id e n t s  over 55 y e a r s  a t  11 .8  p e rc e n t  

(Table 23).

M ig ra tion  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s

S t a t e ,  Urban, Rural Nonfarm, Rural Farm A ggregates

The r u r a l  farm p o p u la t io n  was th e  most immobile o f  any segment 

o f  th e  p o p u la t io n  (Table  2 5 ) .  N early  55 p e rc e n t  o f  th e  farm p o p u la t io n  

was in  th e  same house in  1970 as in  1965. This  was c o n s id e ra b ly  h ig h e r  

than  th e  s t a t e  r a t e  o f  4 1 .3  p e rc e n t .  Almost 60 p e rc e n t  o f  th o se  farm

people  who d id  move, moved to  a n o th e r  house in  th e  same coun ty , compared
c '
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Table  24. Age C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  Spam*sh-Americans; S t a t e ,  Region, 
and County; A rizona , 1970.

T o ta l
Region and 

County
Span ish - 
American 

P o p u la t io n

P e rcen t  Less 
Than 30 Yrs.

- P e rc e n t  Over 
55 Yrs.

Median
Age

Region I ;  
Pima 82,916 64.7 10.2 20 .5
Maricopa 140,607 69.1 8 .4 19.0
Yuma 16,250 67.2 7 .9 19.0
P inal 24,813 68.0 8 .3 18 .5

T o ta l ;  Region I 264,586 67.5 8 .9 19 .4

Region I I ;
Mohave
Coconino
Yavapai

1,725 
6,421 
4 ,444

63.3
65.2
60.0

6 .7
9 .2

15.6

19.5
21 .2
21 .2

T o ta l :  Region I I 12,590 63.1 11.1 21.0

Region I I I :
Navajo 5,357 66.2 8 .3 17 .4
Apache 2,379 68.7 7 .4 16 .4
G ila 7,914 62.2 11 .6 20 .3

T o ta l :  Region I I I 15,650 ' 64.6 9 .9 18.7

Region IV;
Graham 3,959 64 .8 12 .3 20 .4
G reenlee 5 ,178 60.0 11 .0 21 .3
Cochise 20,594 65.0 10.6 19.4
Santa  Cruz 10,792 61.6 11 .6 20.0

T o ta l :  Region IV 40,523 63.4 11.1 19.9

S ta te  T o t a l : 333,349 66.7 9 .3 19.5

Source; 1970 Arizona Census o f  P o p u la t io n ;  General Soc ia l  and 
Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  PC(1)-C4.

I
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T able  25. M o b il i ty  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ;  S t a t e  T o t a l , Urban, Rural Nonfarm, 
Rural Farm R esidence; A rizo n a , 1965-1970.

Residence In 1965a S t a t e  T otal Urban Rural Nonfarm Rural Farm

T ota l P o p u la t io n
5 Yrs. Old o r  
Over

1 ,612 ,437

Number In  Same 
House0 666,717

P e r c e n tcIn Same 
House 41 .3

P e rc e n t  In  D i f f e r ­
e n t  House In U.S. 4 9 .8

P e rc e n t  In D i f f e r ­
e n t  House In 
Same County

48.6

P e rc e n t  In D i f f e r ­
e n t  County 51.4

P e rc e n t  In  D i f f e r ­
e n t  County In  
Same S ta t e

18.0

P e rc e n t  In  D i f f e r ­
e n t  S t a t e 82 .0

1 ,285 ,453 286,134 40,850

528,931 115,449 22,337

41.1 40 .3 54 .7

49 .8 51.0 38 .8

49 .3 44 .4 59 .3

50.7 55 .6 40 .7

15.2 28 .0 35.0

84 .8 72.0 65 .0

^Residence on A pril  1 ,  1965 was th e  usual p la ce  o f  r e s id e n c e  f iv e  
y e a r s  b e fo re  enum eration . Residence in  1965 was used in  c o n ju n c t io n  w ith  
r e s id e n c e  in  1970 to  de term ine  th e  e x te n t  o f  r e s i d e n t i a l  m o b i l i ty  o f  th e  
p o p u la t io n .

k11 Same house" in c lu d e s  a l l  persons f i v e  y e a r s  o ld  o r  over who did  
n o t  move d u r in g  th e  f i v e  y e a r s  as w ell as th o s e  who had moved b u t  by 1970 
had r e tu rn e d  to  t h e i r  1965 r e s id e n c e .

c " D i f f e r e n t  house in  th e  U.S." in c lu d e s  persons who, on A pril  1, 
1965, l i v e d  in  th e  U.S. in  a d i f f e r e n t  house from th e  one they  occupied 
on A pril  1 , 1970. These persons were su b d iv id e d  in to  th r e e  groups 
acco rd in g  to  t h e i r  1965 r e s id e n c e :  " d i f f e r e n t  houe, same c o u n ty ,"  
" d i f f e r e n t  co u n ty ,  same s t a t e , "  and " d i f f e r e n t  s t a t e . "  The second and 
t h i r d  groups com prise  th e  p o p u la t io n  c l a s s i f i e d  as "m ig ra n ts ."

S o u r c e :  1970 A r i z o n a  Census  o f  P o p u l a t i o n , G e n e r a l  S o c i a l  and
Econom ic  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  P C ( 1 ) -C 4 .
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t o  49 p e rc e n t  f o r  urban r e s i d e n t s .  And 35 p e rc e n t  o f  th o se  t h a t  moved 

to  a d i f f e r e n t  county  moved to  a d i f f e r e n t  county in  th e  same s t a t e  

compared to  18 p e rc e n t  f o r  th e  s t a t e .

The urban and r u r a l  nonfarm groups seemed to  be about e q u a l ly  

m obile . About 50 p e rc e n t  o f  th o se  in  each group changed houses 

between 1965 and 1970.

Spanish-Americans

A s m a l le r  p ro p o r t io n  o f  Spanish-Americans changed houses (42 .2  

p e rc e n t)  between 1965 and 1970 than  was t r u e  o f  th e  s t a t e ' s  p o p u la t io n  

in  genera l  (4 9 .8  p e rc e n t)  (T ables  25 and 2 6 ) .  There were th re e  o th e r  

im p o r tan t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between th e  m o b i l i ty  o f  th e  Spanish-Americans and 

th e  t o t a l  p o p u la t io n .  F i r s t ,  th e  in c id e n ce  o f  Spanish-Americans who 

moved to  a d i f f e r e n t  house in  th e  same county  was c o n s id e ra b ly  g r e a t e r  

(69 p e rc e n t  compared to  48 .6  p e rc e n t)  than  f o r  th e  t o t a l  p o p u la t io n .

This  was app rox im ate ly  th e  case  f o r  a l l  segments o f  th e  Spanish-American 

p o p u la t io n .  Secondly , th e  p e rc e n t  o f  Spanish-Americans who moved to  a 

d i f f e r e n t  county  in  th e  same s t a t e  was c o n s id e ra b ly  g r e a t e r  than  f o r  th e  

t o t a l  p o p u la t io n  (37 .0  p e rc e n t  f o r  Spanish-Americans compared to  18.0  

p e rc e n t  f o r  th e  t o t a l  p o p u la t io n ) .  F i n a l l y ,  a l l  segments o f  th e  Spanish 

American p o p u la t io n — urban , r u r a l ,  nonfarm, and ru r a l  farm—e x h ib i te d  

about th e  same degree  o f  m o b i l i ty .  Between 42 and 46 p e rc e n t  o f  th e  

people  in  each o f  th e s e  groups changed houses between 1965 and 1970.

In d ian s

S p e c i f i c  d a ta  i s  n o t  a v a i l a b l e  on th e  m o b i l i ty  o f  A r iz o n a 's  

In d ian s  b u t  i t  i s  b e l ie v e d  due to  s t ro n g  t r i b a l  t i e s  and customs t h a t
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Table  26. Spanish-Am erican M o b il i ty  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ;  S t a t e  T o t a l ,  Urban, 
Rural Nonfarm, Rural Farm R esidence ; A rizona , 1965-1970.

Residence In 1965a S t a t e  T otal Urban Rural Nonfarm Rural Farm

T otal P o p u la t io n
5 Yrs. Old o r  
Over

290,586

Number In  th e  Same 
House0 144,758

P e rc e n t  In th e  
Same House 49 .8

P e rc e n t  In D i f f e r ­
e n t  House In U.S. 42 .2

P e rc e n t  In  D i f f e r ­
e n t  House In Same 
County

69.0

P e rcen t  In D i f f e r ­
e n t  County 31.0

P e rcen t  In D i f f e r ­
e n t  County In 
Same S t a t e

37.0

P e rc e n t  In  D i f f e r ­
e n t  S t a t e 63 .0

235,694 47,700 7,192

118,418 22,901 3,439

50 .2 48.0 47 .8

42 .0 42 .8 45 .8

70.1 62.9 76 .6

29.9 37.1 23 .4

35.0 4 2 .5 58.2

65.0 57.5 41 .8

^Residence on A pril  1 , 1965 was th e  usual p lace  o f  re s id e n c e  f i v e  
y e a rs  b e fo re  enum eration . Residence in  1965 was used in  c o n ju n c t io n  w ith  
r e s id e n c e  in  1970 to  de te rm ine  th e  e x te n t  o f  r e s i d e n t i a l  m o b i l i ty  o f  th e  
p o p u la t io n .

b
"Same house" in c lu d e s  a l l  persons f i v e  y e a r s  o ld  o r  over who d id  

no t move during  th e  f i v e  y e a r s  as well as th o s e  who had moved b u t  by 1970 
had re tu rn e d  to  t h e i r  1965 r e s id e n c e .

c " D i f f e r e n t  house in  th e  U.S." in c lu d e s  persons who, on A pril  1, 
1965, l iv e d  in  th e  U.S. in  a d i f f e r e n t  house from th e  one they  occupied 
on A pril  1 , 1970. These persons were sub d iv id ed  in to  th r e e  groups 
accord ing  to  t h e i r  1965 r e s id e n c e :  " d i f f e r e n t  house , same cou n ty ,"
" d i f f e r e n t  co u n ty ,  same s t a t e , "  and " d i f f e r e n t  s t a t e . "  The second and 
t h i r d  groups com prise th e  p o p u la t io n  c l a s s i f i e d  as "m ig ra n ts ."

S o u r c e :  1970 A r i z o n a  Census  o f  P o p u l a t i o n . G e n e r a l  S o c i a l  and
Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  P C ( l ) - C 4 .
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o f f - r e s e r v a t i o n  m o b i l i ty  i s  n o t  g r e a t .  M ob ili ty  w i th in  th e  r e s e r v a t i o n s ,  

e s p e c i a l l y  th e  l a r g e r  ones l i k e  Navajo, was b e l ie v ed  to  be e x te n s iv e .^

M inority  C u l tu ra l  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s

Spam* sh-Ameri cans

Although Tweeten su g g es ts  t h a t  th e  younger g e n e ra t io n  o f  Spam*sh- 

Ameri cans i s  accommodating t o  a c u l t u r e  more c o n s i s t e n t  w ith  economic 

p ro g r e s s ,  and hard  d a ta  on th e s e  c u l t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  i s  la c k in g ,
O

some s o c ia l  s tu d ie s  do i n d i c a t e  t h a t  th e  p r e s e n t  c u l t u r e  o f  S pan ish - 

Ameri cans i s  a cause  o f  p o v e r ty .  These c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a r e  summarized 

in  Table  27. In  summary, t h i s  in fo rm a tio n  in d ic a te s  t h a t  t h e i r  c u l tu r e  

causes them to  be l e s s  co m p e t i t iv e  and more concerned about th e  p re s e n t  

than  p lann ing  f o r  th e  f u tu r e .

Spanish-Americans a ls o  tend  to  have l a r g e r  than  average  fa m i l ie s  

(Tables 28 and 29) and to  have r e l a t i v e s  o th e r  than  th e  head , w i f e ,  o r  

c h i ld r e n ,  l i v i n g  w ith  th e  fam ily .  As a consequence, th e  p e r  c a p i t a  

income o f  each fam ily  i s  lower.

For A rizona , th e  mean fam ily  s i z e  o f  Spanish-American poor was

5.05 members compared t o  4 .2 8  members f o r  th e  t o t a l  s t a t e  poor popula­

t i o n  (T able  2 8 ) .  Apache, Navajo, and Coconino C ounties  were th r e e  o f  

th e  fo u r  c o u n t ie s  w ith  g r e a t e r  mean s i z e  o f  poor f a m i l ie s  f o r  t h e i r

7. Employment S e c u r i ty  Commission o f  A rizona , Manpower 
S e rv ic e s ,  1970.

8. Tweeten S ta te s  t h a t ,  "There i s  c o n s id e ra b le  evidence t h a t  
th e  younger g e n e ra t io n  (Spanish-American) i s  accommodating to  a c u l tu r e  
and way o f  l i f e  m orenearly  c o n s i s t e n t  w ith  economic p ro g r e s s ."  Tweeten, 
F o u n d a tio n s , p. 368.
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T able  27. Comparison o f  C u l tu ra l  Value Systems; Modern American 
I n d u s t r i a l  v s .  In d ian  and Spanish-Am erican.

Modern I n d u s t r i a l  Values Ind ian  and Spanish-American Values

1. Accumulates w ealth  o r  th in g s  f o r  
b e t t e r  p r e s e n t  o r  f u t u r e  l i f e .

2 . Saves and p lans  f o r  rewards in  
th e  f u t u r e .

3. Lives in  th e  f u t u r e . Gives up 
immediate p le a s u re s  f o r  a 
b e t t e r  f u t u r e .

4. C o m p e t i t iv e - - t r i e s  f o r  maximum 
ach ievem ent,  engages in  i n d i ­
v idua l co m p e ti t io n  in  work, 
e t c .

5. A g g re ss iv e— i s  a problem- 
s o l v e r ;  ta k e s  p o s i t i v e  a c t io n  
to  c o r r e c t  weakness o r  to  g e t  
what i s  needed to  improve th e  
s i t u a t i o n .

6. Im p a t ie n t— f e e l s  an urgency to  
ta k e  a c t i o n  to  improve co n d i­
t io n s  o r  b e t t e r  l i f e  s t a t u s .

7. Accepts m a jo r i ty  r u l e -  
genera l  ly  a cc e p ts  t h a t  th e  
w i l l  o f  th e  m a jo r i ty  must 
be reco g n ized .

1. Gives th in g s  away—tim e ! in e s s  
and g race  o f  g iv in g  a re  
im p o r tan t  f a c t o r s .

2. Does n o t  s a v e . As re so u rce s  
a r e  a v a i l a b l e ,  th ey  a re  used , 
sh a red  o r  g iven  away. Resources 
saved on ly  f o r  p ro v is io n  o f  
p le a s u re  in  th e  immediate f u tu r e .

3. P re s e n t  o r i e n t e d — today i s  a l l  
im p o r ta n t ;  en joy  today .

4. Non-competi t i  ve—genera l  ly  
workers v/iTl g ea r  them selves 
to  th e  low est p roducer in  th e  
group. "Team" o r  " c la n " - ty p e  
s p i r i t  p r e v a i l s .

5. Withdraws from unwelcome o r  
u n p le a sa n t  s i t u a t i o n s  and does 
n o t  push to  c o r r e c t  o r  
a l l e v i a t e  c o n d i t io n s .

6. P a t i e n t —p a ss iv e  a t t i t u d e ;  
subm iss ive  to  n a tu re .

7. G en era l ly  a ccep ts  on ly  unanimous 
r u l e ; ( e . g . ,  an 80 p e rc e n t  
m a jo r i ty  probab ly  would no t 
in f lu e n c e  th e  o th e r  20 p e rc e n t  
to  a cc e p t  th e  w i l l  o f  th e  
m a jo r i t y . )

Source: Employment S e c u r i ty  Commission o f  A rizona , Manpower
S e rv ic e s  to  A rizona I n d ia n s ,  1970, Research and In fo rm a tio n  S e r ie s  No. 
OPR-2-71, June 1971.
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T able  28. Mean Family S iz e  o f  th e  Poor; T o tal P o p u la t io n  and Spanish  
American; S t a t e  and County; A rizona , 1970.

C ounties
Spanish-American 
Poor Mean Family 

S iz e

T o ta l  Poor P o p u la t io n  
Mean Family 

S ize

Apache 5.62 5 .73  (+ )a
Cochise 4 .86 3.96
Coconino 4.19 5.06 (+)a
G ila 4 .93 4.51
Graham 4 .8 3 4.59
G reenlee 4 .40 3.87
Maricopa 5.12 4 .04
Mohave 3 .68 3 .78  (+ )a
Navajo 5.36 5.60 (+ )a
Pima 4 .82 3.91
P in a l 5 .55 4.75
Santa  Cruz 5 .27 5 .03
Yavapai 4 .4 3 3.36
Yuma 5.33 4 .07

S t a t e  T o ta l 5 .05 4 .28

a (+) r e p r e s e n ts  th o s e  c o u n t ie s  w ith  l a r g e r  mean fam ily  s i z e  f o r  
th e  t o t a l  p o p u la t io n  than  th e  co rrespond ing  Spanish-American mean fam ily  
s i z e .

Source; 1970 Arizona Census o f  P o p u la t io n , General S o c ia l  and 
Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  PC(1)-C4.

T ab le  29. Mean E thn ic  Family S iz e ;  S t a t e ,  Urban, Rural Nonfarm, Rural 
Farm R esidence ; A rizo n a , 1970.

S t a t e  T o ta l  Urban T otal Rural Nonfarm Rural Farm
Mean Family Mean Family T o ta l  Mean T ota l Mean

S iz e  S ize  Family S iz e  Family S ize

Spanish-A m erican 5 .05  4 .9 8  5 .22  5 .83  
White 3.89 3 .90  3 .84  4.16 
T o ta l  S t a t e  4 .2 8  4.01 4 .77  5.22

S o u r c e :  1970 A r i z o n a  Census o f  P o p u l a t i o n , G e n e r a l  S o c i a l  and
Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  PC (1 ) -C 4 .
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t o t a l  p o p u la t io n  than  f o r  th e  fam ily  s i z e  o f  th e  Spanish-American poor.

This was l i k e l y  due to  th e  l a r g e  Ind ian  p o p u la t io n  o f  th e s e  co u n t ie s  and 

t h e i r  tendency to  have l a r g e  f a m i l i e s .

The Spanish-Am erican fam ily  s i z e  a l s o  v a r ie d  c o n s id e ra b ly  from 

th e  w h ite  p o p u la t io n  o f  th e  s t a t e  f o r  a l l  p la ce s  o f  r e s id e n c e ;  u rb a n , 

ru r a l  nonfarm, and r u r a l  farm (s e e  Table 2 8 ) .

In d ian s

One o f  th e  m ajor f a c to r s  which reduces  th e  I n d ia n 's  a b i l i t y  to  

advance , as r a p id ly  as th e  rem ainder o f  ou r s o c i e t y ,  i s  c u l tu r a l  back­

ground. Research conducted by th e  Employment S e c u r i ty  Commission o f  

Arizona su g g es ts  t h a t  t r i b a l  c u l t u r a l  p a t t e r n s  a re  an im p o r tan t  f a c t o r  

a c t i n g  as a b a r r i e r  to  th e  employment o f  In d ia n s .  Growing up as a member 

o f  a t r i b e ,  an In d ian  l e a r n s  to  speak and th in k  in  a p a r t i c u l a r  Ind ian  

d i a l e c t  and a c q u ire s  c u l t u r a l l y  p re s c r ib e d  b eh av io r  p a t t e r n s  t h a t  a re  

n o t  only  d i f f e r e n t  b u t  in  many in s ta n c e s  d i a m e t r i c a l l y  opposed to  th o se  

b eh av io r  p a t t e r n s  t h a t  a re  ta u g h t  and encouraged in  th e  dominant American 

c u l t u r e .  Many o f  th e  I n d i a n ' s  b a s ic  b e h av io ra l  p a t t e r n s  a c t u a l l y  p rev en t  

him from competing s u c c e s s f u l ly  f o r  jo b s  w ith  th e  w h ite  man in  th e  w hite  

man's l a b o r  m arke t.  Some o f  th e s e  b e h av io r  p a t t e r n s  a re  as fo l lo w s .^

1. "Many In d ian s  ten d  no t to  th in k  in  terms o f  a b s t r a c t  goals  

such as p r e s t i g e  and p e rso n a l  advancement. They tend  to  th in k  in  c o n c re te  

terms and u s u a l ly  have no i n t e r e s t  in  accum ula ting  personal a s s e t s  beyond 

t h e i r  everyday needs— food , s h e l t e r ,  and c lo th in g . "

9. Employment S e c u r i ty  Commission o f  A rizona , Manpower 
S e rv ic e s ,  1969. pp. 10-13.
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2. " In  h i s  c u l t u r e ,  th e  Ind ian  has no t r a d i t i o n  o f  employment, 

i . e . , one person  working f o r  a n o th e r  on a compensated b a s i s .  The 

m a jo r i ty  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  have l iv e d  on a d ay - to -d ay  b a s i s  and possess  

only  rud im en ta ry  h u n t in g ,  p a s t o r a l ,  o r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  s k i l l s .  When they  

were moved onto r e s e r v a t i o n s ,  f o r  many y e a r s  they  he ld  th e  s t a t u s  o f  

wards o f  th e  U.S. Government and were no t encouraged to  a cq u ire  job  

s k i l l s .  L iv ing  on i s o l a t e d  r e s e r v a t i o n s ,  th e  In d ian  had no a l t e r n a t i v e  

b u t  to  fo llow  th e  ways o f  h is  a n c e s to r s .  In d ian  c h i ld re n  who l e a r n  th e  

a t t i t u d e s ,  v a lu e s ,  custom s, and b eh av io ra l  p a t t e r n s  o f  t h e i r  p a re n ts  a re  

no t o r ie n te d  to  th e  world o f  work as a re  th e  c h i ld re n  o f  th e  r e s t  o f  

ou r s o c i e ty . "

3. "Many Ind ians  do n o t  conceive  o f  tim e th e  way th e  w h ite  man 

does. They have on ly  a vague o r i e n t a t i o n  o f  time and consequen tly  f in d  

i t  d i f f i c u l t  to  a d ju s t  to  th e  w h ite  man's r i g i d  tim e s c h e d u le s ."

