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action-oriented research in rural California corrimunity groups; (4) to act as a clearinghouse for infor-
miation on rural labor and poverty in the West. A library and other resources available to the public
are maintained at CIRS in Davis.

The Working Group publishes a newsletter, Rural California Report, which is available free of
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Trends in the 1980s

The trends examined in the following are derived from Current Population Tapes of the Census
Bureau. The data comes from annual survey samples which are heavily weighted toward the
metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) and toward larger populated states like California.

A. Regardless of the definition used to measure poverty, it has increased in the U.S. during the
1980s. Moreover, in California, the incidence of poverty has increased dramatically. Using
official definitions, in 1981, 2.8 million persons, or 11.7 percent of the state’s population, were in
poverty. In 1986, the population in poverty reached 3.9 million persons or 14.9 percent. In
1987, there were 3.7 million persons or 13.8 percent of the population in poverty.

B. The percentage of families in poverty has also grown. In 1987, there were 616,000 families
in poverty in California, representing an approximate increase of 100,000 poor families since
1981, i.e. an approximate increase of 16,000 poor families per year. In 1987, 9.6 percent of all
families lived in poverty. The rate of poverty was also substantially higher in rural areas (12.2%)
than in urban areas (9.5%) in 1987.

C. Hispanics had the highest poverty ratio in any given year between 1981 and 1987. The
poverty growth rate. of whites has followed the trend shown by the general population in
poverty. The incidence of poverty appears to be extremely high for Hispanics and Asians in
rural areas, but the statistics may be unreliable at this time.

D. There has been a consistently higher incidence of female-headed families in poverty. But the
poverty rate for both single parent female- and male-headed families in rural areas is exceed-

ingly high, i.e. over 40 percent are poor.

E. Since 1981, the percentage of persons in poverty has increased for each age group measured
except for persons 65 and over, for which it has remained about the same. In the past six years,
the percentage of children under 16 in poverty in California has increased from 18.9 percent in
1981 to 23.2 percent in 1987. In absolute numbers, this represents an additional 437,000
children in poverty since 1981; in other words, an average of nearly 73,000 children have been
added to poverty each year since 1981.

F. The number and percent of the labor force in poverty in California has increased at a steady
rate since 1981, going from 7.1 percent of the labor force in 1981 to 9.0 percent in 1987. In
absolute numbers, they have increased from 871,000 to about 1.3 million. These numbers are
equivalent to 31.3 percent of the total number of persons in poverty in 1681 and 34.7 percent
in 1987. The poverty rates are exceptionally high for unemployed workers seeking employment
and for “discouraged” workers.

G. While sub-employment and unemployment constitute a direct and increasingly serious
threat to family earnings, there are indirect effects as well. As sub- and unemployment rates
have risen, so have the number of discouraged workers who are poor. Faced with one
employment rejection after another and the accompanying erosion of self-confidence, their
efforts to secure employment may have become frustrated.