4. "Many Ind ians  have no m o tiv a tio n  to  accum ulate money because 

a s s e t s  c u s to m ar i ly  must be sh a red  w ith  r e l a t i v e s . "

5. "The w h ite  man's s ta n d a rd s  o f  e t i q u e t t e  and i n t e r a c t i o n  a re  

q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  than  th o se  o f  th e  In d ia n ;  f o r  example, some In d ian s  

c o n s id e r  i t  im p o l i te  to  look a t  p e o p le - - th e y  co n seq u en tly  avoid  eye to  

eye c o n ta c t ;  w h ite  people  w i l l  v o lu n te e r  in f o r m a t io n , th e  In d ian  has to

be asked s p e c i f i c  q u e s t io n s ;  th e  Ind ian  r a r e ly  g iv e s  p o s i t i v e  o r  n e g a t iv e  

re sp o n se s— h is  ve rba l re sponses  o f te n  seem s u p e r f i c i a l .  These d i f f e r e n c e s  

in  e t i q u e t t e ,  no t to  mention d i f f e r e n c e s  in  h o l id a y s ,  r e l i g i o n ,  and fam ily  

s t r u c t u r e ,  cause  many problems and m isunders tand ings  between th e  Ind ian  

and th e  w h ite  man."
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Of c o u r s e ,  th e s e  s ta te m e n ts  o f  th e  b eh av io r  p a t t e r n s  must be 

q u a l i f i e d .  They a r e  g e n e r a l i z a t io n s  o f  th e  American In d ia n ,  and, o f  

c o u r s e ,  th e r e  a re  many in d iv id u a l  cases  t h a t  vary  g r e a t l y .

A summary o f  th e  c u l t u r a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  between Spanish-American 

and In d ian  c u l tu r e s  and t h a t  o f  th e  dominant Anglo-American c u l t u r e  i s  

g iven  in  T ab le  27.

Rural Medical S e rv ices

S t a t e ,  R eg io n a l ,  and County A ggregates

The p h y s ic ia n /p o p u la t io n  r a t i o  f o r  th e  s t a t e  was 1:872 in  1970 

and 1 :1 ,1 3 5  in  1960^° and th e  r a t i o  v a r ie d  c o n s id e ra b ly  f o r  c o u n t ie s  

and re g io n s  in  both  1960 and 1970. Navajo and Graham C ounties  had th e  

s m a l l e s t  p h y s ic i a n /p o p u la t io n  r a t i o  f o r  1970 w ith  1 :3 ,9 6 3  and 1 :2 ,0 7 2 ,  

r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  and in  1960 Navajo and Apache Counties  had th e  s m a l le s t  

r a t i o s  w ith  1 :4 ,7 4 9  and 1 :4 ,3 4 8 .  The l a r g e s t  r a t i o s  in  1970 were in  

Maricopa and Pima C ounties  w ith  1:771 and 1 :741 , r e s p e c t i v e l y .  In  1960, 

th e s e  same two c o u n t ie s  again  had th e  l a r g e s t  r a t i o s  w ith  1 :1 ,045  and 

1:846 (T able  30).

Region I I I ,  which had a l a rg e  Ind ian  p o p u la t io n ,  had th e  s m a l le s t  

p h y s ic i a n /p o p u la t io n  r a t i o  in  both  1960 and 1970 w ith  one p h y s ic ia n  to  

2 ,616  p a t i e n t s  in  1960 and one to  2,322 in 1970. This was c o n s id e ra b ly  

d i f f e r e n t  from th e  s t a t e  l e v e l s  o f  1:876 in  1970 and 1 :1 ,135  in  1960 

(T able  30).  In Region IV, th e  p h y s ic ia n /p o p u la t io n  r a t i o  a c t u a l l y

10. In fo rm a tio n  on th e  number o f  d o c to rs  in  each county was 
o b ta in e d  from th e  Board o f  Medical Examiners o f  th e  S t a t e  o f  A r iz o n a 's  
Medical D i r e c to r y . 1960 and 1970.



Table  30. P o p u la t io n ,  P h y s ic ia n s ,  and P h y s ic ia n /P o p u la t io n  R a t io ;  S t a t e ,  Region and County; A rizona , 
1960 and 1970.

Region and 
County

1970
P op u la t io n

Number o f  
P h y s ic ian s

P h y s ic ia n /
P o p u la t io n

R atio
1960

P o pu la tion
Number o f  
P h y s ic ian s

P h y s ic ia n /
P o p u la t io n

R atio

Region I :  .
Pima 351,667 487 1:722 265,660 314 1:846
Maricopa 968,487 1,255 1:771 663,510 635 1 :1 ,045
Yuma 60,827 38 1:1,601 46,235 32 1 :1 ,445
P ina l 68,579 41 1 :1 ,6 7 3 62,673 26 1:2,411

T o ta l :  Region I 1.449,560 ' 1,821 1: 796 1,038,078 T oot 1:1,031
Region I I :

Mohave 25,857 13 1 :1 ,989 7,736 4 1 :1 ,934
Coconino 48,326 46 1:1,051 41,857 26 1 :1 ,610
Yavapai 36,837 37 1:996 28,912 23 1 :1 ,257

T o ta l :  Region I I 111,020 96 1:1 ,156 78,505 53 . 1:1,481
Region I I I :  

Navajo 47,559 12 1 :3 ,9 6 3 37,994 8 1 :4 ,749
Apache 32,304 16 1 :2 ,019 30,438 7 1 :4 ,3 4 8
G ila 29,253 19 1 :1 ,540 25,745 21 1 :1 ,226

T o ta l :  Region I I I 109,118 47 1 :2 ,322 94,177 36 1 :2 ,616
Region IV: 

Graham 16,578 8 1 :2 ,072 " 14,045 7 1 1 :2 ,006
G reenlee 10,330 5 1 :2 ,066 11,509 7 1 :1 ,644
Cochise 61,910 34 1:1 ,821 55,039 28 1 :1 ,966
Santa  Cruz 13,966 12 1 :1 ,104 10,808 9 1:1,201

T o ta l :  Region IV 102,784 59 1 :1 ,742 91,401 51 1 :1 ,792

S ta t e  Total 1,772,482 2,023 1:876 1,302,161 1,147 1 :1 ,135

Source: 1960 and 1970 Arizona Census o f  P o p u la t io n , General Soc ia l and Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,
PC(1)-C4 and Board o f  Medical Examiners o f  th e  S t a t e  o f  A r iz o n a 's  Medical D i r e c to r s ,  1960 and 1970.



77

d e c l in e d  s l i g h t l y  from 1 :1 ,792  in  1960 to  1 :1 ,742  in  1970. Region I ,  

which i s  urban in  s t r u c t u r e ,  had th e  g r e a t e s t  improvement from 1:1,031 

in  1960 to  1:796 in  1970 (d ec rea se  in  number o f  people  p e r  d o c to r  o f

33.9 p e r c e n t ) .  This can be compared to  th e  s t a t e  le v e l  d ec rea se  in  th e  

number o f  people  se rv ed  p e r  d o c to r  o f  22 .8  p e rc e n t .

The d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  h o s p i t a l s  and h o s p i ta l  beds p e r  c a p i t a  a l s o  

v a r ie d  c o n s id e ra b ly  among re g io n s  and c o u n t ie s  in  1970 (T able  3 1 ) .  For 

example, Yavapai County had a b e d /p o p u la t io n  r a t i o  o f  1 /69 compared to  

Mohave County w ith  a r a t i o  o f  1 /488 (see  F igure  4 ) .

Spanish-Americans

S p e c i f i c  d a ta  was no t  a v a i l a b l e  on causes o f  poor h e a l th  among 

th e  Spanish-Americans b u t  from th e  m a te r ia l  in  t h i s  r e s e a r c h ,  i t  can be 

p o in ted  o u t  t h a t  Region IV has th e  g r e a t e s t  p ro p o r t io n  o f  Span ish - 

American fa m i l ie s  (34 .6  p e r c e n t ,  Table  4) and a ls o  has th e  second 

s m a l l e s t  p h y s ic ia n /p o p u la t io n  r a t i o  o f  any reg io n  (T able  30).  Deaths 

caused by in f l u e n z a ,  pneumonia, and c e re b ro v a s c u la r  in  Region IV were 

g r e a t e r  than  th e  average  f o r  th e  s t a t e  ( see  Table  16).

Ind ians

The p redom ina te ly  In d ian  Region I I I  had a p h y s ic ia n /p o p u la t io n  

r a t i o  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  lower than  t h a t  o f  th e  s t a t e .  The 1970 r a t i o  in  

Region I I I  was 1 :2 ,3 2 2 ,  compared to  th e  s t a t e  average  o f  1 :876. Perhaps 

th e  r e l a t i v e l y  small number o f  p h y s ic ian s  in  th e  re g io n  c o n t r ib u te d  to  

i t s  having th e  h ig h e s t  r a t e s  o f  death  from m alignan t neoplasms ( c a n c e r ) , 

c e re b ro v a s c u la r  causes ( s t r o k e ) ,  and in f lu e n z a  and pneumonia (T able  1 6 ) .  

The h o s p i ta l  b e d /p o p u la t io n  r a t i o ,  however, was comparable to  th e  s t a t e  

r a t i o - 1 / 1 6 8  versus  1/179 (Table  31).
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T able  31. H o s p i t a l s ,  H o sp i ta l  Beds, and H o sp i ta l  B ed /P opu la tion  R a t io ;  
S t a t e ,  Region and County; A rizona , 1970.

Region and 
County P o p u la t io n H o sp i ta ls Number o f  

_ Beds
Bed/Popula­
t i o n  R atio

Region I :
Pima 351,667 14 2,176 1:162
Maricopa 968,487 29 5,252 1:184
Yuma 60,827 3 159 1:382
P ina l 68,579 5 289 1:237

T o ta l :  Region I 1 ,449 ,560 51 7,876 1:184

Region I I :
Mohave 25,857 1 53 1:488
Coconino 48,326 5 220 1:220
Yavapai 36,837 4 532 1:69

T o ta l :  Region I I 111,020 10 805 1:138

Region I I I :
Navajo 47,559 6 209 1:228
Apache 32,304 4 195 1:166
G ila 29,255 4 247 1:118

T o ta l :  Region I I I 109,118 14 651 1:168

Region IV:
Graham 16,578 1 38 1:436
G reen lee 10,330 1 49 1:211
Cochise 61,910 7 432 1:143
Santa  Cruz 13,966 1 50 1:279

T o ta l :  Region IV 102,784 10 569 1:181

S t a t e  T o ta l 1 ,772 ,482 85 9,901 1:179

Source: 1970 A rizona  Census o f  P o p u la t io n , General S o c ia l
and Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  PC(1)-C4 and The Arizona H ealth  P lann ing  
A u th o r i ty ,  Phoenix , A rizo n a , 1970.
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(P aren th eses  show number o f  beds p e r  h o s p i t a l . )

F igure  4. Arizona H o sp i ta l s  and Beds Per H osp ita l
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The 1969 P r o f i l e s  o f  Phoenix Area I n d i a n s ^  d e sc r ib e d  many

o f  A r iz o n a 's  r e s e r v a t io n  In d ian s  as needing genera l  medical c a r e ,

m aternal and c h i ld  c a r e ,  d ia b e te s  d e te c t io n  and fo l lo w -u p ,  n u t r i t i o n

and s a n i t a r y  f a c i l i t i e s ,  mental h e a l th  programs, a c c id e n t  p rev en tio n

and r e h a b i l i t a t i o n ,  and a l l  phases o f  h e a l th  e d u ca t io n .  Poor h e a l th

s t a t u s  was a l s o  in f lu e n c e d  by problems o f  s a n i t a t i o n  which was

p r im a r i ly  r e l a t e d  to  in ad eq u a te  housing and n u t r i t i o n a l  d i s e a s e s .

Ind ian  h e a l th  problems were f u r t h e r  com plica ted  by e x c e s s iv e  d r in k in g ,

l a r g e  f a m i l i e s ,  low incomes, and in  many c a s e s ,  extreme i s o l a t i o n  from 
12medical c a re .

Causes o f  Farm Poverty

Although farm po v erty  i s  a very  small p a r t  o f  a l l  po v e rty  in  

A rizona , some 30 .4  p e rc e n t  o f  a l l  farm f a m i l ie s  were c l a s s i f i e d  as 

being poor in  1970 (T able  2 ) .  To unders tand  th e  causes o f  th e s e  low 

incomes in  A rizona , th e  v a r io u s  components o f  th e  p r o f i t  eq ua tion  

( t o t a l  r e v e n u e - to ta l  c o s t s )  a re  analyzed .

T o ta l  revenue eq u a ls  p ro d u c t  p r i c e  tim es q u a n t i t y ,  o r  th e  p r i c e  

tim es y i e l d  tim es ac rea g e ;  and t o t a l  c o s t  equals  th e  p r i c e  o f  in p u ts  

tim es th e  q u a n t i ty  o f  in p u ts  used. In A rizona , th e  low -production  farms 

( th o se  producing $20,000 o r  l e s s )  produce p r im a r i ly  c o t to n ,  a l f a l f a ,  

sorghum, wheat and b a r le y .  Thus, changes in  th e  p r i c e ,  y i e l d  and 11 12

11. U.S. Department o f  I n t e r i o r ,  1969 P r o f i l e s  o f  Arizona 
I n d ia n s , pp. 33 and 55.

12. In fo rm ation  on th e  number o f  d o c to rs  in  each county was 
o b ta in ed  from th e  Board o f  Medical Examiners o f  th e  S ta te  o f  A r iz o n a 's  
Medical D i r e c to r y , 1960 and 1970.
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a c r e a g e , p lu s  th e  c o s t  o f  in p u ts  f o r  th e se  p roduc ts  w i l l  e f f e c t  th e  n e t  

income o f  low income f a rm e rs .

The r e l a t i v e  p r i c e  o f  each o f  th e se  crops ( p r i c e  re c e iv e d  by 

Arizona farm ers  d iv id e d  by th e  p r ic e s  pa id  [U .S .]  by farm ers  f o r  t h e i r  

in p u ts )  i s  shown in  Table  32. For th e  p e r io d  1962 through 1970, th e  

r e l a t i v e  p r i c e  o f  c o t to n  and wheat t ren d ed  downward and c e te ru s  p a rib u s  

d im in ished  th e  income o f  lo w -p roduction  farm ers  producing  c o t to n  and 

w heat. The r e l a t i v e  p r i c e  o f  a l f a l f a  v a r ie d  up and down by as much as 

25 p e rc e n t - -a n d  le d  t o  income i n s t a b i l i t y .  The r e l a t i v e  p r ic e s  o f  b a r le y  

and sorghum d id  n o t  change g r e a t l y  du ring  th e  n in e -y e a r  p e r io d ,  though 

th e  r e l a t i v e  p r i c e  o f  b a r le y  t ren d ed  downward somewhat.

The downward t re n d  in  th e  p r i c e  o f  c o t to n  and wheat and th e  

u n s ta b le  p r i c e  o f  a l f a l f a  w ere , o f  c o u rs e ,  due to  changing supply  and 

demand c o n d i t io n s  f o r  th e s e  crops in  th e  U.S. and even th e  world  b u t  

th e se  w i l l  n o t  be d e a l t  w ith  h e re .

The r e tu r n s  t o  farm s i z e  a l s o  in f lu e n c e s  th e  n e t  income o f  

fa rm e rs .  S evera l  em p ir ic a l  s tu d ie s  have in d ic a te d  t h a t  in c re a s in g  

r e tu r n s  to  farm s i z e  in  th e  U.S. have been s u b s t a n t i a l .  One r e f l e c t i o n  

o f  th e se  in c re a s e d  r e tu r n s  to  farm s i z e  in  Arizona a re  p e r  a c re  c o s ts  

o f  p roducing  th e  same y i e l d  as farm s i z e  v a r ie d .  These a re  shown in  

Table  33. As i l l u s t r a t e d ,  th e  p e r  a c re  c o s t  o f  small farms was sub­

s t a n t i a l l y  g r e a t e r  than  t h a t  o f  th e  la rg e  farm , and hence , c e te ru s  

p a r ib u s  th e  n e t  incomes would have to  be lower.



T a b l e  32. P r ic e s  Received3 and th e  R atio  o f  P r ic e s  Received to  P r ic e s  Paid f o r  S e le c ted  Arizona C rops , 
1962-1970.

Year

Index o f Cotton (L in t) Wheat B arley A lf a l f a  Hayb Grain Sorghum
P r ic e s  

Pa id  By 
Farmers 

(1967=100)

C e n t s / lb . P r ic e
R a tio c $/Bu. P r ic e

R a t io c $/Bu. P r i c e .
R a t io c $/T P r i c e .

R a t io c $/Bu. P r ic e -
R a t io 0

1962 94 32.63 .3471 2.11 .0224 1.22 .0130 26.20 .2787 1.16 .0123

1963 95 33.19 .3494 1.96 .0206 1.25 .0132 30.90 .3253 1.22 .0128

1964 94 29.86 .3177 1.57 .0167 1.15 .0122 25.40 .2702 1.26 .0134

1965 96 29.29 .3051 1.56 .0163 1.21 .0126 25.00 .2604 1.23 .0128

1966 99 22.22 .2244 1.62 .0164 1.21 .0122 26.70 .2697 1.19 .0120

1967 100 29.84 .2984 1.52 .0152 1.17 .0117 30.80 .3080 1.17 .0117

1968 102 23.56 .2310 1.32 .0129 1.10 .0108 24.20 .2373 1.14 .0112

1969 106 22.44 .2117 1.48 .0140 1.23 .0116 28.20 .2660 1.32 .0125

1970 no 24.20 .2200 1.40 .0127 1.20 .0109 31.10 .2827 1.38 .0125

aP r ic e s  re c e iv ed  a re  Arizona p r i c e s .

^S ince Arizona y i e l d / a c r e  was c o n s id e ra b ly  g r e a t e r  than  th e  U.S. average a l f a l f a  y i e l d / a c r e  and 
s in c e  most o f  Arizona p ro d u c tio n  i s  used f o r  lo c a l  ( s t a t e )  consumption y i e l d  p e r  a c re  f o r  Arizona was 
used in s te a d  o f  U.S. y i e l d  p e r  a c re .

cThe p r i c e  r a t i o  column i s  th e  p r i c e  re c e iv e d  by A rizona farm ers d iv id ed  by th e  index  f o r  p r ic e s  
p a id  by farm ers  (U .S . ) f o r  a l l  commodities bought f o r  use in  p ro d u c t io n .

Source: Arizona Crop and L ives tock  R eporting  S e rv ic e ,  Arizona A g r ic u l tu ra l  S t a t i s t i c s ,  1971,
Phoenix , A rizo n a , March 1971 and U nited S ta te s  Department o f  A g r ic u l tu r e ,  A g r ic u l tu ra l  S t a t i s t i c s  1971, R  
U.S. Government P r in t in g  O f f ic e ,  W ashington, 1971, pp. 479, 481.
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Table  33. T o ta l  O pera t ing  Costs Per Acre f o r  S e le c te d  Arizona Crops 
by S iz e  o f  Farm; Region I ;  A rizona , 1967.

County and Crop S ize  o f  Farm

Pima and P inal 0-220A 221-520A 521-960A 960A+

Cotton $138.23 $121.62 $115.34 $113.46
A l f a l f a 73.71 41 .58 41.58 40.46
Wheat 33.67 32.99 33.10 32.91
Barley 34.04 32.86 32.97 32.16
Sorghum 42.10 39.71 39.69 40.61

Maricopa 0-160A 161-540A 541-1200A 1200A+

Cotton $233.41 $236.82 $217.31 $213.71
A l f a l f a 81.48 67.48 77.91 53.82
Wheat 54.86 56.90 54.26 52.17
Bariey 53.48 55.03 52.77 50.10
Sorghum 63.29 66.78 63.81 60.13

Yuma 0-200A 201-480A 481-1000A 1000A+

Cotton $281.92 $215.43 $213.45 $197.74
A lf a l f a 127.70 89.71 86.55 77.98
Wheat 50.24 52.60 50.51 46.01
Bari ey 54.33 48.85 46.80 40.79
Sorghum 63.81 58.65 52.40 47.08

Source: Harold M. S t u l t s ,  Supplement to  Ph.D. D i s s e r t a t i o n ,
" P re d ic t in g  Farmer Response To A F a l l in g  Water T ab le : An Arizona
Case S tudy ,"  Department o f  A g r ic u l tu r a l  Economics, U n iv e rs i ty  o f  
A rizona , August, 1967.

In a more genera l  s e n s e ,  th e  reason  f o r  th e  e x is te n c e  o f  low- 

p ro d u c t io n ,  low-income farms was th e  i n a b i l i t y  o f  th e  fa rm er h im se lf  

to  change o c cu p a t io n s .  This im m obility  o f  A rizona farm people  was 

dem onstrated  in  th e  p rev ious  s e c t io n  on m ig ra t io n .



CHAPTER V

TEST OF THE HYPOTHESES: A SUMMARY OF THE DATA

Hypotheses r e l a t e d  t o  each component and cause  o f  po v e rty  a re  

s t a t e d  and t e s t e d  in  t h i s  c h a p te r .  The hypotheses  were sugges ted  by 

th e  l i t e r a t u r e  review  p re se n te d  in  C hapter I I  and d a ta  b e a r in g  on each 

h y p o th e s is  was p re se n te d  in  C hapters  I I I  and IV. In t h i s  c h a p te r ,  th e  

d a ta  a re  summarized and p u t  in  p e r s p e c t iv e  by s t a t i n g  and ana ly z in g  

one h y p o th e s is  f o r  each component and each cause  o f  r u r a l  poverty  in  

A rizona .

The f i r s t  s e c t io n  concerns hypotheses  r e l a t e d  to  components and 

th e  second s e c t io n  to  causes  o f  r u r a l  p overty  in  A rizona .

Hypotheses R e la ted  t o  th e  Components o f  
A r iz o n a 's  Rural Poverty

H ypothesis  #1

The amount and degree  o f  r u r a l  poverty  i s  g r e a t e r  than  urban 

p o v e r ty ,  has changed over  t im e ,  and d i f f e r s  among c o u n t i e s ,  r e g i o n s , 

and e th n ic  groups.

In  1970, th e  number o f  r u r a l  poor was l e s s  than  th e  number o f  

urban poor (20,180 f a m i l i e s  compared to  48,888 f a m i l i e s )  b u t  on a p e r ­

c en ta g e  b a s i s ,  r u r a l  a re a s  had a h ig h e r  p ro p o r t io n  o f  poor. In 1970,

23 .5  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  r u r a l  f a m i l ie s  were po o r,  w h ile  13 .9  p e rc e n t  o f  

th e  urban f a m i l i e s  were poor.

84
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Over t im e ,  th e  number o f  ru r a l  poor f a m i l ie s  in  A rizona 

d e c l in e d  from 23,943 f a m i l ie s  in  1960 to  20,180 f a m i l ie s  in  1970.

The p ro p o r t io n  o f  ru r a l  f a m i l ie s  who were poor a l s o  decreased  between 

th e se  two tim e p e r io d s .  In 1960, 33 .4  p e rc e n t  were in  th e  poverty  

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  and by 1970, th e  r a t e  had d e c l in e d  to  23 .4  p e rc e n t .

On a county  b a s i s ,  t h e r e  was c o n s id e ra b le  v a r ia n c e  in  th e  

p ro p o r t io n  o f  r u r a l  f a m i l ie s  in  p o v e r ty .  In  1970, t h i s  ranged from

43 .5  p e rc e n t  in  Apache County to  11.0 p e rc e n t  in  G reenlee  County. The 

c o e f f i c i e n t  o f  v a r i a t i o n  o f  th e  p ro p o r t io n  o f  f a m i l ie s  in  th e  p ove rty  

c a teg o ry  was 64 .78  p e rc e n t .^

By r e g io n s ,  th e  p ro p o r t io n  o f  r u r a l  people  in  po v e rty  a l s o  

v a r ie d .  The h ig h e s t  p ro p o r t io n  was in  Region I I I  (a ru r a l  re g io n )  w ith

36.6  p e r c e n t ,  and th e  lo w es t  was in  Region IV ( a ls o  a r u r a l  re g io n )  w ith  

18 .0  p e rc e n t .

The two most im p o r tan t  e th n ic  groups in  A rizona , Spanish-Americans 

and In d ia n s ,  had a c o n s id e ra b ly  h ig h e r  p ro p o r t io n  o f  t h e i r  f a m i l ie s  in  

poverty  th an  e x h ib i te d  by a l l  f a m i l i e s .  In 1970, some 21.1 p e rc e n t  o f  

a l l  Spanish-Am erican f a m i l ie s  were in  th e  p o v e r ty  c l a s s .  Data were no t 

a v a i l a b l e  to  e s t a b l i s h  a p e rc e n t  o f  Ind ian  f a m i l ie s  below th e  poverty  

th re s h o ld  bu t f o r  seven o f  th e  e leven  r e s e r v a t io n s  f o r  which d a ta  were 

a v a i l a b l e ,  th e  average  fam ily  income was le s s  than  $4,000. (The average 

income fo r  th e  s t a t e  as a whole was $10,501 in  1970.)

1. The measure which e x p re sses  v a r i a t i o n  r e l a t i v e  to  magnitude 
i s  th e  r e l a t i v e  v a r i a t i o n .  The most w idely  used measure o f  r e l a t i v e  
v a r i a t i o n ,  c a l l e d  th e  c o e f f i c i e n t  o f  v a r i a t i o n ,  d iv id e s  th e  s tan d a rd  
d e v ia t io n  by th e  mean. See Audrey Haber and Richard P. Runyon, General 
S t a t i s t ! c s , (R eading , M assach u se tts :  Addison-Wesley P u b l ish in g  Company,
1969), pp. 102-104.
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A la r g e  p ro p o r t io n  o f  r u r a l  Spam'sh-American and Ind ian  f a m i l ie s  

were poor in  1970. A lso ,  th e  poor o f  th e se  m in o r i ty  groups comprised a 

la rg e  p ro p o r t io n  o f  a l l  r u r a l  poor. Approximately 15 p e rc e n t  o f  a l l  

r u r a l  poor were Spanish-Americans and approx im ate ly  50 p e rc e n t  o f  th e  

ru r a l  poor were In d ia n s .

Hypothesis #2

The number o f  low -production  farms has in c re a se d  s in c e  1959 

and v a r ie s  among c o u n t ie s  and re g io n s .

The number o f  low -production  farms was l e s s  in  1969 (2 ,287 farms 

compared to  2 ,480) than  in  1959, b u t  on a p e rcen tag e  b a s i s ,  th e  two y e a r s  

were about th e  same. In 1969, 38 .8  p e rc e n t  o f  a l l  farms had s a l e s  o f  

farm produce l e s s  than  $20,000, w h ile  in  1959, 34.6 p e rc e n t  o f  a l l  farms 

were low -production  farms.

On a county b a s i s ,  th e re  was c o n s id e ra b le  v a r ia n ce  in  th e  

p ro p o r t io n  o f  farms c l a s s i f i e d  as low -p ro d u c tio n . In 1969, t h i s  ranged 

from 19 .4  p e rc e n t  in  P ina l County to  54 .8  p e rc e n t  in  Santa  Cruz County. 

The c o e f f i c i e n t  o f  v a r i a t i o n  o f  th e  p ro p o r t io n  o f  low -production  farms 

in  th e  s t a t e  i s  20.65 p e r c e n t .

By r e g io n s ,  th e  p ro p o r t io n  o f  low -production  farms a l s o  v a r ie d .

In 1969, th e  h ig h e s t  p ro p o r t io n  was in  Region I I  w ith  45 .4  p e rc e n t  and 

th e  low est was in  Region I w ith  34.4 p e rc en t  (Table 8 ) .

Hypothesis #3

The amount and degree  o f  r u r a l  unemployment i s  g r e a t e r  than  urban 

unemployment, has changed over  t im e ,  and d i f f e r s  among c o u n t ie s ,  r e g io n s ,  

and e th n ic  groups.
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The number o f  r u r a l  unemployed was l e s s  th an  th e  number o f  urban 

unemployed (5 ,153  persons  compared to  21,190 urban persons)  b u t  on a 

p e rc en ta g e  b a s i s  r u r a l  la b o r e r s  had a h ig h e r  r a t e  o f  unemployment. In 

1970, 4 .9  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  r u r a l  l a b o r  fo rc e  was unemployed, compared to  

3 .8  p e rc e n t  o f  urban la b o r  f o r c e s .

Over t im e ,  th e  number o f  r u r a l  unemployed in c re a s e d  from 4,880 

persons  in  1960 to  5 ,153 in  1970, w h ile  th e  number o f  urban unemployed 

in c re a s e d  from 18,289 to  21,190 p e rso n s .  The p ro p o r t io n  o f  both  r u r a l  

and urban persons  unemployed d ecreased  between th e se  two tim e p e r io d s .

In 1960, 5 .4  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  r u r a l  la b o r  fo rc e  was unemployed and by 

1970, th e  r a t e  had dropped to  4 .9  p e rc e n t .  For th e  urban la b o r  f o r c e ,  

th e  r a t e  d e c rea sed  from 5 .0  p e rc e n t  to  3 .8  p e rc e n t .

On a county  b a s i s ,  th e r e  was s u b s t a n t i a l  v a r ia n c e  in  th e  unemploy­

ment r a t e  o f  th e  r u r a l  l a b o r  f o r c e .  In 1970, th e  unemployment r a t e  

ranged from 8 .7  p e rc e n t  in  Apache County to  2 .5  p e rc e n t  in  San ta  Cruz 

County. The c o e f f i c i e n t  o f  v a r i a t i o n  o f  th e  p ro p o r t io n  o f  th e  ru r a l  

l a b o r  fo r c e  unemployed was 3 .87  p e rc e n t .

By r e g io n s ,  th e  p ro p o r t io n  o f  ru r a l  unemployment a l s o  v a r ie d .

The h ig h e s t  unemployment r a t e  was in  Region I I I  w ith  7 .4  p e r c e n t ,  and 

th e  lo w es t  was in  Region IV w ith  3 .5  p e rc e n t .

The Spam*sh-Americans and In d ian s  had c o n s id e ra b ly  h ig h e r  l e v e l s  

o f  t h e i r  l a b o r  fo rc e s  unemployed than  f o r  th e  t o t a l  la b o r  f o r c e .  In 

1970, 5 .0  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  Spanish-Am ericans and 35.8 p e rc e n t  o f  th e  

In d ian  l a b o r  fo rc e s  were unemployed compared to  4 .0  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  

t o t a l  l a b o r  f o r c e .  The Spam*sh-Ameri can la b o r  fo rc e  comprised a f a i r l y  

l a r g e  p ro p o r t io n  o f  th e  s t a t e ' s  ru r a l  unemployed. In 1970, 17.0 p e rc e n t
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o f  the  unemployed r u r a l  l a b o r  fo rc e  were Spanish-A m ericans. S p e c i f i c  

census d a ta  i s  n o t  y e t  a v a i l a b l e  on th e  p o r t io n  o f  th e  unemployed r u r a l  

la b o r  fo rc e  which i s  In d ia n ,  b u t  t h a t  which i s  a v a i l a b l e  i s  in  c o n f l i c t  

w ith  d a ta  from th e  1969 P r o f i l e s  o f  Arizona I n d ia n s . The l a t e r  source  

in d ic a te s  19,300 Ind ians  were unemployed in  1970, an amount c o n s id e ra b ly  

l a r g e r  than  the  t o t a l  r u r a l  unemployed (5 ,306) as given in  th e  census .

H ypothesis #4

Rural housing  c o n d i t io n s  a re  p o o re r  than  urban housing cond i­

t i o n s ,  have changed over  t im e ,  and d i f f e r  among c o u n t i e s ,  r e g io n s ,  and 

e th n ic  groups.

The t o t a l  number o f  r u r a l  households la c k in g  some o r  a l l  plumbing 

f a c i l i t i e s  was more than  th o se  o f  th e  urban s e c t o r  (9 ,940 ru r a l  house­

holds compared to  7,477 urban househo lds)  and on a p e rc e n t  b a s i s ,  th e  

ru r a l  a reas  had a much h ig h e r  p ro p o r t io n  o f  households la ck in g  some o r  

a l l  plumbing f a c i l i t i e s .  In 1970, 14 .5  p e rc e n t  o f  a l l  r u r a l  households 

lacked  some o r  a l l  plumbing f a c i l i t i e s  compared to  1 .9  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  

urban househo lds .

In 1960, th e  t o t a l  number o f  ru r a l  households la c k in g  some o r  

a l l  plumbing f a c i l i t i e s  was 9 ,275  o r  9 .0  p e rc e n t  o f  a l l  r u r a l  households . 

In 1970, th e  on ly  housing  d a ta  a v a i l a b le  a t  th e  tim e o f  t h i s  re sea rc h  

were f o r  those  households w ith  incomes below th e  poverty  l e v e l .  For 

t h i s  g roup, 9 ,940  housing  u n i t s  lacked  some o r  a l l  plumbing f a c i l i t i e s  

o r  14 .5  p e rc e n t  o f  a l l  households w ith  incomes below th e  p o v e r ty  l e v e l .

On a county  b a s i s ,  t h e r e  was c o n s id e ra b le  v a r ia n ce  in  th e  p ro ­

p o r t io n  o f  housing  u n i t s  occupied  by th o se  w ith  incomes below th e  poverty  

le v e l  la ck in g  some o r  a l l  plumbing f a c i l i t i e s .  In 1970, t h i s  ranged from
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l

73.6 p e rc e n t  f o r  Apache County to  8.1 p e rc e n t  f o r  Maricopa. The c o e f ­

f i c i e n t  o f  v a r i a t i o n  o f  th e  p ro p o r t io n  o f  housing u n i t s  la ck in g  some o r  

a l l  plumbing f a c i l i t i e s  was 78.58 p e rc e n t .

By r e g io n s , th e  p ro p o r t io n  o f  housing u n i t s  occupied by th o se  

w ith  incomes below th e  poverty  le v e l  a l s o  v a r ie d .  The h ig h e s t  p ropo r­

t io n  was in  Region I I I  w ith  57.9 p e r c e n t ,  and th e  lo w est was in  Region 

I w ith  10 p e rc e n t .  ,

For th e  Spanish-American po o r,  th e  p ro p o r t io n  o f  housing  u n i t s  

la ck in g  some o r  a l l  plumbing f a c i l i t i e s  was l e s s  than  th e  t o t a l  poor o f  

th e  s t a t e .  Only 18.2 p e rc e n t  o f  th e  Spanish-American poor had housing 

u n i t s  la ck in g  some o r  a l l  plumbing f a c i l i t i e s ,  compared w ith  24.6 p e r ­

c e n t  o f  a l l  th e  housing u n i t s  occupied  by poor f a m i l i e s .

The In d ia n s ,  on th e  o th e r  hand, even though a c c u ra te  s t a t i s t i c s  

a re  n o t  a v a i l a b l e ,  had very  s u b -s ta n d a rd  housing . As s t a t e d  in  th e  

1969 P r o f i l e s  o f  Phoenix Area I n d i a n s , th e  Ind ian  housing  c o n d i t io n s

were s u b -s ta n d a rd  a t  b e s t .  The housing  u n i t s  were small w ith  l im i t e d
2p r iv a c y ,  running  w a te r ,  o r  e l e c t r i c i t y .

Hypothesis #5

Rural h e a l th  c o n d i t io n s  a re  p o o re r  than  urban h e a l th  c o n d i t io n s ,  

have changed over t im e ,  and d i f f e r  among c o u n t ie s ,  r e g io n s ,  and e th n ic  

groups.

The in c id e n ce  o f  death  from th e  s t a t e ' s  f i v e  le ad in g  d e a th -ca u s in g  

d is e a s e s  was n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  g r e a t e r  in  th e  ru r a l  a re a s  o f  th e  s t a t e

2. Bureau o f  In d ian  A f f a i r s ,  1969 P r o f i l e s  o f  Phoenix Area 
I n d ia n s , Phoenix Area O f f i c e ,  Phoenix , Arizona.
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than th e  urban re g io n .  However, th e  causes o f  dea th  d id  vary  by 

re g io n .  Region I I I ,  which i s  p r im a r i ly  r u r a l ,  had a much lower 

in c id e n ce  o f  death  from h e a r t  d is e a s e s  and a much h ig h e r  in c id e n ce  

o f  dea th s  from in f lu e n z a  and pneumonia than  th e  s t a t e  as a whole.

Over t im e ,  th e  number o f  dea th s  by th e  t h r e e  le ad in g  d e a th -  

causing  d is e a s e s  in c re a s e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y .  In 1956, th e r e  were 3,624 

deaths  from th e se  d i s e a s e s ,  and by 1968, th e se  had in c re a se d  to  6 ,767 .

Region I I I ,  which i s  p r im a r i ly  In d ia n ,  had a much h ig h e r  i n c i ­

dence o f  death  from in f lu e n z a  and pneumonia than  th e  r e s t  o f  th e  s t a t e ,  

bu t  th e  in c id e n c e  o f  h e a r t  d i s e a s e  was much lower in  t h a t  re g io n .

Hypotheses R ela ted  to  th e  Causes o f  A r iz o n a 's  Rural Poverty  

H ypothesis #1

The le v e l  o f  r u r a l  e d u ca t io n a l  a t ta in m e n t  i s  l e s s  than  urban 

a t ta in m e n t ,  has changed over t im e ,  and d i f f e r s  among c o u n t i e s ,  r e g io n s ,  

and e th n ic  groups.

The number o f  r u r a l  r e s id e n t s  25 y e a rs  o ld  o r  over who had no 

formal s ch o o lin g  was n e a r ly  equal to  th o se  o f  th e  n on ru ra l  p o p u la t io n  

in  1970 (11,013 r u r a l  persons and 11,713 n o n ru r a l ) .  But on a pe rcen tag e  

b a s i s ,  th e  ru r a l  segment had a much h ig h e r  p ro p o r t io n  o f  pe rsons  w ith  no 

sch o o l in g .  In 1970, 6 .0  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  r u r a l  p o p u la t io n  had no s c h o o l ,  

compared to  1 .6  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  n o n ru ra l .  Of ru r a l  peop le  25 y e a rs  o ld  

and o v e r ,  32 .4  p e rc e n t  had e ig h t  y e a r s  o r  l e s s  o f  formal e d u c a t io n ,  com­

pared to  22.9 p e rc e n t  f o r  th e  nonru ra l segment.

Over t im e ,  th e  number o f  ru r a l  people  25 y e a r s  and over w ith  no 

sch o o lin g  d ecreased  from 15,655 in  1960 to  11,013 in  1970. Those w ith
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e i g h t  o r  few er y e a r s  o f  s ch o o lin g  decreased  from 63,006 to  59,471. The 

p ro p o r t io n  o f  r u r a l  r e s id e n t s  w ith  no sch o o lin g  and e ig h t  y e a r s  o r  l e s s  

a l s o  d ecreased  between th e  two tim e p e r io d s .  In 1960, 10.1 p e rc e n t  had 

no s c h o o l in g  and 47.1 p e rc e n t  had e ig h t  y e a r s  o r  l e s s  compared to  6 .0  

and 32 .4  p e r c e n t ,  r e s p e c t iv e ly  in  1970.

On a county  b a s i s ,  t h e r e  was a l s o  a wide v a r i a t i o n  in  th e  p ro ­

p o r t io n  o f  r u r a l  people  25 y e a r s  and over  w ith  no s c h o o l in g  and th o se  

w ith  e ig h t  y e a r s  o r  l e s s .  In  1970, th e  p e rc e n t  o f  th o se  w ith  no sch o o lin g  

ranged from 27 .2  p e rc e n t  in  Apache County to  .4  p e rc e n t  in  Mohave County. 

Those w ith  e i g h t  y e a r s  o r  l e s s  ranged from 52.4  p e rc e n t  in  Apache County 

to  18 .8  p e rc e n t  in  Pima County. The c o e f f i c i e n t  o f  v a r i a t i o n  o f  th e  

p ro p o r t io n  o f  pe rsons  25 y e a r s  o ld  and over w ith  no sch o o l in g  and th o se  

w ith  e ig h t  y e a r s  o r  l e s s  was 124.75 p e rc e n t  and 27 .07  p e rc e n t ,  r e s p e c t iv e ly .

By r e g io n s ,  th e  r u r a l  ed u ca t io n a l  a t ta in m e n t  a l s o  v a r ie d .  The 

h ig h e s t  p ro p o r t io n  o f  th o se  w ith  no sch o o lin g  was in  Region I I I  w ith  16.5 

p e rc e n t  and th e  lo w est was in  Region IV ( th e  most urban re g io n )  w ith  2 .3  

p e rc e n t .  As f o r  th o se  w ith  e ig h t  y e a r s  o r  l e s s .  Region I I I  ag a in  had th e  

h ig h e s t  r a t e  a t  43 .7  p e rc e n t  and Region I I ,  th e  lo w e s t  a t  26 .4  p e rc e n t .

The r u r a l  Spam*sh-Americans had a much l a r g e r  p ro p o r t io n  o f  t h e i r  

p o p u la t io n  25 y e a r s  o ld  o r  o v e r  w ith  no sch o o l in g  and w ith  e ig h t  y e a r s  o r  

l e s s  than  th e  w h ite  p o p u la t io n .  In 1970, 9 .6  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  Span ish - 

Americans had no sch o o lin g  and 55 .8  p e rc e n t  had e ig h t  y e a r s  o r  l e s s  

compared to  1 .8  p e rc e n t  and 25 .7  p e r c e n t ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y  f o r  th e  w h ite  

p o p u la t io n .

Data on e d u c a t io n a l  a t ta in m e n t  o f  A rizona In d ian s  were no t 

a v a i l a b l e  to  t a b u l a t e  comparisons bu t i t  i s  e s t im a te d  t h a t  10 p e rc e n t
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o f  a l l  U.S. In d ian s  over  age 14 have had no sch o o lin g  and n e a r ly  60
3

p e rc e n t  have l e s s  than  an e ig h th  grade  e d u ca t io n .

Hypothesis #2 „ \

The tendency o f  r u r a l  nonfarm r e s id e n t s  to  m ig ra te  i s  l e s s  than  

f o r  any o th e r  segment o f  th e  p o p u la t io n  and v a r ie s  among e th n ic  groups.

Between 1965 and 1970, th e  tendency o f  r u r a l  nonfarm r e s id e n t s  

to  m ig ra te  was s l i g h t l y  g r e a t e r  th an  any o th e r  segment o f  th e  p o p u la t io n .  

During t h a t  t im e ,  59 .7  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  r u r a l  nonfarm r e s id e n t s  changed 

houses compared to  5 8 .7 ,  5 8 .9 ,  and 45 .3  p e rc e n t  f o r  th e  s t a t e  as a w hole, 

urban and ru r a l  farm segm ents , r e s p e c t iv e ly .  Furtherm ore , n e a r ly  56 

p e rc e n t  moved to  a d i f f e r e n t  county compared to  50.7 and 40 .7  p e rc e n t  

f o r  th e  urban and r u r a l  farm segm en ts , r e s p e c t iv e ly .

Rural nonfarm Spam"sh-Americans tended  to  be le s s  mobile than 

th e  s t a t e  ru r a l  nonfarm r e s id e n t s  w ith  48 .0  p e rc e n t  l i v i n g  in  th e  same 

house compared to  40 .3  f o r  th e  s t a t e .  A much l a r g e r  p ro p o r t io n  o f  th o se  

Spanish-Am ericans who d id  move remained in  th e  same county (62 .9  p e rc en t)  

than  th e  t o t a l  r u r a l  nonfarm p o p u la t io n  (4 4 .4  p e r c e n t ) .  And a g r e a t e r  

p ro p o r t io n  o f  th e  Spanish-Am ericans who moved to  a d i f f e r e n t  county 

moved to  a d i f f e r e n t  county in  th e  same s t a t e  (42 .5  p e rc e n t)  than  th e  

t o t a l  r u r a l  nonfarm p o p u la t io n  (2 8 .0  p e r c e n t ) .

There was no d a ta  a v a i l a b l e  on th e  m o b i l i ty  o f  th e  r u r a l  nonfarm 

In d ian  p o p u la t io n  b u t  i t  was b e l ie v e d  t h a t  s t ro n g  t r i b a l  t i e s  and customs 

kep t o f f - r e s e r v a t i o n  m o b i l i ty  low. On th e  o th e r  hand, m o b i l i ty  w ith in  

th e  r e s e r v a t i o n s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  th e  l a r g e r  o n es ,  was tho u g h t to  be e x te n s iv e .

3. U.S. C o n g ress , House, The American In d ian .
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H ypothesis #3

The m o b i l i ty  o f  farm fa m i l ie s  i s  l e s s  than  o th e r  segments o f  

th e  p o p u la t io n  and v a r ie s  among c o u n t i e s ,  r e g io n s ,  and e th n ic  g roups.

The farm p o p u la t io n  was th e  most immobile o f  any segment o f  th e  

p o p u la t io n .  N early  55 p e rc e n t  o f  th e  farm p o p u la t io n  was in  th e  same 

house in  1970 as in  1965. This  was c o n s id e ra b ly  h ig h e r  than  th e  s t a t e  

r a t e  o f  41 .3  p e rc e n t .  And a lm ost 60 p e rc e n t  o f  th o se  farm people  who 

d id  move, moved to  a n o th e r  house in  th e  same county .

The number o f  lo w -p roduction  farms in  Arizona was on ly  10 p e r ­

c e n t  l e s s  in  1969 th an  in  1959, thus  su g g es t in g  t h a t  m ig ra t io n  o u t  o f  

low -p roduction  farm ing in  genera l  was n o t  o c c u r r in g .  There were 2 ,197 

low -p roduction  farms in  1969 and 2,481 in  1959.

Even though th e  number o f  farm f a m i l ie s  in c re a se d  between 1960 

and 1970, th e  t o t a l  farm p o p u la t io n  d e c l in ed  by 7 .0  p e rc e n t  (from 49,421 

farm r e s i d e n t s  in  1960 to  45,958 in  1970). This i s  ex p la in ed  by a 

d ec rea se  in  mean fam ily  s i z e  f o r  farm r e s id e n t s  from 4.56 persons in  

1960 to  4 .16  in  1970. The d e c rea s in g  fam ily  s i z e  may be r a t i o n a l i z e d  

by farm youth  le a v in g  th e  r e l a t i v e l y  la rg e  number o f  low income, low- 

p ro d u c tio n  farms in  th e  s t a t e  in  s ea rch  o f  b e t t e r  o p p o r tu n i t i e s .

The d a ta  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  m ig ra t io n  from farms v a r ie d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

among both reg io n s  and c o u n t ie s .  For example, between 1959 and 1969, th e  

number o f  lo w -p ro d u c tio n  farms decreased  by about 19 p e rc e n t  in  Region 

IV, compared to  a d e c rea se  o f  approx im ate ly  2 p e rc e n t  in  Region I I .

Data p e r t a in in g  to  th e  m ig ra t io n  o f  Spanish-American and Ind ian  

farm ers was n o t  a v a i l a b l e .
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H ypothesis  #4

The age o f  r u r a l  r e s i d e n t s  i s  g r e a t e r  than  t h a t  o f  urban 

r e s i d e n t s ,  has changed over t im e ,  and v a r ie s  among c o u n t i e s ,  r e g io n s ,  

and e th n ic  g roups.

The median age o f  ru r a l  r e s id e n t s  was le s s  than  t h a t  o f  urban 

r e s id e n t s  in  1970 (2 5 .5  y e a r s  f o r  r u r a l  and 26 .5  y e a r s  f o r  u rb an ) .

Over tim e th e  median age in c re a s e d  f o r  th e  s t a t e ' s  r u r a l  popu­

l a t i o n  bu t  d e c l in e d  in  th e  urban s e c t o r .  The ru r a l  median age in c re a se d  

from 22.9  in  1960 to  25 .5  y e a r s  in  1970 and th e  urban median age decreased  

from 2 6 .8  y e a r s  to  26 .5  in  1970.

On a county  b a s is  in  1970, th e r e  was c o n s id e ra b le  v a r ia n c e  in  

th e  median age o f  r u r a l  r e s i d e n t s .  The median age ranged from 36.8  

y e a r s  in  Yavapai County to  17.9 in  Apache County. The c o e f f i c i e n t  o f  

v a r ia n c e  o f  th e  median age f o r  th e  c o u n ty 's  r u r a l  p o p u la t io n s  was 21 .2  

p e rc e n t .

By r e g i o n s , th e  r u r a l  median age and p ro p o r t io n  o f  r u r a l  r e s id e n t s  

o v e r  55 y e a r s  o f  age a l s o  v a r ie d .  The h ig h e s t  median age and th e  h ig h e s t  

p ro p o r t io n  o f  r e s i d e n t s  over 55 y e a r s  was in  Region I I  w ith  a median age 

o f  30 .4  y e a r s  and 21 .9  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  p o p u la t io n  over 55. Region I I I  

( l a r g e  Ind ian  p o p u la t io n )  had th e  low est p ro p o r t io n s  f o r  y o unges t popu­

l a t i o n  w ith  a median age o f  20 .0  y e a r s  and only  11 .8  p e rc e n t  o f  i t s  

r u r a l  r e s i d e n t s  o v e r  55 y e a r s  o f  age.

H ypothesis  §5

C u l tu ra l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  r e l a t e d  to  economic p r o d u c t iv i ty  o f  

A r iz o n a 's  m in o r i ty  e th n ic  groups a re  more r e s t r i c t i n g  than  th o se  o f  

th e  Anglo c u l t u r e .
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As in d ic a te d  in  C hap ter  IV, c u l t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  th e  

In d ian s  and Spanish-Am ericans appear to  d i f f e r  from th e  Anglo c u l tu r e  

and th e s e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  l i k e l y  e f f e c t  t h e i r  s tan d a rd  o f  l i v i n g  nega­

t i v e l y .  This i s  e s p e c i a l l y  t r u e  f o r  th e  Ind ians  as th e  Spanish-Americans 

have to  a l a r g e  e x t e n t  a s s im i la t e d  in to  th e  Anglo c u l t u r e .

Hypothesis #6

Rural h e a l th  s e r v ic e s  a r e  po o re r  than  urban h e a l th  s e r v i c e s , 

have changed over t im e ,  and d i f f e r  among c o u n t i e s ,  r e g io n s ,  and e th n ic  

g roups.

There were no h e a l th  s e r v i c e  d a ta  s p e c i f i c a l l y  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  th e  

ru r a l  segment o f  th e  p o p u la t io n  b u t  th e  s e r v ic e s  o f  Regions I I ,  I I I ,  and 

IV, which were p r im a r i ly  r u r a l , v a r ie d  c o n s id e ra b ly  from th o se  o f  th e  

p redom ina te ly  urban p o p u la t io n  o f  Region I .  The 1969 p h y s ic ia n /p o p u la ­

t i o n  r a t i o s  f o r  Region I I ,  I I I ,  and IV were 1 :1 ,1 5 6 ,  1 :2 ,3 2 2 ,  and 

1 :1 ,7 4 2 ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  compared to  1:796 f o r  Region I .

Even though s e r v ic e s  were poor in  th e  ru r a l  reg io n s  in  1970, they  

d id  improve s in c e  1960. In 1960, th e  ru r a l  reg io n s  had p h y s ic ian  popula­

t i o n  r a t i o s  o f  1 :1 ,4 8 1 ,  1 :2 ,6 1 6 ,  and 1 :1 ,792  f o r  Regions I I ,  I I I ,  and IV, 

r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  compared to  1 :1 ,1 5 6 ,  1 :2 ,3 2 2 ,  and 1 :1 ,7 4 2 ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  

f o r  1970. The s t a t e  r a t i o  improved from 1 :1 ,135  in  1960 to  1:876 in  1970.

On a county  b a s i s ,  t h e r e  was s u b s t a n t i a l  v a r ia n ce  in  th e  p h y s ic ia n /  

p o p u la t io n  r a t i o .  In  1969, th e  r a t i o  v a r ie d  from 1 :2 ,0 7 2  in  Graham County 

to  1:722 in  Pima County. The c o e f f i c i e n t  o f  v a r i a t i o n  o f  th e  p ro p o r t io n  

o f  people  se rv ed  by each p h y s ic ia n  was 153.96 p e rc e n t .

S p e c i f i c  d a ta  were a l s o  n o t  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  th e  h e a l th  s e r v ic e s  to  

th e  m in o r i ty  e th n ic  groups in  th e  s t a t e  b u t  Region I I I ,  w ith  i t s
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predom inate  In d ian  p o p u la t io n ,  had th e  s m a l l e s t  p h y s ic ian  p o p u la t io n  

r a t i o  (1 :2 ,3 2 2 )  and Region IV w ith  i t s  Targe Spanish-American popula­

t i o n ,  had a r a t i o  o f  1 :1 ,742  compared to  th e  s t a t e  w ith  1:876.

Hypothesis #7

Farm p overty  has been caused by a r e l a t i v e  d e c l in e  in  farm 

p ro d u c t  p r i c e s ,  t h e i n & i l i t y  o f  small farm ers to  r e a l i z e  im p o r tan t  

r e tu rn s  to  farm s i z e ,  im m obility  o f  farm p eo p le ,  and th e  i n a b i l i t y  o f  

Federal farm programs to  cope w ith  th e  farm po v erty  program.

Between 1962 and 1970, th e  p r i c e  o f  farm crops r e l a t i v e  to  th e  

p r ic e s  pa id  by farm ers  d e c l in ed  f o r  two o f  th e  f i v e  p r i n c i p l e  crops 

grown on low -production  farm s. The p r i c e  r a t i o  f o r  c o t to n  tren d ed  

downward from a high o f  .35 in  1962 to  a low o f  .21 in  1969, and th e  

p r ic e  r a t i o  o f  wheat f e l l  from a high o f  .022 in  1962 to  a low o f  .013 

in  1970. The r e l a t i v e  p r i c e  o f  a l f a l f a  v a r ie d  c o n s id e ra b ly ,  and le d  to  

income i n s t a b i l i t y ,  c e te ru s  p a r i b u s , f o r  th o se  low p ro d u c tio n  farm ers  

producing  t h i s  c rop . The r e l a t i v e  p r i c e  o f  b a r le y  and sorghum d id  n o t  

change g r e a t l y  du ring  th e  p e r io d .

Data i n d i c a t e  t h a t  th e  r e tu r n s  to  farm s i z e  in  Arizona a re  

s u b s t a n t i a l .  For example, in  1967, th e  p e r  a c re  c o s t  o f  producing 

c o t to n  in  Yuma County was e s t im a te d  to  d e c rea se  from $282 f o r  a farm 

o f  0-220 a c res  to  $198 f o r  a farm w ith  960 o r  more a c r e s .  Low-production 

farms a re  s im ply n o t  l a r g e  enough to  ta k e  advantage  o f  th e se  im p o rtan t  

r e tu rn s  to  farm s i z e .

One o f  th e  most im p o r tan t  reasons f o r  th e  high p ro p o r t io n  o f  

low income farm ers compared to  a l l  farm ers i s  th e  low le v e l  o f  m o b i l i ty
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o u t  o f  fa rm ing . This c o n c lu s io n  i s  drawn from th e  in fo rm a t io n  given 

in  a p rev io u s  h y p o th e s is .

While s t a t i s t i c s  show how con tinued  t e c h n ic a l  t r a n s fo rm a t io n  

and p o l ic y  im p l ic a t io n s  o f  American a g r i c u l t u r e  have a ided  th e  commer­

c i a l  fa rm e rs ,  th e r e  i s  a l s o  ev idence  t h a t  th e  small farms a re  n o t  

r e c e iv in g  equal a s s i s t a n c e .  Although d a ta  s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  Arizona i s  

l i m i t e d ,  in fo rm a t io n  concern ing  th e  im pact o f  farm programs on low- 

p ro d u c t io n  farms f o r  th e  U.S. i s  e n l ig h te n in g .  This in fo rm a t io n  

i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  sm all farms re c e iv e  a r e l a t i v e l y  small sh a re  o f  govern­

ment payments. In th e  U .S . , 86 .6  p e rc e n t  ( in  A rizona , 62 .0  p e rc e n t)  

o f  a l l  farms were C lass  I I I  o r  s m a l le r  ($20,000 annual s a l e s  o r  l e s s )  

and th e s e  farms re c e iv e d  on ly  33.6  p e rc e n t  o f  a l l  f e d e ra l  farm pay­

m en ts .^  The revenue d id  n o t  g r e a t l y  e f f e c t  t h e i r  r e l a t i v e  economic 

p o s i t i o n s .

A p a r t i c u l a r  example f o r  Arizona was th e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  b e n e f i t s  

from th e  1970 Upland Cotton Program. In th e  1970 program, 237 small 

A rizona farms^ o r  on ly  12 .7  p e rc e n t  o f  a l l  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  fa rm s , took

4. Iowa S t a t e ,  B e n e f i t s  and B urdens, p. 53.

5. Small farms were d e f in ed  as th o se  w ith  an a l lo tm e n t  o f  no t 
more than  10 .0  a c r e s ,  o r  on which th e  p ro je c te d  p ro d u c tio n  was no t  more 
than  3,600 pounds from which no acreage  was r e l e a s e d .  The s p e c ia l  p ro ­
v i s io n s  f o r  sm all farms in  th e  1970 Upland Cotton Program were such t h a t  
sm all farms could p l a n t  t h e i r  f u l l  a l lo tm e n t  and in  a d d i t io n  to  the  p r ic e  
su p p o r t  payment, could ea rn  a small farm payment o f  11.95 c en ts  a pound 
on the  farm p r o je c te d  y i e l d  on 35 p e rc e n t  o f th e  a l lo tm e n t .  This was in  
c o n t r a s t  to  o th e r  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  farms who were e l i g i b l e  f o r  a p r i c e  
su p p o r t  payment o f  16 .8  c e n ts  a pound on a q u a n t i ty  o f  c o t to n  determ ined 
by m u l t ip ly in g  th e  farm dom estic  a l lo tm e n t  (65 p e rc e n t  o f  th e  farm 
a l lo tm e n t )  by th e  farm p r o je c te d  y i e l d .  U.S. Department o f  A g r ic u l­
t u r a l ,  1970 Upland Cotton Program Summary, A g r ic u l tu ra l  S t a b i l i z a t i o n  
and C onserva tion  S e rv ic e ,  (W ashington, D.C.: U.S. Government P r in t in g  
O f f i c e ,  December, 1970), p. 4 . (See Chapter I I  f o r  f u r t h e r  d is c u s s io n  
o f  f e d e ra l  farm program s. )
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p a r t  in  i t s  program. These 237 farms re c e iv e d  a t o t a l  o f  $201,218 in  

p r i c e  su p p o r t  payments o r  4 .7  p e rc e n t  o f  a l l  Arizona payments under 

t h i s  program. On th e  a v e rag e ,  th e  payment was only  $849 p e r  small farm.



CHAPTER VI

POLICY IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS 
FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

P o lic y  Im p l ic a t io n s  and Relevance o f  C urren t Programs 
Concerning th e  Components o f  Rural Poverty

The d a ta  analyzed  in  t h i s  s tu d y ,  a long w ith  in fo rm a tio n  from 

o th e r  em p ir ica l  s tu d ie s  d is c u s se d  in  th e  l i t e r a t u r e  review o f  Chapter 

I I ,  a re  used to  draw o u t  p o l ic y  im p l ic a t io n s  f o r  th o se  concerned w ith  

ru r a l  poverty  in  A rizona. A lso ,  t h i s  s e c t io n  p re s e n ts  d a ta  on th e  

p re s e n t  programs now being funded in  Arizona to  he lp  a l l e v i a t e  th e  

ru ra l  poverty  problem. A "rough" e v a lu a t io n  o f  th e  adequacy o f  th e se  

programs i s  then  made.

S ig n i f ic a n c e  o f  Rural Poverty

Rural poverty  i s  a s i g n i f i c a n t  problem in  A rizona and deserves  

th e  a t t e n t i o n  o f  s t a t e ,  r e g io n a l ,  and lo c a l  p lan n ers  and d e c is io n  m akers . 

In 1970, 20,247 r u r a l  f a m i l ie s  were poor. These c o n s t i t u t e d  23.5  

p e rc e n t  o f  a l l  r u r a l  f a m i l ie s  and 29 .2  p e rc e n t  o f  a l l  th e  poor f a m i l ie s  

in  th e  s t a t e .  The in c id e n ce  o f  po v e rty  was much g r e a t e r  in  ru r a l  a reas  

than urban a re a s  w ith  1 in  4 ru ra l  f a m i l ie s  being poor compared to  1 

in  7 in  nonru ra l a r e a s .  This  im p l ic a t io n  i s  r e in fo r c e d  by d a ta  on 

housing c o n d i t io n s  which su g g es t  t h a t  ru r a l  housing  i s  r e l a t i v e l y  

p o o re r  than  urban housing .

The O ff ice  o f  Economic O pportun ity  in  Arizona was th e  prim ary 

o rg a n iz a t io n  designed  s p e c i f i c a l l y  to  deal w ith  p overty  in  th e  s t a t e .

99
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In f a c t ,  th e  main purpose o f  t h i s  o f f i c e  was to  c o o rd in a te  a l a r g e  

number o f  p u b l ic  and p r i v a t e  i n s t i t u t i o n s  in  th e  s t a t e  (m ainly through 

CAA's—Community A ction  A gencies) in  f in d in g  and app ly ing  means to  deal 

w ith  p o v e r ty .  For th e  c a le n d a r  y e a r  ending 1971, th e  Arizona 0E0 sp e n t  

$48 ,533,278 toward t h i s  pu rpose .^  Of t h i s  t o t a l ,  approx im ate ly  $20 

m i l l i o n  were a u th o r iz e d  t o  ru ra l  CAA's. S ince  o n e - th i r d  o f  th e  s t a t e ' s  

poor l i v e  in  r u r a l  A rizo n a , th e  a l l o c a t i o n  o f  0E0 funds i s  somewhat 

commensurate w ith  th e  r e l a t i v e  s i z e  o f  th e  problem.
O

In  a d d i t io n  to  th e  0E0 fu n d s ,  n e a r ly  $42 m i l l io n  were sp en t  

th rough  v a r io u s  o th e r  programs to  a s s i s t  th e  s t a t e ' s  d isad v an tag ed . 

S p e c i f i c  0E0 and non-OEO programs w i l l  be p re sen te d  as they  r e l a t e  to  

each o f  th e  rem ain ing  im p l ic a t io n s .

S ig n i f i c a n c e  o f  Farm P overty

The ru r a l  p overty  problem in  Arizona i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  a nonfarm 

problem and programs designed  to  a l l e v i a t e  ru r a l  po v e rty  should  focus 

on th e  ru r a l  nonfarm p o p u la t io n . A la rg e  p e rc e n ta g e — 30.4 p e rc e n t—o f  

th e  s t a t e ' s  farm f a m i l ie s  were poor b u t  th e y  c o n s t i t u t e d  on ly  4 .6  p e r ­

c e n t  o f  a l l  th e  s t a t e ' s  poor f a m i l ie s  and only  15.5 p e rc e n t  o f  a l l  

r u r a l  poor f a m i l i e s .  Thus i t  i s  a p p ro p r ia te  t h a t  most programs a re  

designed  to  a s s i s t  a l l  r u r a l  poo r . In 1971, only app rox im ate ly  $1 .5  

m i l l i o n  was a u th o r iz e d  by th e  USDA s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  farm o p e ra t in g  lo a n s .

1. The r a t i o  o f  f e d e ra l  funds to  non federa l  0E0 funds was 
ap p rox im ate ly  1 to  8. A rizona S t a t e  Economic O pportun ity  O f f i c e ,
Summary o f  0E0 Grants f o r  C alendar Year Ending 1971, (Phoenix: 1971).

2. O ff ice  o f  Economic O p p o rtu n ity ,  Federal O utlays  in  A rizo n a ,
(W ashington, D .C .: U.S. Government P r in t in g  O f f i c e ,  1971).

3 .  I b i d .
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Rural Unemployment

Programs to  d ec rea se  unemployment o f  ru r a l  people  deserve  

em phasis . In bo th  1960 and 1970, l e v e l s  o f  unemployment in  ru r a l  a reas  

were h ig h e r  than  in  urban a reas  and were h ig h e r  than "norm ally  accep ted  

l e v e l s . "  In 1960, 5 .7  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  ru r a l  la b o r  fo rc e  was unemployed, 

and in  1970, 4 .9  p e rc e n t  were unemployed.

There i s  a s t ro n g  e f f o r t  be ing  made to  improve th e  ed u ca tio n  and 

s k i l l  l e v e l s  in  th e  s t a t e  which shou ld  a s s i s t  in  d e c rea s in g  unemployment. 

Some o f  th e  r e l a t e d  programs a re :  USDA and HEW Manpower Development and 

T ra in in g  A c t i v i t i e s  ($4 ,262,876 -  1971) and A dult B asic  Education 

($ 3 ,9 2 2 ,5 2 4 ) .4

Rural M inority  Groups

The problems o f  A r iz o n a 's  ru r a l  m in o r i ty  groups d ese rve  sp e c ia l  

a t t e n t i o n .

In 1970, o v e r  h a l f  o f  a l l  th e  ru r a l  poor were Spanish-Americans 

and In d ia n s .  Data from th e  1969 P r o f i l e s  o f  Arizona In d ian s  in d i c a t e s  

t h a t  approx im ate ly  50 p e rc e n t  were Ind ians  and 15 p e rc e n t  were Spanish- 

Ameri cans . Furtherm ore , a h igh p ro p o r t io n  o f  th e  t o t a l  ru r a l  unemployed 

were Ind ians  and Spanish-A m ericans. In 1970, 17 p e rc e n t  o f  th e  ru ra l  

unemployed were Spanish-American accord ing  to  th e  Census. The 1969 

P r o f i l e s  o f  A rizona Ind ians  in d ic a te s  t h a t  35 .8  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  r e s e r v a ­

t io n  la b o r  fo rce s  were unemployed in  1969. H ealth  and housing c o n d i t io n s  

and ed u ca tio n  a l s o  tended  to  be p o o re r  f o r  th e s e  groups.

4 .  I b i d .
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Arizona Rural E f f o r t ,  I n c . , which was designed  to  a s s i s t  th e  

ru r a l  d isadvan taged  o f  C ochise , G i la ,  Graham, G reen lee ,  and Yuma 

Counties ( th e s e  c o u n t ie s  had 24 p e rc e n t  o r  g r e a t e r  p ro p o r t io n s  o f  

S pan ish -A m ericans) , sp e n t  $1,464,893 in  1969 toward t h a t  g o a l .  O ther 

0E0 programs which se rv ed  c o u n t ie s  w ith  high ru ra l  Spanish-American 

c o n c e n tra t io n s  w ere: G reenlee County Committee f o r  Economic Oppor­

t u n i t y  ($ 6 5 ,0 0 0 ) ;  P inal County Community A ction Program ($7 1 9 ,0 0 0 ) ;  

Cochise County United Recovery E n t e r p r i s e ,  Inc . ($237 ,000);  G ila  County 

Community Action Agency ($ 1 35 ,000) ;  Yuma County Economic O pportun ity  

C ouncil ,  In c .  ($ 1 54 ,000) ;  and th e  Graham County Committee f o r  Economic 

O p p o rtu n ity ,  Inc . ($100 ,000). San ta  Cruz County, w ith  77.3 p e rc e n t  o f  

i t s  p o p u la t io n  being  Spanish-A m erican, re c e iv e d  a s s i s t a n c e  through th e  

Committee f o r  Economic O p p o rtu n ity ,  In c .  which sp en t  $3 ,700,000 to  

a l l e v i a t e  poverty  in  Pima and San ta  Cruz Counties in  1969.^

Problems o f  unemployment among th e  Ind ian  p o p u la t io n  a re  

e s p e c i a l l y  a c u te ,  and d ese rve  s p e c ia l  p o l ic y  c o n s id e r a t io n s .  On th e  

av e rag e ,  some 36 p e rc e n t  o f  A r iz o n a 's  In d ian  la b o r  fo rc e  was unemployed.

In 1969, th e r e  were e lev en  CAA's t h a t  d e a l t  w ith  th e  Ind ian  

R eserva tions  in  A rizona . These re c e iv e d  n e a r ly  $15,000,000 in  fe d e ra l  

and nonfedera l fu n d s . Over $10 m i l l i o n  o f  t h i s  amount was a u th o r iz e d  to  

th e  O ff ice  o f  Navajo Economic O pportun ity  which s e rv e s  th e  Navajo Ind ian  

R e se rv a t io n ,  th e  l a r g e s t  and p o o re s t  r e s e r v a t io n  in  th e  s t a t e .  The

5. Arizona S t a t e  Economic O pportun ity  O f f i c e ,  Summary o f  0E0 
Grants f o r  th e  C alendar Year Ending 1971.
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funds were a l l o c a t e d  to  th e  main CM program s: Head S t a r t ,  A dult Basic

E duca tion , and Neighborhood Youth Corps.®

S p ec ia l  h e a l th  programs designed  to  a l l e v i a t e  in f lu e n z a  and 

pneumonia on some In d ian  R ese rv a tio n s  (and lo c a l i z e d  a re a s  o f  heavy 

Spanish-American c o n ce n tra t io n --n am e ly  Graham, P in a l ,  and G ila  C oun ties)  

seem to  be w a r ra n te d . Region I I I , w ith  i t s  p redom ina te ly  In d ian  popula­

t i o n ,  had a much h ig h e r  in c id e n c e  o f  death  from in f lu e n z a  and pneumonia 

(1 5 .3  p e rc e n t )  than  th e  s t a t e  as a whole (6 .3  p e r c e n t ) .

The $15 m i l l io n  o f  CM funds was supplem ented by $28 m i l l io n  non 

0E0 funds to  improve th e  In d ian  h e a l th  c o n d i t io n s  and s e r v i c e s . ^

P o l ic y  Im p l ic a t io n s  and Relevance o f  C u rren t  Programs 
Concerning th e  Causes o f  Rural Poverty

Rural Education

E duca tiona l l e v e l s  o f  A r iz o n a 's  r u r a l  p o p u la t io n  a re  r e l a t i v e l y  

low, and programs designed  to  a l l e v i a t e  r u r a l  po v e rty  should  focus on 

improving e d u c a t io n . Low e d u c a t io n a l  a t ta in m e n t  has been viewed as one 

o f  the  m ajor causes o f  r u r a l  po v e rty  and many s tu d ie s  p o in t  o u t  t h a t  

income l e v e l s  vary  in v e r s e ly  w ith  th e  le v e l  o f  e d u ca t io n .  G r i l i c h e s  

e s t im a te d  t h a t  f o r  every  d o l l a r  in v e s te d  in  e lem en tary  e d u c a t io n ,  

g rad u a tes  would g e n e ra te  a r e tu r n  o f  $1.41.®

6. I b i d .

7. O ff ic e  o f  Economic O p p o rtu n ity ,  Federal O utlays in  Arizona 
and A rizona S t a t e  Economic O p portun ity  O f f ic e ,  Summary o f  0E0 Grants 
f o r  th e  C alendar Year Ending 1971.

8. G r i l i c h e s ,  "Notes on th e  Role o f  Education in  P roduction  
Functions  and Growth A ccoun ting ."
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In  A rizona , over 32 p e rc e n t  o f  th e  s t a t e ' s  r u r a l  p o p u la t io n  25 

y e a r s  o ld  o r  over had e ig h t  y e a r s  sch o o lin g  o r  l e s s  and 6 p e rc e n t  had 

no sch o o lin g  compared to  23 and 1 .6  p e r c e n t ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  f o r  th e  non- 

ru r a l  p o p u la t io n .  Thus, s t ro n g  programs to  in c re a s e  th e  e d u ca tio n a l  

le v e l  o f  th o se  in  ru r a l  p o v e r ty  cou ld  y i e l d  s u b s t a n t i a l  r e t u r n s .

S p e c i f i c  ed u ca t io n a l  programs which may have m e r i t  a re  a d u l t  

b a s ic  ed u ca t io n a l  courses  w ith  emphasis on a diploma o r  G.E.D. (General 

Equivalency Diploma) and v o ca t io n a l  o r  s k i l l  development a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  

th o se  above th e  school age , more and b e t t e r  q u a l i t y  i n s t r u c t o r s  in  

c u r r e n t  ru r a l  prim ary and secondary  school sy s tem s , and p re -sch o o l 

guidance and p r e p a r a t io n .

C u rren t  CAA programs l i k e  Head S t a r t ,  Neighbor-Youth Corps, and

A dult Basic  Education a re  designed  to  a id  th e  p re - s c h o o l ,  school age,

and p o s t -h ig h  school age groups and i f  th e  same degree  o f  fund ing  i s

m a in ta ined  over t im e , th e y  w i l l  s u r e ly  meet some o f  th e  needs. These

th re e  programs re c e iv e d  n e a r ly  $20 m i l l i o n  in  1971 and 85 p e rc e n t  was
9a l lo c a t e d  to  r u r a l  a r e a s .

M inority  Education

E ducationa l l e v e l s  o f  A r iz o n a 's  ru r a l  m in o r i ty  groups a re  

ex trem ely  low, and programs designed  to  improve th e  l i v i n g  s tan d a rd s  

o f  th e s e  groups should  focus on e d u ca t io n a l  improvement. Over 7 p e r ­

c e n t  o f  th e  Spanish-Am ericans 25 y e a r s  o ld  and over had no sch o o lin g

9. O ff ic e  o f  Economic O p p o rtu n ity ,  Federal O utlays in  Arizona 
and Arizona S t a t e  Economic O p portun ity  O f f i c e ,  Summary o f  0E0 Grants 
f o r  th e  C alendar Year Ending 1971.
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and 50 p e rc e n t  had e ig h t  y e a r s  o r  l e s s .  S p e c i f i c  d a ta  were n o t  a v a i l a b l e  

on th e  Ind ians  b u t  Region I I I  ( th e  p o o re s t  re g io n  in  1970) w ith  i t s  la rg e  

Ind ian  p o p u la t io n  had 16 .5  p e rc e n t  w ith  no school and 41 .3  p e rc e n t  w ith  

l e s s  than  e ig h t  y e a r s .  C u rren t  CAA programs mentioned above a re  a l s o  

se rv in g  th e  ru r a l  m in o r i ty  groups.

Age o f  th e  Rural P o p u la t io n

Although d a ta  a re  in co m p le te ,  i t  i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  a r e l a t i v e l y  

high p o r t io n  o f  ru r a l  poor a re  e l d e r ly .  I f  t h i s  i s  th e  case  and p o l ic y  

makers a re  concerned about th e  s ta n d a rd  o f  l i v in g  o f  th e  r u r a l  p o o r , 

then  emphasis on d i r e c t  subsidy  programs to  th e  e ld e r ly  may be w a r ra n te d . 

S tu d ie s ^ 0 i n d i c a t e  t h a t  age i s  a d e te rm in an t  o f  income and t h a t  a f t e r  

some ag e ,  around 55, p e o p le 's  p r o d u c t iv i ty  d e c l in e s .  Because th e  c o s t s  

o f  r e t r a i n i n g  th e s e  o ld e r  people  a r e  l i k e l y  to  be r e l a t i v e l y  high and 

t h e i r  subsequen t ea rn in g  s tream  r e l a t i v e l y  s h o r t ,  d i r e c t  s u b s id ie s  ( i n ­

come, housing , h e a l t h ,  e t c . )  may be th e  most economical s o lu t io n  to  

a l l e v i a t i n g  t h i s  problem.

In 1970, approx im ate ly  18 p e rc e n t  o f  th e  r u r a l  and urban popula­

t io n s  were over 55 y e a r s  o ld .  But s in c e  many e l d e r ly  people  a re  a t t r a c t e d  

to  A r iz o n a 's  urban a re a s  f o r  r e t i r e m e n t ,  t h e r e  may be a l a r g e r  p o r t io n  o f  

ru r a l  than  urban poor who a re  e ld e r ly .

In 1971, ex p en d i tu res  o f  over $9 m i l l io n  went to  Old Age A s s is ­

ta n c e .  This program ( r u r a l  and urban a s s i s t a n c e )  was designed  to  develop

10. Clawson, P o l icy  D i r e c t i o n s , p. 45. Also see  U.S. D epart­
ment o f  Commerce, C urren t P o p u la t io n  R eports .
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new employment and e f f e c t i v e  r e f e r r a l  to  and u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  e x i s t i n g  

h e a l t h ,  w e l f a r e ,  employment, h o u s in g , e d u c a t io n ,  e t c . ^

Rural M igra tion  _

M o b il i ty  r a t e s  o f  A r iz o n a 's  ru r a l  c o u n t ie s  a re  n o t  commensurate 

w ith  th e  r e l a t i v e l y  h igh  r u r a l  unemployment and po v e rty  r a t e s  found in  

th e se  c o u n t i e s .  Thus programs to  in c re a s e  o u tm ig ra t io n  a re  w a r ra n te d . 

P rev ious re s e a rc h  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  th e  annual income d i f f e r e n t i a l s  a s s o c i ­

a te d  w ith  movement from ru r a l  a reas  to  small urban a reas  and from r u r a l  

a reas  to  l a r g e  urban a reas  were $475 and $850, r e s p e c t iv e ly .  S ince  

th e  r u r a l  p o p u la t io n  d e c l in e d  in  only  two o f  A r iz o n a 's  fo u r te e n  co u n tie s  

between 1960 and 1970, ru r a l  p overty  programs to  speed o u tm ig ra t io n  

appear a p p r o p r ia t e .

As o f  1971, th e r e  were no programs designed  s p e c i f i c a l l y  to  

in c r e a s e  r u r a l  o u tm ig ra t io n  though ed u ca t io n a l  programs may f a c i l i t a t e  

m o b i l i ty .

Rural Farm M ig ra tion

The lav  m o b i l i ty  r a t e s  o f  A r iz o n a 's  r u r a l  farm p o p u la t io n  a re  

l i k e l y  an im p o r tan t  cause o f  th e  much h ig h e r  in c id e n ce  o f  po v e rty  w ith in  

t h a t  group. P o l ic y  makers who a re  concerned about th e  s ta n d a rd  o f  l i v i n g  

o f  th e  ru r a l  farm peop le  shou ld  emphasize means o f  improving t h e i r  m o b i l i ty .  11 12

11. O ff ic e  o f  Economic O p p o rtu n ity ,  Federal O utlays in  A rizo n a .

12. This  same re s e a rc h  in d ic a te s  th e  tim e d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  
th e se  e a r n in g s .  M igra tion  from ru r a l  a reas  to  small c i t i e s  and la rg e  
c i t i e s  was v i r t u a l l y  zero  f o r  th e  f i r s t  f i v e  y e a r s ,  then  $500 and 
$1,400 p e r  y e a r  f o r  th e  n ex t  30 y e a r s .  R ichard  F. Wertheimer I I ,  The 
Monetary Rewards o f  M igra tion  W ithin th e  U .S . . (W ashington, D.C.: The 
Urban I n s t i t u t e ,  March 1970), pp. 38 and 44.
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At l e a s t  one s tu d y  su g g es ts  r a t h e r  high r e tu r n s  to  o f f - f a rm  m ig ra t io n .

For example, i t  was found t h a t  heads o f  f a m i l i e s  who grew up on farms

b u t  moved to  an urban a re a  earned  an average  o f  $1,519 a y e a r  more than
13 -

th o se  who remained in  a r u r a l  a re a .

A la c k  o f  o f f - f a rm  m o b i l i ty  i s  su g g es ted  by th e  in c re a s e  in  farm 

fa m i l ie s  which occu rred  between 1960 and 1960 (10,421 to  10,482) and th e  

p e rc e n t  o f  th e  farm p o p u la t io n  l i v i n g  in  th e  same house in  1970 as in  

1965. N early  55 p e rc e n t  o f  A r iz o n a 's  farm p o p u la t io n  (compared to  41 .3  

p e rc e n t  f o r  th e  s t a t e )  was in  th e  same house in  1970 as 1965.

There a re  s ev e ra l  types  o f  programs which might in c re a s e  ru r a l  

farm m o b i l i ty .  These in c lu d e  monetary a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  moving c o s t s ,  

genera l  e d u c a t io n ,  s k i l l s  developm ent, jo b  p lacem ent,  and o p p o r tu n i t i e s  

f o r  improved housing a t  th e  a l t e r n a t i v e  r e s id e n c e .

Severa l o f  th e  c u r r e n t  (1971) OEO programs should  f a c i l i t a t e  

m o b i l i ty .  These in c lu d e  A ss is ta n c e  to  M igrants ($901,862 -  1971); A dult 

Basic Education ($ 3 ,9 2 2 ,5 2 4 ) ;  USDA and HEW Manpower Development and 

T ra in in g  A c t i v i t i e s  ($262 ,876) ;  and V ocational R e h a b i l i t a t io n  S e rv ic e -  

Basic Support ($ 5 ,0 3 7 ,5 3 6 ) .

M inority  C u l tu ra l  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s

C u l tu ra l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  A r iz o n a 's  Ind ians  and Spanish-Americans 

i n h i b i t  t h e i r  economic advancement, and s p e c i f i c  programs to  a l t e r  c e r t a i n  

o f  th e s e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  w i l l  l i k e l y  in c re a s e  t h e i r  s ta n d a rd  o f  l i v i n g .  13 14

13. John B. Lansing and James N. Morgan, "The E f fe c t  o f  
Geographical M o b il i ty  on Income," Jo u rn a l o f  Human R esources , I I ,
No. 4 ,  (F a l l  1967), pp. 449-460.

14. O ff ic e  o f  Economic O p p o rtu n ity ,  Federal O utlays in  A rizona .



108

Large fam ily  s i z e  and language b a r r i e r s  a re  two t r a i t s  which 

l i m i t  per c a p i t a  income and ea rn in g  c a p a c i ty .  The mean fam ily  s i z e  f o r  

th e  Spanish-American was 5 .05  compared to  3 .80  f o r  w h ite  f a m i l i e s .

In d ian  d a ta  was n o t  a v a i l a b l e  b u t  Apache and Navajo C ounties  had th e  

s t a t e ' s  l a r g e s t  fam ily  s i z e s  a t  5 .73  and 5 .6 0 ,  r e s p e c t iv e ly .

C u rren t  programs a re  designed  to  change th e s e  c o n d i t io n s .  In 

1971, $3,338,111 was a u th o r iz e d  f o r  fam ily  p lann ing  and c h i ld  h e a l th  

improvement and th e  B il in g u a l  Education Program re c e iv e d  $ 9 6 6 ,2 1 4 .^

Rural Medical S e rv ic e s  and F a c i l i t i e s

Rural medical s e r v ic e s  a re  much p o o re r  than  th o se  o f  urban a reas  

and a more e f f i c i e n t  ru r a l  h e a l th  s e r v ic e  program may in c re a s e  produc­

t i v i t y  and improve s ta n d a rd s  o f  l i v i n g  o f  r u r a l  poor. S tu d ie s  p o in t  o u t  

t h a t  la ck  o f  medical personnel may cause poor s tan d a rd s  o f  l i v i n g  in  

ru r a l  a re a s  and th ey  have a d i r e c t  in f lu e n c e  on th e  p ro d u c tiv en ess  o f  

ru r a l  p o o r . ^  In A rizona , th e  p h y s ic ia n /p o p u la t io n  r a t i o  was much lower 

in  ru r a l  a re as  than  in  urban a r e a s .  Thus, programs to  e f f e c t i v e l y  

improve t h i s  r a t i o  appear  j u s t i f i e d .

C u rren t  programs seem to  be p ro v id in g  some a s s i s t a n c e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  

to  th e  In d ia n s .  HEW a u th o r iz e d  over $28 m i l l io n  to  In d ian  H ealth  

S e rv ice s  and F a c i l i t i e s  in  f i s c a l  y e a r  1971 f o r  A rizona . Non-Indian 

programs were: S ta f f in g  o f  Community H ealth  C en ters  ($ 1 ,5 9 3 ,7 7 0 ) ;

H ealth  Manpower I n s t i t u t i o n  Support ($753 ,868); and H ealth  Manpower

15. I b i d .

16. U.S. Department o f  A g r ic u l tu r e ,  The Economic and S oc ia l  
C ondition  o f  Rural America in  th e  1970*5, p. 78.
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S tu d e n t  A ss is ta n c e  ($217 ,164). A lso , th e  A rizona H ealth  P lann ing  

A u th o r i ty  has r e c e n t ly  been e s t a b l i s h e d  (1968) to  su g g es t  a more 

e f f i c i e n t  means o f  p ro v id in g  h e a l th  s e r v ic e s  to  a l l  A r iz o n a n s .^ 7

S ugges tions  For Fu tu re  Research

Government i n t e r e s t  ( a t  l e a s t  v e rb a l)  in  a l l e v i a t i n g  p o ve rty  

in  r u r a l  Arizona i s  h igh and th e  im portance o f  r u r a l  po v e rty  as a 

problem has been e s t a b l i s h e d .  This f i n a l  s e c t i o n  p re s e n ts  broad a re a s  

f o r  f u tu r e  re s e a rc h  in to  th e  economics o f  a l l e v i a t i n g  r u r a l  po v e rty  in  

A rizona which w i l l  be u se fu l  to  government d e c is io n  makers.

1. Research on th e  economics o f  towns and c i t i e s  as producing 

u n i t s ! The f e d e ra l  government i s  p la c in g  much emphasis on r e v i t a l i z i n g  

r u r a l  America in  an a t te m p t  to  move people  away from th e  problems o f  

l a r g e  m e tro p o l i t a n  a r e a s .  In  A rizona , one o f  th e  f a v o r i t e  p r o je c t s  o f  

s t a t e  p la n n e rs  and e x ten s io n  groups i s  to  he lp  th e  in d iv id u a l  ru r a l  town 

p lan  i t s  developm ent. The r e s e a rc h  re p o r te d  in  t h i s  t h e s i s  e s t a b l i s h e s  

t h a t  i t  i s  th e se  nonfarm r u r a l  who c o n s t i t u t e  th e  m ajor p o r t io n  o f  r u r a l  

p o v e r ty ,  and so a t  f i r s t  g la n ce  such development e f f o r t s  seem w arran ted .  

Y et, in  an em p ir ica l  s e n s e ,  we know very l i t t l e  about th e  f a c to r s  con­

t r i b u t i n g  t o  th e  development o f  a town o r  c i t y .  More em p ir ica l  in fo rm a tio n  

i s  n e ce s sa ry  to  de term ine  th e  e f f e c t s  o f  changes in  v a r io u s  kinds and 

l e v e l s  o f  e d u c a t io n ,  numbers o f  p e o p le ,  amounts o f  c a p i t a l , t r a n s p o r t a ­

t i o n ,  and com m unications, e t c .  on town v i t a l i t y .

17. Arizona H ealth  P lanning A u th o r i ty ,  (Phoenix , A rizona , 
June 5 ,  1972).
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2. Research on th e  economics o f  p ro v id in g  s o c ia l  overhead 

c a p i t a l  to  r u r a l  r e s i d e n t s ! As s e e n ,  th e  ru r a l  poor have even poorer  

h e a l th  s e r v ic e s  and ed u ca t io n  than  th e  urban poor. We a ls o  know t h a t  

many ru r a l  towns have d e f i c i e n t  w a te r  and sewer system s, s o l i d  w aste  

d isp o sa l  f a c i l i t i e s ,  r e c r e a t i o n a l  f a c i l i t i e s ,  e t c .  Knowing th e  c o s ts  

and b e n e f i t s  o f  p ro v id in g  th e s e  to  th e  r u r a l  community i s  ex trem ely  

im p o r ta n t ,  b u t  they  a re  l a r g e l y  unknown. Inc luded  in  t h i s  re s e a rc h  

shou ld  be a s tu d y  o f  th e  economics o f  c o n so l id a te d  use by s e v e ra l  

communities o f  th e s e  types  o f  s e r v i c e s .

3. Research in to  th e  economics o f  m ig r a t io n : In  s p i t e  o f  th e

r e l a t i v e l y  high in c id e n ce  o f  r u r a l  p o v e r ty ,  th e  ru r a l  c o u n t ie s  have no t 

l o s t  p o p u la t io n  du rin g  th e  l a s t  te n  y e a r s  (ex cep t  G reenlee County) as 

might be expec ted . Furtherm ore , c u r r e n t  government p o l ic y  a t  th e  n a t i o n a l ,  

s t a t e ,  and lo c a l  le v e l  i s  f r e q u e n t ly  geared  to  keeping people  in  t h e i r  

p r e s e n t  r u r a l  community. We need a b e t t e r  u nders tand ing  o f  th e  c o s ts

and b e n e f i t s  to  th e  poor— and to  s o c ie ty  in  g e n e r a l—o f  m ig ra t io n  from 

th e  r u r a l  community. An economic e v a lu a t io n  o f  s p e c i f i c  programs to  a id  

m ig ra t io n ,  such as g en era l  ed u ca tio n  and s k i l l  t r a i n i n g ,  investm en ts  in  

th e  unemployment s e r v i c e ,  improved in fo rm a tio n  media, and r e lo c a t io n  

s u b s id i e s ,  should  be in c lu d ed  in  t h i s  r e s e a rc h .

4. S p e c i f i c  r e s e a rc h  in  each o f  th e  above a reas  f o r  th e  Spanish- 

Americans and In d ia n s ;  P overty  problems o f  th e  m in o r i ty  groups a re  more 

a cu te  than  f o r  th e  r u r a l  poor in  g e n e r a l . The m in o r i ty  groups— e s p e c i a l l y  

th e  In d ia n s — e x h i b i t  c u l t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which d i s t i n g u i s h  t h e i r  

poverty  s e t t i n g  from o th e r  r u r a l  poor. In s p i t e  o f  t h i s ,  and popu lar
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i n t e r e s t  in  h e lp in g  m i n o r i t i e s , em p ir ica l  in fo rm a t io n  i s  l im i t e d .  For 

example, i t  i s  no t  even known how many ru ra l  Spanish-Am ericans a re  poor.
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R u ra l : The Bureau o f  th e  Census^ d e f in e s  th e  ru r a l  p o p u la t io n  

to  in c lu d e  a l l  persons l i v i n g  in  th e  open c o u n try  o r  in  towns o f  l e s s  

than  2,500 p eo p le .  I t  f u r t h e r  su b d iv id e s  th e  ru r a l  p o p u la t io n  in to  

ru r a l  farm o r  ru r a l  nonfarm r e s i d e n t s .  This c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  i s  more 

in  terms o f  re s id e n c e  th an  o f  o ccu p a tio n a l  a s s o c ia t i o n  o r  o f  economic 

dependence on a g r i c u l t u r e  and i s  th e  d e f i n i t i o n  used in  t h i s  t h e s i s .

Farm-Nonfarm: The method o f  d e te rm in ing  farm-nonfarm re s id en c e  

in  th e  1970 census i s  th e  same as t h a t  used in  th e  1960 census and in  

th e  "C u rren t  P o p u la t io n  Surveys" s in c e  1960, bu t d i f f e r s  from t h a t  used 

in  e a r l i e r  su rveys and cen su ses .  According to  th e  c u r r e n t  d e f i n i t i o n ,  

th e  ru r a l  farm p o p u la t io n  c o n s i s t s  o f  a l l  persons l i v i n g  in  ru r a l  

t e r r i t o r y  on p laces  o f  l e s s  than  10 a c res  y i e ld in g  a g r i c u l t u r a l  products  

which so ld  f o r  $250 o r  more in  th e  p rev ious  y e a r ,  o r  on p la ce s  o f  10 

ac res  o r  more y i e ld in g  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p roduc ts  which so ld  f o r  $50 o r  more 

in  th e  p rev io u s  y e a r .  Rural persons in  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  m o te ls ,  t o u r i s t  

camps, and th o se  l i v i n g  in  r e n te d  p lace s  where no land  i s  used f o r  

farm ing a re  n o t  c l a s s i f i e d  as being p a r t  o f  th e  farm p o p u la t io n .  The 

nonfarm p o p u la t io n  com prises a l l  th o se  people  who a re  c l a s s i f i e d  as 

ru r a l  bu t  do n o t  l i v e  on farms as j u s t  d e f in e d .

Urban: The urban p o p u la t io n  comprises a l l  persons l i v i n g  in  

u rban ized  a re as  and in  p la c e s  o f  2,500 o r  more o u ts id e  o f  u rban ized

1. U.S. Department o f  Commerce, Bureau o f  th e  Census, 1970 
Arizona Census o f  P o p u la t io n , G e n e ra l , S oc ia l  and Economic C h a r a c te r i s -  
t i c s ,  PC(1)-C4, (W ashington, D.C.: U.S. Government P r in t in g  O f f i c e ,
1970), p. V III .
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a re a s .  The concep t o f  u rban ized  a re a s  was adopted by th e  Bureau o f  th e  

Census in  1950 to  p rov ide  a b e t t e r  s e p a r a t io n  o f  urban and ru r a l  popula­

t io n  n ea r  th e  l a r g e r  c i t i e s .  An u rban ized  a rea  c o n ta in s  a t  l e a s t  one 

c i t y  o f  50,000 p o p u la t io n  (o r  twin c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  w ith  a combined popu­

l a t i o n  o f  a t  l e a s t  50 ,000) and may be though t o f  as d iv id ed  in to  th e  

c e n t r a l  c i t y ,  o r  c i t i e s ,  and th e  rem ainder o f  th e  a re a  which has come 

to  be c a l l e d  th e  urban f r i n g e .  As o f  1970, th e re  were f i v e  Arizona 

c i t i e s  w ith  50,000 o r  more r e s i d e n t s :  Phoenix , Tucson, S c o t t s d a l e ,

Tempe, and Mesa. Of t h e s e ,  Phoenix , S c o t t s d a l e ,  Tempe, and Mesa a re  

a l l  w i th in  what i s  termed th e  g r e a t e r  Phoenix a re a .  Due to  th e  

geograph ica l  o rg a n iz a t io n  o f  th e  S t a t e ,  fo u r  c i t i e s  o r  u rban ized  

a reas  s e r v ic e  th e  major p o r t io n  o f  th e  S t a t e .  These fo u r  c i t i e s  a re  

Phoenix, Tucson, F l a g s t a f f ,  and Yuma. The r e s t  o f  th e  S t a t e  i s  p r im a r i ly  

ru ra l  in  n a tu re  and devoted to  th e  m ineral and a g r i c u l t u r a l  i n d u s t r i e s .

P o v e r ty : The po v e rty  le v e l  in  1960 was s e t  a t  an income le v e l

o f  $3,000 f o r  t h i s  s tu d y .  The a c tu a l  poverty  th re s h o ld  in  1960 was 

$3,037 f o r  a fam ily  o f  fo u r  which was computed by d e f l a t i n g  th e  1970 

po v erty  th re s h o ld  o f  $3,944 f o r  a fam ily  o f  fo u r  by th e  a p p ro p r ia te  

consumer p r i c e  index f o r  1960. The poverty  th re s h o ld  v a r ie s  in  r e l a t i o n ­

s h ip  to  fam ily  s i z e ,  sex  o f  head o f  household and farm-nonfarm re s id e n c e .  

For 1970, th e  th r e s h o ld  v a r ie s  from $1,576 f o r  an u n re la te d  female 

in d iv id u a l  65 y e a r s  o f  age o r  over  to  $6,486 f o r  a fam ily  o f  seven o r 

more persons w ith  a male head. Poverty  th re s h o ld s  in  Table  2 and 

Table 3 a re  s e t  a t  $3,000 and $4,000 f o r  1960 and 1970, r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  

because th ey  c lo s e ly  approxim ate th e  average  p overty  th re s h o ld  e s t a b l i s h e d
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by th e  Federal Government, and because o f  th e  d a ta  breakdown o f  income 

given in  th e  census . The census s p e c i f i e s  th e  number o f  people  in  each 

o f  s e v e ra l  thousand d o l l a r  income c a t e g o r i e s ;  under $1 ,000 ; $1,000- 

$ 1 ,999 ; $2 ,000 -$ 2 ,9 9 9 ; e t c .  ( a l s o  see  Table  1 ) .
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N ational P e r s p e c t iv e

Most a n t i  poverty  e f f o r t s , u n t i l  r e c e n t ly ^  have been channeled  

toward urban p o v e r ty .  In f a c t ,  few programs had a major im pact on 

ru r a l  America u n t i l  th e  passage o f  th e  Economic O pportun ity  Act o f  

1964, by which Congress d e c la re d  i t  t o  be th e  p o l ic y  to  o b l i t e r a t e  a l l  

U.S. p o v e r ty .  P r e s id e n t  Johnson , by h is  c r e a t io n  o f  th e  N ational 

Advisory Commission on Rural P o v e r ty ,  acknowledged th e  f a c t  th e  ru ra l  

poverty  was im p o r tan t  enough to  r e q u i r e  immediate and s p e c ia l  a t t e n ­

t i o n .  The Nixon Task Force on Rural Development r e p re s e n ts  an o th e r  

fe d e ra l  t h r u s t  i n d ic a t in g  th e  n a t io n a l  im portance o f  ru r a l  development.

Table  3 shows th e  number o f  persons in  poverty  in  both r u r a l  

and urban a reas  o f  th e  U.S. in  March 1965.  ̂ There was p r o p o r t io n a te ly  

more p o v e r ty  among ru r a l  r e s id e n t s  than among urban r e s i d e n t s .  On th e  

av erag e ,  one in  e ig h t  r e s id e n t s  in  ou r  m e tro p o l i ta n  a reas  was poor, 

compared w ith  one o f  f i f t e e n  in  th e  suburbs and one in  fo u r  in  ru r a l  

a r e a s .  About 30 p e rc e n t  o f  th e  t o t a l  U.S. p o p u la t io n  l i v e s  in  ru r a l  

a r e a s ,  b u t  40 p e rc e n t  o f  th e  n a t i o n ' s  poor l i v e  t h e r e .  Three o u t  o f  

fo u r  o f  th e  ru r a l  poor l i v e  in  small towns and v i l l a g e s  r a t h e r  than  on 

fa rm s, and o f  th e  14 m i l l io n  r u r a l  poo r , 11 m i l l io n  a re  w h ite .  Even 

w ith  t h i s  high number o f  poor w h i te s ,  p r o p o r t io n a te ly  more Negroes a re  

poor. Three o u t  o f  f i v e  ru r a l  nonwhite f a m i l ie s  a re  poo r, and 90 

p e rc e n t  o f  them a re  c o n c e n tra te d  in  th e  n a t i o n ' s  p o o re s t  c o u n t ie s .

Low income w h ite s  a r e  more w ide ly  s c a t t e r e d .

1. P r e s i d e n t ' s  N ational Advisory Commission on Rural Pover.ty, 
The People L e f t  B ehind , p. 3.

i
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A rizona P e r s p e c t iv e

A r iz o n a 's  t o t a l  p o p u la t io n  in c re a s e  o f  36.1 p e rc e n t  in  th e  

t e n - y e a r  i n t e r v a l  between 1960 and 1970 was g r e a t  enough to  rank 

A rizona  as th e  n a t i o n ' s  t h i r d  f a s t e s t  growing s t a t e .  F lo r id a  and 

Nevada were th e  only  s t a t e s  w ith  f a s t e r  r a t e s  o f  growth. Table  1 

g ives  th e  s t a t e  and county p o p u la t io n s  f o r  1960 and 1970, and th e  

p e rcen tag e  o f  th e  s t a t e ' s  t o t a l  p o p u la t io n  r e s id in g  in  each county 

f o r  th o se  y e a r s .  As can be s e e n ,  approx im ate ly  75 p e rc e n t  o f  th e  

s t a t e ' s  t o t a l  p o p u la t io n  i s  lo c a te d  in  Pima and Maricopa C oun tie s .

A breakdown o f  age and ra c e  f o r  1960 and 1970 i s  given in  

Tables 2 ,  3 , and 4. The p o p u la t io n  45 y e a r s  o ld  and over made up a 

l a r g e r  p o r t io n  o f  th e  s t a t e ' s  t o t a l  p o p u la t io n  in  1970 (28.4%) than  

in  1960 (24.6%). This i s  p robab ly  due to  th e  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  o f  

A r iz o n a 's  c l im a te  f o r  th o se  seek ing  r e t i r e m e n t  l i v i n g .

The s t a t e  i s  becoming le s s  r u r a l .  In 1960, 25 .5  p e rc e n t  o f  

th e  s t a t e ' s  1 ,302,161 r e s id e n t s  were r u r a l . Of th e  t o t a l  p o p u la t io n ,

21 .7  p e rc e n t  were r u r a l  nonfarm and 3 .8  p e rc e n t  were ru r a l  farm. In 

1970, 20 .5  p e rc e n t  o f  th e  s t a t e ' s  1 ,772 ,482 r e s id e n t s  were r u r a l ,  w ith

17 .9  p e rc e n t  ru r a l  nonfarm and 2 .6  p e rc e n t  ru r a l  farm.

2. U.S. Department o f  Commerce, 1960 and 1970 Arizona Census 
o f  P o p u la t io n .
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Table 34. Persons in  P overty  by Urban and Rural R esidence; March 1965a .

Persons a t a l l  In c .  Lev. Poor Persons
Item Number

(M il l io n s )
P e rcen t

D is t r ib u t io n
Number

(M il l io n s )
P e rc e n t

D i s t r ib u t io n
P ercen t

Poor

United S ta te s 189.9 100.0 33.7 100.0 17.7

Total Rural 55 .3 29.1 13 .8 40.9 25.0

Farm 13.3 7 .0 3 .9 11.6 29.3

Nonfarm 42 .0 22.1 9 .9 29 .4 23.6

Total Urban 134.6 70.9 19.9 59.1 14.8

Small C i t i e s 27.1 14.3 6 .4 19.0 23.6

M etro p o li tan
Areas 107.5 56.6 13.5 40.1 12.6

C entra l C i t i e s 58.6 30 .8 10.2 30.3 17.4

Suburbs 48.9 25.8 3 .3 4 .8 6 .7

a Income d a ta  r e l a t e  to  1964. Poverty  s t a t i s t i c s  p re se n te d  here  
a re  p re l im in a ry  e s t im a te s  based on th e  S oc ia l  S e c u r i ty  A d m in is tra t io n  
poverty  l in e s  f o r  urban and r u r a l  nonfarm. However, th e  Commission 
c a lc u la te d  t h a t  farm fa m i l i e s  need about 85 p e rc e n t  as much income as 
comparable f a m i l ie s  in  urban a r e a s .  The Soc ia l  S e c u r i ty  A d m in is tra t io n  
p overty  l i n e  used 70 p e rc e n t  as farm-nonfarm r a t i o .  An upda ting  o f  
t h i s  t a b l e  w i l l  n o t  be p o s s ib le  u n t i l  f i n a l  r e l e a s e  o f  th e  1970 U.S. 
Census o f  P o p u la t io n .

Source; P r e s i d e n t ' s  N ational Advisory Commission on Rural 
P o v e r ty ,  The People L e f t  B ehind , p. 3.
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Table 35. P o p u la tio n  o f  Arizona Counties and P e rc e n t  o f  Total 
P o p u la t io n  in  Each; 1960-1970.

County 1960
Census

P e rc e n t  o f  
1960 T o ta l

1970
Census

P e rcen t  o f  
1970 Total

Change
1960-1970

S ta te  Total 1,302,161 100.0 1,772,482 100.0 36.1

Apache 30,438 2 .3 32,304 1 .8 6.1

Cochise 55,039 4.2 61,910 3.5 12.5

Coconino 41,857 3.2 48,326 2 .7 15.5

Gila 25,745 ro o 29,255 1 .7 13.6

Graham 14,045 i . i 16,578 0 .9 18.0

G reenlee 11,509 0 .9 10,330 0 .6 -1 0 .2

Maricopa3 663,510 51.0 968,487 54.6 46.0

Mohave 7,736 0 .6 25,857 1 .5 234.2

Navajo 37,994 2 .9 47,559 2 .7 25.2

Pima3 265,660 20 .4 351,667 19.8 32 .4

P inal 62,673 4 .8 68,579 3.9 9 .4

Santa  Cruz 10,808 0 .8 13,966 0 .8 29 .4

Yavapai 28,912 2 .2 36,837 2.1 27.4

Yuma 46,235 3.6 60,827 3 .4 31.6

^S tandard  M e tro p o li tan  S t a t i s t i c a l  A rea, Bureau o f  th e  
Census, 1960 and 1970.

Source: 1960 and 1970 Arizona Census o f  P o p u la t io n , General
Soc ia l  and Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  PC(1)-C4. •



121

Table  36. Demographics o f  A rizona ; 1960 and 1970.

1960 P e rc e n t 1970 P e rc e n t P e rc e n t
Change

T ota l  P o p u la t io n 1,302,161 100.0 1,772,482 100.0 + 36.1

Race

White 1 ,169 ,517 89 .8 1 ,604 ,948 90 .5 + 37.2

Negro 43,403 3 .3 53,344 3 .0 + 22.9

In d ian 83,387 6 .4 95,812 5 .4 + 14.9

O ther Races 5 ,854 .4 16,796 .9 +186.9

U n a llo ca ted - - .1 1,582 .09 - -

Age

Under 5 166,966 12.8 158,675 9 .0 -  5 .0

5 to  14 285,830 22.0 378,856 21 .4 + 32 .5

15 to  24 186,789 14 .3 317,923 17.9 + 70 .2

25 to  44 342,907 26 .3 412,166 23 .3 + 20 .2

45 to  64 229,444 17.6 341,806 19 .3 + 49 .0

65 and Over 90,225 6 .9 161,474 9.1 + 79 .0

Source: 1970 A rizona Census o f  P o p u la t io n  and H ousing ,
Bureau o f  In d ian  A f f a i r s ,  Phoenix Area O f f i c e ,  S t a t i s t i c s  D iv is io n ,  
Phoenix , A rizona .
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Table 37. Fam ilies  With Annual Incomes Below th e  Poverty  Level3 ; A rizona , 1960 and 1970.

Income Levels Apache Cochise Coconino Gila Graham Greenlee Man copa .Mohave Navajo Pima Pinal Santa Cruz Yavapai Yuma State Total

1970

All Families 5,053 14,665 10,333 7,247 3,607 2,658 245.. 575 7,270 9,738 87,656 15,254 3,032 10,071 14,724 433,339
Under SI,CC0 1,124 532 575 217 162 28 5,067 196 1,004 2,132 582 79 363 340 12,401
$1,000-51,999 574 547 500 303 194 62 6,331 215 672 2,837 697 134 480 611 14,212
$2,000-52,599 511 747 529 402 235 70 9.416 417 854 4,147 975 169 775 815 20,052
$3,000-53,599 424 834 460 435 228 109 11,264 420 623 4,824 966 252 731 917 22,487
No. of Families 
Below Poverty Level 2,633 2,710 2,064 . 1,362 819 269 32,078 1,248 3,153 13,922 3,220 634 2,349 2,683 69,162
Percent of All 
Families Below 43.5 12.2 20.0 18.8 22.7 10.0 13.1 17.2 32.4 15.8 21.1 20.9 23.3 13.1 15.8
Poverty Level

1SG0

All Families 5,409 13,103 9,331 6,187 3,181 2,736 162,697 2,008 7,789 65,347 13,536 2,334 7,542 10,785 312,045
Under $1,0:0 1,624 755 1,199 393 220 55 7,453 83 1,776 2,636 983 129 395 568 13,325
$1,000-$!,959 582 952 578 437 348 179 10,727 211 726 3,925 1,468 219 655 705 21.752
52,CG0-$2,S99 599 1,168 571 553 337 114 12,862 197 519 5,451 1,741 378 801 907 26,258
$3,000-53,959 563 1,430 845 512 396 263 14,815 240 639 6,680 1,830 282 847 1,255 30,649
Nc. of Families 
Below P o v e r t y  Level 2.605 2,875. 2,348 1,433 955 343 31,042 495 3,021 12,072 4,192 726 1,852 2,180 65,345
Percent of All 
Families Below 51.9 21.9 25.2 23.2 30.0 12.7 19.1 24.7 38.8 18.5 31.0 30.5 24.6 20.2 21.2
Poverty Level

Poverty thresholds In this table are set at $3,000 and $,000 for 1S£0 and 1970, respectively because they closely approximate the average 
poverty threshold established by the Federal Government, and because of the <U ta breakdown of income given In the census. The census specifies the 
number of people (by state, county, and other breakdown in each of several thousand dollars income categories: under $1,000; $1,000-$!,999; $2,000- 
$2,999, etc.).

Source: 1960 and 1970 Arizona Census of Population, General Social ard Economic Characteristics, PC(1)-C4.



Table 38. Rural F am ilies  With Annual Incomes Below th e  Poverty  Level9 ; A rizona , 1960 and 1970.

Income Levels Apache Cochise Coconino Gila Graham Greenlee Man'Ccpa Mohave Navajo Pima Pinal Santa Cruz Yavapai Yuma State Total

1970

All Rural 
Families 6,058 4,858 4,792 4,136 2,286 1,451 16,580 5,445 6,648 13,572 7,740. 1,266 5,858 5,283 86,158

Under $1,000 1,124 190 464 97 126 20 512 169 958 461 336 24 230 177 4,883
$i,c:o-$i,959 574 233 365 212 150 29 645 166 553 395 443 33 290 277 4,365
$2,000-52,939 511 297 259 231 120 56 688 371 723 554 539 44 432 365 5,430
$3,093-53,599 424 288 234 252 112 80 1,0*94 355 502 703 617 88 258 456 5,573
No. of Rural 
Families Below 
Poverty Level

2,633 1,008 1,362 792 508 185 • 3,139 1,061 2,736 2,113 1,935 189 1,320 1,275 20,256

Percent Of All 
Rural 5alow 
Poverty Level

43.5 20.7 24.2 19.1 22.2 12.7 13.9 19.5 41.2 15.4 25.0 ' 14.9 22.5 24.1 22.3

I960

All Rural 
Families 5.409 6,935 3,437 3,155 1,973 1,776 19,562 839 4,792 7,442 7,252 803 4,273 4,032 71,765

Under SI,000 1,624 406 1,027 257 150 46 1,520 47 1,671 501 621 43 288 352 8,573
$1,000-31,599 582 523 325 258 255 122 1,983 112 588 604 808 73 370 367 6,976
$2,003-32,999 .599 642 253 327 282 82 2,675 103 383 580 1,194 113 480 390 8,108
$3,CC'0-$3,9S9 •563 780 • 290 286 265 163 2,705 131 337 630 1,140 109 509 581 8.545
No. of Rural 
Families Below 
Poverty Level

2,805 1,571 1,611 842 687 250 6,193 262 2,642 1,685 2,623 229 1,133 1,119 23,657

Percent cf All 
Rural Below 
Poverty Level

51.9 22.5 46.9 26.4 34.8 14.1 21.7 31.2 55.1 22.6 35.2 28.3 26.6 27.8 33.0

Poverty thresholds In this table are set at $3,000 and $4,CC0 for 1560 and 1970, respectively because they closely approximate the average 
poverty threshold established by the Federal Government and because of the date breakdown of income given in the census. The census specifies the number 
of people (by state, county, and other breakdown in each of several thousand dollars income categories: under $1,000; $1,000-$!,999; $2,000-$2,999,ctc.).

Source: 1560 and 1970 Arizona Census of Population, General Social end Economic Characteristics, PC(1)-C4



Table 39. Rural Nonfarm Fam ilies  With Annual Incomes Below th e  Poverty  Level3 ; A rizona , 1960 and 1970.

> Income Levels Apache Cochise Coconino Gila Graham Greenlee Maricopa Mohave Navajo Pima Pinal Santa Cruz Yavapai Yuma State Total

1970

All Rural !!cn- 
Farn Families 5,353 4,234 4,208 3,653 1,827 1,362 13,991 5,258 5,685 12,598 6,479 1,101 5,371 4,541 75,676

Under $1,000 957 162 330 85 95 20 462 164 674 424 261 15 201 148 3,938
$1,003-51,999 469 223 283 205 86 24 532 151 426 335 317 24 275 251 3,617
$2,003-52,999 417 245 267 222 103 40 766 265 553 505 412 39 • 395 323 4,655
$3,030-$3,S59 351 255 . 205 221 101 75 904 355 429 629 515 84 363 402 4,899
N:-. of Rural Mon- 
Fa rn Families Below 
r*:verty Level

2,204 885 1,090 733 385 159 . 2,634 1,036 2,082 1,897 1,505 162 1,234 1,134 17,160

of All
‘-.ural Monfarm Below 
Poverty Level

41.1 20.9 25.9 20.0 21.1 11.7 19.0 19.7 36.6 15.1 23.2 14.7 23.0 25.0 22.7

1960

All Rural Mcn- 
Farm Families 4,533 6,327 2,737 1,558 1,645 • 16,166 4,236 6,785 5,743 617 3,806 3,279 57,432
Under SI,COO 1,205 310 653 -- 132 42 1,233 -- 1,325 423 459 39 247 284 6,352
51,000-51,939 465 451 165 — 217 105 1,6:3 -- 540 514 586 65 341 305 5,393
$2,000-52,939 481 £53 215 -- 214 73 2,CS8 — 361 498 867 83 411 316 6,180
53,000-53,999 488 684 . 255 -- 231 163 2,124 -- 351 561 870 86 413 486 6,712
No. cf Rural Mon- 
F:"m Families Below 
Pc*.arty Level

2,152 1,324 1,033 (832) 563 220 4,974 (245) 2,226 1,435 1,912 187 999 505 17,903

Percent of All 
Rural Nor.farm Selcw 47.5 20.9 37.7 (26.0) 36.1 13.4 30.3 (31.0) 52.5 21.1 33.3 30.3 26.2 27.6 31.2
Poverty Level

Poverty thresholds In this table are set at $3,000 and $4,000 for 1360 and 1270, respectively because they closely approximate the average 
poverty threshold established by the Federal Government, and because of the data breakdown of income given In the census. The census specifies the number 
of people (ty state, county, and other breakdowns in each of servcral thousand dollars Income categories: under $1 ,000; $1 ,000-51 ,999; $2,000-52,9$9. etc).

Source: 1953 and 1970 Arizona Census of Peculation, General Social ard Economic Characteristics, PC(1)-C4.

roin



Table 40. Rural Farm Fam ilies  With Annual Incomes Below th e  Poverty  Levela ; A rizona , 1960 and 1970.

Income Levels Apache Cochise Coconino Gila Graham Greenlee Maricopa- Mehave Navajo Pima Pinal Santa Cruz Yavapai Yuma State Total

H'70

All Rural Farm 
Families 700 • 624 584 473 459 89 2,589 187 953 1,154 1,261 165 487 747 10,482

Under $1,000 167 23 134 12 31 —- 60 5 284 37 75 9 29 29 900
SI,CC0-S1,999 105 10 77 7 64 5 113 15 127 59 126 9 15 16 748
$2,0:0-32,299 94 52 32 9 17 16 122 5 170 46 127 5 37 42 774
$3,000-33,999 63 33 29 31 11 5 190 — 73 74 102 4 5 54 674
Mo. of Rural Farm 
Families Below 
Poverty Level

429 123 272 59 123 26 485 •.25 654 216 430 27 86 141 3,085

Percent of All Rural 
Farm Families Eelcw 
Poverty Level

61.3 19.7 46.6 12.5 26.8 29.2 18.7 13.4 67.9 18.7 34.1 16.4 17.7 18.9 29.4

K'60

All Rural Farm 
Families 875 653 700 -- 415 131 3,269 — 556 657 1,509 191 467 753 10,30?

Under $1,000 419 95 374 —— 18 4 297 — 346 78 162 4 41 78 1,917
SI.000-51,999 116 72 161 - -  . 38 17 345 -- 48 90 222 8 29 62 1,208
S2,COO-£2,599 118 79 43 • -- 68 9 577 — 21 82 327 30 69 74 1,497
$3,003-53,939 75 96 35 -- 35 5 5P.1 — 36 69 270 23 96 95 1,416'
Mo. of Rural Farm 
Families Below 
Poverty Level

653 247 573 -- 124 30 1,219 — 415 250 711 42 139 214 4,622

Percent of All Rural 
Farm Families Below 74.5 27.5 82.6 „ 29.9 22.9 35.9 . . 74.6 38.1 47.1 22.0 29.8 28.4 44.8
Poverty Level

Poverty thresholds In this table are set at $3,000 and $4,000 for 1560 and 1970, respectively because they closely approximate the average 
poverty threshold established by the Federal Government, and because of the data breakdown of Income given in the census. The census specifies the number 
of people (by state, county, and other breakdowns In each of several thousand dollars Income categories: under $1,000; $1,000-$!,999; $2,000-$2,999,ctc.).

Source: 19CC and 1970 Arizona Census of Population, General Social end Economic Characteristics, PC(1)-C4.



Table  41. Farm F am ilies  as a P e rc e n t  o f  All F a m il ie s ;  S t a t e ,  County, and Region; A rizona , 1960 and 1970.

1970 1960

Region and 
County T ota l  No. 

o f
Fami1i es

T ota l No. 
o f  Farm 
Fam ilies

Farm 
F am ilies  
as a Per­

c e n t  o f  All 
Fam ilies

Total No. 
o f

Fam ilies

T otal No. 
o f  Farm 
F am ilies

Farm 
Fami1ie s  
as a P e r­

c e n t  o f  All 
Fami1ie s

P e rc e n t  
Change In 

Farm 
Fami1ie s  
Between 

1960 & 1970

Region I :  
Pima 87,856 1,154 1 .3 65,347 657 1.0 +75.6
Maricopa 245,575 2,589 1.1 162,697 3,396 2.1 -2 3 .8
Yuma 14,784 747 5.1 10,786 753 7 .0 -  8 .0
P inal 15,254 1,261 8 .3 13,536 1,509 11.1 -1 6 .4

T o ta l :  Region I 363,469 5,751 - 1.6 252,366 6,315 2 .5 -  8 .9
Region I I :  

Mohave 7,270 187 2 .6 2 ,008
Coconino 10,330 584 5 .7 9,331 700 7 .5 -1 6 .6
Yavapai 10,071 487 4 .8 7,542 467 6 .2 + 4 .3  .

T o ta l :  Region I I a 27,674
(20,401)

1,258
(1 ,081)

4 .5
(5 .3 )

18,881
(16 ,873) (1 ,167) (6 .9 ) ( -  7 .4 )

Region I I I :
Navajo 9,738 963 9 .9 7,789 556 7.1 +73.2
Apache
G ila

6,058 700 11.6 5,409 876 16.2 , -20 .1
7,247 473 6 .5 6 ,187 — — — -

T o ta l :  Region I I I " 23,043
(15 ,796)

2,163 
(1 ,663)

9 .3
(1 0 .5 )

19,385
(13,198) (1 ,432) (1 0 .9 ) (+16.1)

Region IV:
Graham 3,607 459 12.7 3,181 415 13.0 +10.6
G reenlee 2 ,698 89 3 .3 2,736 131 4 .8 -32.1
Cochise 14,866 624 4 .2 13,103 658 5 .0  - -  5 .2
Santa  Cruz 3,032 165 5 .4 2,384 191 8 .0 -1 3 .6

T o ta l :  Region IV 24,203 1,337 5 .5 21,404 1,395 6 .5 -  4 .2
S ta t e  T o ta l : 438,389 10,482 2 .4 312,036 10,421 3 .3 + .6
T otal S t a t e  ■,
P o p u la t io n ,772,184 45,958 2 .6 1,302,161 49,421 3 .8 -  7 .0



T able  41 .-C o n tin u ed .

^ P aren th e ses  d e p ic t  t o t a l s  f o r  Region I I  ex c lud ing  Mohave County f o r  which 1960 farm fam ily  
d a ta  was n o t  a v a i l a b l e .

^P aren th e ses  d e p ic t  t o t a l s  f o r  Region I I I  exc lud ing  G ila  County f o r  which 1960 farm fam ily  
d a ta  was n o t  a v a i l a b l e .

Source: 1960 and 1970 Arizona Census o f  P o p u la t io n ,  General Soc ia l  and Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,
PC(1)-C4.

i

nooo



129

\

Table 42. Arizona Farms and Land in  Farms; 1959 and 1969.

All Arizona Farms 1969 ' 1959

All Farms — Number 5,890 7,233

Land in  Farms — Acres 38,202,667 40,203,386

Average S ize  o f  Farms — Acres 6 ,4 8 6 .0 5 ,5 5 8 .3

Value o f  Land and B u ild ings  — 
D o lla rs

2 ,663 ,700 ,887 (NA)

Average Per Farm — D o lla rs 452,241 172,818

Average Per Acre — D o lla rs 69.72 31.09

Source: 1959 and 1969 Arizona Census o f  A g r i c u l tu r e , U.S.
Department o f  Commerce, Bureau o f  th e  Census.
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Table  43. S iz e  and Number o f  Farms; A rizona , 1964 and 1969.

1969 1964
m h  zona -

Farms Number P e rc e n t Acres in  
Farms Number . P e rc e n t Acres in  

Farms

All Farms 5,890 100.0 38,202,667 6,477 100.0 40,559,500

Farms With:

1-9 Acres 926 15.7 3,193 974 15.0 3,543

10-49 Acres 1,226 20 .8 28,408 1,312 20 .3 29,897

50-69 Acres 221 3 .8 12,715 221 3 .4 12,950

70-99 Acres 233 4 .0 18,928 337 5 .2 27,392

100-139 Acres 245 4 .2 28,487 262 4 .0 30,592

140-179 Acres 309 5 .2 48,524 332 5.1 52,297

180-219 Acres 109 1 .9 21,507 160 2 .5 31,756

220-259 Acres 111 1.9 26,565 174 2 .7 41,411

260-499 Acres 563 9 .6 206,105 669 10.3 243,015

500-999 Acres 604 10.3 423,698 , 642 9.9 455,085

1000-1999 Acres 443 7 .5 622,477 418 6 .5 594,125

2000 Acres and 
Over 897 15.2 36,762,060 976 ■ 15.1 39,037,500

Source: 1964 and 1969 Arizona Census o f  A g r i c u l t u r e , U.S.
Department o f  Commerce, Bureau o f  th e  Census.



Table 44. Number and Class o f  Farms by County; A rizona , 1969 and 1959.

Economic Class 
of Farm Apache Cochise Coconino Gila Graham Greenlee Maricopa Mohave Navajo Pima Pinal Santa

Cruz Yavapai Yuma State Total

1969

Class I 28 . 128 35 9 89 10 639 21 11 74 •263 18 42 225 1,593
Class II 17 80 3 14 32 16 162 18 17 31 67 20 42 96 615
Class III 23 112 16 15 33 18 140 15 13 38 29 13 40 77 582
Class IV 31 74 19 17 36 14 174 40 26 30 28 26 54 80 649
Class V 32 109 20 20 21 18 271 25 39 65 32 19 50 92 813
Class Via 13 32 12 9 19 4 73 2 7 15 7 n 27 12 243
Part-Time6 74 143 49 28 31 23 346 . 32 85 63 49 18 97 66 1,105
Part-Retirement̂ 10 34 7 5 7 6 71 4 10 13 13 1 19 8 208
Abnormal d 9 1 7 6 8 - 12 6 9 14 6 2 2 82
Total 237 713 169 123 . 276 109 1,888 163 218 343 494 126 374 658 5,890
Total Below 

$20,000 183 414 123 94 147 83 1 ,075 . 118 181 224 158 88 287 335 3,510
Percent of Total 

Excluding Abnormal 77.2 58.1 72.8 76.4 53.3 76.1 56.9 72.4 83.0 65.3 32.0 69.8 76.7 50.9 59.6
Part-time Percent 

of Total Farms 31.0, 20.0 29.0 23.0 11.0 21.0 18.0 20.0 39.0 13.0 10.0 14.0 26.0 10.0 19.0

1959

Class I 14 76 9 5 69 5 722 10 16 101 325 29 42 186 1,609
Class II 17 114 10 16 90 13 411 13 19 56 75 16 23 111 984
Class III 28 138 . 15 39 61 14 271 21 27 40 48 31 56 131 920
Class IV 26 99 32 10 32 21 173 27 23 27 38 8 58 82 650
Class V _ 
Class VI\

46 70 4 14 28 15 227 9 40 44 31 8 60 61 657
4 • 25 15 6 20 10 69 2 1 23 35 1 26 10 247

Part-Time0 43 251 88 45 80 21 470 44 68 121 101 13 143 145 1,633
Part-Retirement
Abnormal0

1 50 5 16 10 7 146 7 21 10 22 16 52 31 394
• 9 1 3 4 5 - 1 4 18 2 4 _ 1 21 73

Total 188 824 181 155 395 106 2,490 137 233 424 679 122 461 778 | 7,173
Total Below 

$20,000 104 332 66 69 141 60 740 59 91 134 152 48 200 284 2.460
Percent of Total 

Excluding Abnormal 57.5 40.3 37.1 44.5 35.2 56.6 29.7 44.4 42.3 31.8 22.5 39.3 43.5 37.5 34.6
Part-time Percent 

of Total Farms 22.9 30.5 48.6 29.0 20.3 19.8 18.9 32.1 J9.2 28.5 14.9 10.7 31.0 18.6 ' 22.8

. aC1a3s VI farms have a value of farm products sold of $50 to $2,499 and a farm operator under.65 years of age who did not work off the farm
100 days or more In the census year.

P̂art-time farms have a value of farm products sold of $50 to $2,499 and a farm operator under 65 years of age who worked off the farm 100 days 
or more in the census year.

P̂art-retirement farms have a value of farm products sold of $50 to $2,499 and an operator 65 years old or over.
Âbnormal farms Include Institutional farms, experimental and research farms, and Indian reservations. Institutional farms Include those 

operated by hospitals, penitentiaries, schools, grazing associations, government agencies, etc.
Source: 1969 and 1959 Arizona Census of Agriculture, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census
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Table  45. E ducationa l C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  Persons 25 Years Old and
Over by R esidence , S t a t e ,  and County; A rizo n a , 1960 and 1970.

E ducational
C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s

Nonrural
P o p u la t io n

Rural
P o pu la tion

1960 1970 1960 1970

STATE TOTAL3
Persons 25 and Over 506,099 732,185 155,003 183,552
No School Yrs. Completed 10,655 11,614 15,707 11,103
P e rcen t  With No School 2.1 1 .6 10.1 6 .0
Persons With 1-4 Yrs. 24,748 23,876 15,162 9,140
P e rcen t  With < 4 Yrs. 7 .0 4 .8 19.9 11.0
Persons With 5-8 Yrs. 126,119 132,486 42,140 39,314
P e rcen t  With < 8 Yrs. 31.9 22.9 47.1 32.4
Persons With 9-12 Yrs. 233,695 360,810 57,844 85,501
P e rcen t  With < 1 2  Yrs. 78.1 72.2 84 .4 79.0
Persons With > 1 2  Yrs. 110,882 203,399 24,150 38,684
P e rcen t  With > 1 2  Yrs. 21 .9 27 .8 15.6 21.1

APACHE C0UNTYb 
Persons 25 and Over 11,200 12,506
No School Yrs. Completed - - 4,396 3,398
P e rcen t  With No School - 39 .3 27.2
Persons With 1-4 Yrs. - - 1,201 897
P e rcen t  With < 4 Yrs. - - 50.0 34.3
Persons With 5-8 Yrs. - - 2,083 2,262
P e rcen t  With < 8 Yrs. - - 68 .6 52 .4
Persons With 9-12 Yrs. - - 2,347 4 ,058
P e rcen t  With < 12 Yrs. - - 89 .5 84 .9
Persons With > 12 Yrs. - - 1,173 1,891
P e rcen t  With > 12 Yrs. - - 10 .5 15.1
COCHISE COUNTY
Persons 25 and Over 12,600 19,489 14,534 10,556
No School Yrs. Completed 288 475 350 214
P e rcen t  With No School 2 .3 2 .4 2 .4 2 .0
Persons With 1-4 Yrs. 974 1,052 899 481
P e rcen t  With < 4 Yrs. 10.0 7 .8 8 .6 6 .6
Persons With 5-8  Yrs. 3,774 4,081 3,473 2,335
P e rcen t  With < 8 Yrs. 40 .0 28 .8 32.5 28 .7
Persons w ith  9-12 Yrs. 5 ,503 9,503 7,095 5,125
P e rcen t  w ith  < 1 2  Yrs. 83 .6 77.9 81 .3 77 .4
Persons With > 1 2  Yrs. 2,061 4,453 2,717 2,326
P e rcen t  With > 1 2  Yrs. 16.4 22 .8 18.7 22 .0
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T ab le  45. Continued E duca tiona l C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  Persons 25 Years
Old and Over by R esidence , S t a t e ,  and County; A rizona ,
1960 and 1970.

E duca tiona l Nonrural
Popu la tion

Rural 
P o p u la t io n

U I I C L l  Q V U C i 1960 1970 1960 1970

COCONINO COUNTY 
Persons 25 and Over 11,653 10,318 6,867 9,896
No School Yrs. Completed 231 155 1,856 1,632
P e rc e n t  With No School 2 .0 1 .5 27 .0 16.5
Persons With 1-4 Yrs. 479 314 483 471
P e rc e n t  With < 4 Yrs. 6.1 4 .5 34.1 21.3
Persons With 5-8  Yrs. 2 ,699 1,423 1,368 1,463
P e rc e n t  With < 8 Yrs. 29 .3 18.3 54.2 36.0
Persons With 9-12 Yrs. 5 ,618 4,445 2,260 4,054
P e rc e n t  With < 1 2  Yrs. 77 .5 61.4 87.2 77.0
Persons With > 12 Yrs. 2 ,644 3,981 882 2,276
P e rc e n t  With > 1 2  Yrs. 22 .7 38.6 12 .8 23.0

GILA COUNTY 
Persons 25 and Over 6,427 6,504 6,555 8,669
No School Yrs. Completed 242 149 231 182
P e rc e n t  With No School 3 .8 2 .3 3 .5 2.1
Persons With 1-4 Yrs. 512 377 476 264
P e rc e n t  With < 4 Yrs. 11.7 8.1 10.8 5.1
Persons With 5 -8  Yrs. 1,991 1,472 2,095 2,157
P e rc e n t  With < 8 Yrs. 42 .7 30.7 42.7 30.0
Persons With 9-12 Yrs. 2,836 3,427 2,915 4,730
P e rc e n t  With < 12 Yrs. 86 .8 83 .4 87 .2 84.6
Persons With > 12 Yrs. 846 1 ,079 838 1,336
P e rc e n t  With > 12 Yrs. 13.6 16.6 12 .8 15.4

GRAHAM COUNTY 
Persons 25 and Over 2,395 2,824 4 ,034 4,880
No School Yrs. Completed 55 37 176 194
P e rc e n t  With No School 2 .3 1 .3 4 .4 4 .0
Persons With 1-4 Yrs. 129 115 318 295
P e rc e n t  With < 4 Yrs. 7 .7 5 .4 12.2 10.0
Persons With 5-8  Yrs. 588 721 1,390 1,223
P e rc e n t  With < 8 Yrs. 32.2 30.9 46.7 35.1
Persons With 9-12 Yrs. 964 1,246 1,510 2 ,158
P e rc e n t  With < 12 Yrs. 72 .5 75.0 84.1 79.3
Persons With > 12 Yrs. 659 705 640 1,010
P e rc e n t  With > 12 Yrs. 27 .5 25 .0 15.9 20.7
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Table 45. Continued E duca tiona l C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  Persons 25 Years
Old and Over by R esidence , S t a t e ,  and County; A rizona ,
1960 and 1970.

E ducational
C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s

Nonrural
P o p u la t io n

Rural
P op u la t io n

1960 1970 1960 1970

GREENLEE COUNTY
Persons 25 and Over 2,032 2,542 3,484 2,753
No School Yrs. Completed 78 39 126 27
P e rcen t  With No School 3 .8 1 .5 3 .6 1 .0
Persons With 1-4 Yrs. 201 161 270 147
P e rcen t  With < 4 Yrs. 13.7 7 .9 11 .4 6 .3
Persons With 5-8  Yrs. 581 538 1,125 686
P e rcen t  With < 8 Yrs. 42 .3 29.0 43 .7 31.2
Persons With 9-12 Yrs. 926 1,454 1,591 1,482
P e rcen t  With < 12 Yrs. 87.9 86.2 89 .3 85.1
Persons With > 12 Yrs. 246 350 372 411
P e rcen t  With > 12 Yrs. 12.1 13 .8 10.7 14.9

MARICOPA COUNTY
Persons 25 and Over 302,502 476,176 43,608 34,643
No School Yrs. Completed 6,097 7,413 3,264 916
P e rcen t  With No School 2 .0 1 .6 8 .5 2 .6
Persons With 1-4 Yrs. 13,413 13,779 51,139 1,606
P e rcen t  With < 4 Yrs. 6 .4 4 .6 19.3 8 .3
Persons With 5-8 Yrs. 75,071 83,468 12,588 8,561
P e rc e n t  With < 8 Yrs. 31.3 22.0 48.1 32.0
Persons With 9-12 Yrs. 139,725 235,588 15,670 17,196
P e rcen t  With < 12 Yrs. 77 .5 71.5 84.1 81 .6
Persons With > 12 Yrs. 68,196 135,928 6,947 6,364
P e rc e n t  With > 12 Yrs. 22 .5 28 .5 15.9 18.4
MOHAVE COUNTY
Persons 25 and Over 2,456 3,933 1,836 11,219
No School Yrs. Completed 69 45 61 40
P e rcen t  With No School 2 .8 1.1 3 .3 .4
Persons With 1-4 Yrs. 120 83 45 155
P e rc e n t  With < 4 Yrs. 7 .7 3 .3 5 .8 1 .7
Persons With 5-8 Yrs. 643 644 485 2,012
P e rc e n t  With < 8 Yrs. 33.9 19.6 32.2 19.7
Persons With 9-12 Yrs. 1,164 2,247 951 6,988
P e rcen t  With < 12 Yrs. 81 .3 76 .8 84 .0 82.0
Persons With > 12 Yrs. 460 914 294 2,024
P e rc e n t  With > 12 Yrs. 18.7 23 .2 16.0 18.0
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Table  45. Continued E ducationa l C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  Persons 25 Years
Old and Over by R esidence , S t a t e ,  and County; A rizona ,
1960 and 1970.

Educational Nonrural
P o pu la tion

Rural 
P o pu la tion

v n a i a u u c r  id u iud 1960 1970 1960 1970

NAVAJO COUNTY 
Persons 25 and Over 6,012 6,370 9,391 13,806
No School Yrs. Completed 183 192 2,718 2,189
P e rcen t  With No School 3 .0 3 .0 28 .9 15.9
Persons With 1-4 Yrs. 322 304 723 886
P e rcen t  With < 4 Yrs. 8 .4 7 .8 36.6 22.3
Persons With 5-8  Yrs. 1,409 1,262 2,115 3,040
P e rcen t  With < 8 Yrs. 31 .8 27.6 59 .2 44.3
Persons With 9-12 Yrs. 3,009 3,314 3,009 5,818
P e rcen t  With < 1 2  Yrs. 81.9 79.6 91 .2 86.4
Persons With > 12 Yrs. 1,090 1,298 826 1,873
P e rc e n t  With > 1 2  Yrs. 18.1 20 .4 8 .8 13.6

PIMA COUNTY 
Persons 25 and Over 122,188 156,379 16,192 29,564
No School Yrs. Completed 2,155 1,986 722 824
P e rc e n t  With No School 1 .8 1 .3 4 .5 2 .8
Persons With 1-4 Yrs. 5,619 5,044 1,029 948
P e rc e n t  With < 4 Yrs. 6 .4 4 .5 10 .8 6 .0
Persons With 5-8  Yrs. 28,547 27,350 3,402 3,772
P e rcen t  With < 8 Yrs. 29.7 22.0 31.8 18.8
Persons With 9-12 Yrs. 60,110 77,257 4,236 13,102
P e rcen t  With < 1 2  Yrs. 79 .8 71.4 72.9 63.1
Persons With > 12 Yrs. 28,180 44,742 4,380 10,918
P e rc e n t  With > 12 Yrs. 18.2 28 .6 27.1 36.9
PINAL COUNTY 
Persons 25 and Over 12,752 15,231 16,262 17,669
No School Yrs. Completed 726 593 846 804
P e rcen t  With No School 5 .7 3 .9 5 .2 4 .6
Persons With 1-4 Yrs. 1 ,418 1,133 2,447 1,480
P e rcen t  With < 4 Yrs. 16 .8 11.3 20 .2 12.9
Persons With 5-8  Yrs. 3 ,943 3,766 5,907 5,181
P e rcen t  With < 8 Yrs. 47 .7 36.1 56.6 42.2
Persons With 9-12 Yrs. 4 ,736 6,871 5,401 8 ,004
P e rcen t  With < 1 2  Yrs. 84.9 81.2 8 9 .8 87 .5
Persons With > 12 Yrs. 1,938 2,844 1,661 2,224
P e rcen t  With > 1 2  Yrs. 15.2 18.7 10.2 12.6
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Table  45. Continued E duca tiona l C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  Persons 25 Years
Old and Over by R esidence , S t a t e ,  and County; A rizo n a ,
1960 and 1970.

E duca tiona l Nonrural
P o pu la tion

Rural 
P o p u la t io n

u n a r  a u u e r  i s u i u b 1960 1970 1960 1970

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 
Persons 25 and Over 3,607 4,075 1,841 2,888
No School Yrs. Completed 133 128 45 48
P e rc e n t  With No School 3 .7 3.1 2 .4 1 .7
Persons With 1-4  Yrs. 465 534 134 172
P e rc e n t  With < 4 Yrs. 16.6 16.2 9 .7 7 .6
Persons With 5-8  Yrs. 1,159 1,536 536 636
P e rc e n t  With < 8 Yrs. 48 .7 53.9 38 .8 29 .6
Persons With 9-12 Yrs. 1,259 1,348 660 1,123
P e rc e n t  With < 12 Yrs. 83 .6 87.0 74.7 68.5
Persons With > 1 2  Yrs. 591 567 466 909
P e rc e n t  With > 1 2  Yrs. 16.4 13.9 25.3 31.5

YAVAPAI COUNTY 
Persons 25 and Over 7 ,938 9,835 9 ,198 13,015
No School Yrs. Completed 136 123 151 78
P e rc e n t  With No School 1 .7 1 .3 1 .6 .6
Persons With 1-4  Yrs. 378 262 483 374
P e rc e n t  With < 4  Yrs. 6 .5 3 .9 6 .9 3 .5
Persons With 5 -8  Yrs. 2 ,248 2,312 2,809 2,783
P e rc e n t  With < 8 Yrs. 34 .8 27.4 37.4 24 .9
Persons With 9-12 Yrs. 3,557 4,784 4,141 6,631
P e rc e n t  With < 12 Yrs. 79.6 76.1 82 .5 75 .8
Persons With > 12 Yrs. 1,619 2,354 1,614 3,149
P e rcen t  With > 12 Yrs. 20 .4 23.9 17.5 24 .2

YUMA COUNTY 
Persons 25 and Over 13,536 18,509 10,001 11,488
No School Yrs. Completed 262 279 765 467
P e rc e n t  With No School 1 .9 1 .5 7 .6 4.1
Persons With 1-4 Yrs. 718 831 1 ,515 889
P e rc e n t  With < 4 Yrs. 7 .2 6 .0 22 .8 11.8
Persons With 5 -8  Yrs. 3 ,493 3,889 2 ,746 3,127
P e rc e n t  With < 8 Yrs. 33.0 27.0 50.3 39.0
Persons With 9-12 Yrs. 6,711 7,326 3,635 5,032
P e rc e n t  With < 1 2  Yrs. 82 .6 77 .4 86.6 82 .8
Persons With > 1 2  Yrs. 2,352 4 ,148 1,340 1,973
P e rc e n t  With > 12 Yrs. 17 .4 22.4 13.4 17.2
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Table  45. Continued E duca tiona l C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  Persons 25 Years
Old and Over by R esidence , S t a t e ,  and County; A rizona ,
1960 and 1970.

aThe median school y e a r s  completed f o r  th e  n on ru ra l  p o p u la t io n  
was 11 .8  and 12 .4  f o r  1960 and 1970, r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  compared to  9 .5  and 
12.3 f o r  th e  r u r a l  p o p u la t io n  in  1960 and 1970, r e s p e c t iv e ly .

k j o t a l  p o p u la t io n  i s  r u r a l .

Source: 1970 A rizona Census o f  P o p u la t io n , General S o c ia l  and
Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  PC(1)-C4.

t
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Table 46. Median School Years Completed f o r  Persons 25 Years Old and
Over; S t a t e  and County; A rizona , 1960 and 1970.

County
Median School Year Completed 
Persons 25 Years Old o r  Over P e rc e n t

Change1960 1970

Apache 5 .0 8 .7 3 .7

Cochise 11.2 12.2 1 .0

Coconino 10.9 12.3 1 .4

G ila 9 .9 11.5 1 .6

Graham 10.4 11.6 1 .2

G reenlee 9 .9 11.7 1 .8

Maricopa 11.6 12.3 .7

Mohave 11.0 12.2 1 .2

Navajo 9 .2 10.7 1 .5

Pima 12.1 12.4 .3

P inal 8 .8 10.7 1 .9

Santa  Cruz 9 .9 10 .5 .6

Yavapai 11.0 12.2 1 .2

Yuma 10.4 12.0 1 .6

S ta te  Total 11.3 12.3 1 .0

Source: 1960 and 1970 A rizona Census o f  P o p u la t io n , General
Soc ia l  and Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  PC(l)-C4.
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Table  47. School Dropout Rates f o r  19 Year Old Youths in  A rizona 
Compared to  th e  U.S. and S e le c te d  O ther S t a t e s ;  1960.

Type o f
P e rc e n t  o f  19 Year Old Youths 
Who Had Dropped Out o f  School3

Area A rizona U.S. Nebraska15 S. C a ro l in a 0 C a l i f .

Urban 35.0 29 .0 16.1 39 .8 28 .2

Rural Nonfarm 52.6 42 .3 25.4 50.3 38.7

Rural Farm 76 .4 41 .6 15.2 63.9 34.2

T o ta l 40 .5 32.9 17.8 47.9 30.0

^Dropouts were d e f in e d  as th o se  19 y e a r s  o ld  w ith  l e s s  than  12 
y e a r s  o f  school completed and no t  e n r o l le d  in  s c h o o l , p lu s  th o se  e n ro l le d  
who were r e t a r d e d  two o r  more y e a r s  and n o t  in  th e  fo u r th  y e a r  o f  high 
s c h o o l .

^ S ta te  w ith  lo w es t  d ropou t r a t e .  

cS t a t e  w ith  h ig h e s t  d ropout r a t e

Source: USDA, Economic Research S e rv ic e ,  1960 School Dropout
Rates Among Farm and Nonfarm Youth; A gri. Econ. R eport No. 42; 
W ashington, D .C ., Septem ber, 1963, pp. 21-24.



Table  48. E duca tiona l A tta inm en t o f  Spam'sh-Americans 25 Years Old and Over by County; A rizona , 1970

E duca tiona l A tta inm en t Apache Cochise Coconino G ila Graham G reenlee Maricopa

Persons 25 Yrs. Old and Over 921 8,362 2,743 3,491 1,691 2,360 53,894
No School Yrs. Completed 52 594 130 127 166 22 5,022
P e rc e n t  With No School 5 .6 7.1 4 .8 3 .6 9 .8 .9 9 .3
Number With 1-4 Yrs. 118 1,122 245 311 211 218 6,802
P e rc e n t  With 4 Yrs. o r  Less 18.5 20.5 13:7 12.5 22.3 10.2 21.9
Number With 5-8  Yrs. 262 2 ,788 649 909 523 723 16,561
P e rc e n t  With 8 Yrs. o r  Less 46 .4 53.9 37.5 38.6 59.1 40 .8 52.7
Number With 9-12 Yrs. 342 3,135 1,282 1,854 480 1,255 18,658
P e rc e n t  With 12 Yrs. o r  Less 84.0 91.4 84.3 91.7 87.5 94.0 87.3
Number With > 12 Yrs. 147 723 428 290 211 142 6,851
P e rc e n t  With > 12 Yrs. 16.0 8 .6 15.7 8 .3 12.5 6 .0 12.7

E ducationa l A tta inm en t Mohave Navajo Pima Pinal Santa  Cruz Yavapai Yuma

Persons 25 Yrs. Old and Over 752 2,104 35,102 9,575 4,700 2,057 6,279
No School Yrs. Completed 28 128 1,669 894 164 86 488
P e rc e n t  With No School 3 .7 6.1 4 .8 9 .3 3 .5 4 .2 7 .8
Number With 1-4 Yrs. 14 213 3,702 1,456 518 219 1,165
P e rc e n t  With 4 Yrs. o r  Less 5 .6 16.2 15.3 24 .5 16.6 1 4 .8 ' 26.3
Number With 5-8  Yrs. 179 568 10,641 3,380 1,819 544 1,965
P e rc e n t  With 8 Yrs. o r  Less 29 .4 43 .2 45.6 59.8 55.3 4 1 .3 , 26.3
Number With 9-12 Yrs. 367 991 15,298 3,288 1,497 915 2,044
P e rc e n t  With 12 Yrs. o r  Less 78.2 90.3 89 .2 94.2 87.2 85 .8 90.2
Number With > 12 Yrs. 164 204 3,792 557 602 293 617
P e rc e n t  With > 12 Yrs. 2 1 .8 9 .7 10 .8 5 .8 12.8 1 4 .2 . 9 .8

PC(1)-C4
Source: 1970 Arizona Census o f  P o p u la t io n ,  General Soc ia l  and Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,
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Table  49. E duca tiona l A tta inm en t o f  Spanish-A m ericans, 25 Years Old and 
Over by P lace  o f  R esidence; A rizona , 1970.

Educational A tta inm en t S ta t e Urban Rural Rural
Nonfarm

Rural
Farm

Persons 25 Yrs. and Over 134,022 108,379 25,643 22,226 3,417

No School Yrs. Completed 9,570 7,096 2,474 2,055 419

P e rcen t  With No School 7.1 6 .5 9 .6 9 .2 12.3

Number With 1-4 Yrs. 16,414 12,575 3,839 3,213 626

P e rc e n t  With 4 Yrs. o r  
Less 19 .3 18.2 24 .6 23.7 30.6

Number With 5-8  Yrs. 41,611 33,610 8,001 6,628 1,373

P e rcen t  With 8 Yrs. o r  
Less 48.9 49.2 55.8 53.5 70 .8

Number With 9-12 Yrs. 51,406 42,648 8 ,758 7,982 776

P e rcen t  With 12 Yrs. 
o r  Less 88 .7 88.5 90 .0 89 .4 93.5

Number With > 12 Yrs. 15,021 12,450 2,571 2,348 223

P e rcen t  With > 12 Yrs. 11.2 11.5 10.0 10.6 6 .5

Source: 1970 A rizona Census o f  P o p u la t io n , General S oc ia l  and
Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  PC(1)-C4.
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Table  50. Age C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  th e  Rural Nonfarm P o p u la t io n ;  
County and Region; A rizona , 1970.

County and 
Region

Rural Nonfarm 
P o p u la t io n

P e rcen t  Less 
Than 29 Years

P e rc e n t  Over 
_55 Years

Median
Age

Region I :
Pima 47,730 41 .0 22.1 31 .5
Maricopa 53,088 51.1 22 .3 29 .0
Yuma 19,956 56.7 17.7 24 .7
P ina l 29,279 54.3 18.0 26 .3

T o ta l :  Region I 150,053 49 .3 20.9 28.7

Region I I :
Mohave 17,727 58.9 24.7 34 .2
Coconino 19,213 61 .4 12.8 2 1 .5
Yavapai 19,232 43.6 30.0 36.9

T o ta l :  Region I I  56,172 54.5 2 2 .4 30 .8

Region I I I :
Navajo 29,300 65 .5 9 .8 18 .6
Apache 28,693 65.9 9 .7 17.6
G ila 14,734 53.7 18.9 26 .8

T o ta l :  Region I I I  72,727 63.3 11.6 19.9

Region IV:
Graham 8,971 61.8 14.2 21.1
G reenlee 4,902 54.6 12 .8 26 .6
Cochise 19,607 58.6 16.8 24 .9
Santa  Cruz 4,429 48 .5 19.6 31.3

T o ta l :  Region IV 37,909 57.7 16.0 25 .0

S ta t e  T o ta l 316,861 54.4 18.4 26 .6

Source: 1970 A rizona Census o f  P o p u la t io n ,  General S o c ia l  and
Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  PC(1)-C4.
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Table 51. Age C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  th e  Rural Farm P o p u la t io n ;  County 
and Region; A rizo n a , 1970.

County and Rural Farm P e rc e n t  Less P e rcen t  Over Median
Region P o p u la t io n  Than 29 Years _ 55 Years Age

Region I:  
Pima
Maricopa
Yuma
Pinal

4 ,037
10,826

2,900
6 ,103

42.7
53.8  
49.2
62.8

23.3  
20.1 
19 .8
10 .4

36.7  
26.9
30.7  
19 .4

T o ta l :  Region I 23,866 53.7 18.1 27.1

Region I I :
Mohave 794 48.5 22 .4 30 .8
Coconino 2,996 65.1 10.1 18 .4
Yavapai 1,731 43.6 26.2 36.2

T o ta l :  Region I I 5,521 56.0 16.9 25 .8

Region I I I :
Navajo 5,573 68.2 10.5 16.7
Apache 3,605 61.7 14.9 20.5
Gila 1,752 49.2 18.6 30.0

T o ta l :  Region I I I 10,930 63.0 13.2 20.1

Region IV:
Graham 2,274 61.3 16.0 17 .8
G reenlee 341 47 .8 29.0 32.9
Cochise 2 ,415 46 .3 22 .4 33 .8
Santa  Cruz 611 42.1 28.5 41 .6

T o ta l :  Region IV 5,641 52.0 20.9 28.1

S ta te  T o ta l 45 ,958 56.0 17.1 25 .4

Source: 1970 A rizona Census o f  P o p u la t io n , General S oc ia l  and
Economic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  PC(1)-C4.
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