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On behalf of the SRDC staff (Bonnie Teater, Jacque
Tisdale, Sandra Payne and myself ) I want to express
my thanks for the many kind words of support we’ve
received during this transition period.  Although it
has been just a few months since I began my new job
as SRDC Director, I am excited, and at times over-
whelmed, by the opportunities that exist in the re-
gion to advance the rural development agenda.  Over
the course of the next several months, we hope that
we can prove successful in our efforts to further
strengthen the work of our Southern land grant sys-
tem in the rural development arena.

With a new leadership comes an opportunity to re-
view where we have been and what we hope to do in
the future.  With the guidance of our SRDC Board
of Directors and the Advisory Committee, we will
be refining our priority extension and research ini-
tiatives.  We hope to communicate these to you in
the near future.

One of the areas that we have decided to pursue ag-
gressively is our communications activities with our
Southern land grant colleagues and key stakeholders
outside the land grant system.  We have implemented
a new electronic newsletter titled, Grant Connections,
a product that is designed to keep our land-grant
faculty abreast of funding opportunities in the rural
development area.  Furthermore, we have signifi-
cantly modified the SRDC newsletter.  Once titled

Bo Beaulieu

When President Clinton signed into law the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconcilia-
tion Act (PL104-193) in August 1996, he put into
motion a significant change in the way in which
public assistance is carried out in this country. While
welfare reform has received the lion’s share of atten-
tion, the reality is that this new legislation introduces
significant changes in Food Stamps and Supplemen-
tal Security Income programs, establishes a block
grant to consolidate federal child care programs,
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Coming Soon

The next two “Southern
Perspectives” will focus on
Champion Communities
and Rural Health. If in-
terested in submitting a
short paper or suggesting
someone working in these
areas who might submit
a paper, contact the
editor.

Capsules, our new newsletter is now called Southern
Perspectives.  You are receiving the inaugural issue of
this important SRDC communication piece.  While
we are preserving much of what was contained in
the old Capsules newsletter, Southern Perspectives is
designed to be more thematic in its orientation, giv-
ing specialized attention to a topic in each issue.
Because of the tremendous interest in “welfare re-
form,” we have decided to offer a “Southern” view
on what welfare may mean for our region, particu-
larly for the rural communities and people of the
South.  Lastly, we have adopted a new logo, one we
hope is more in keeping with the times.

We appreciate the authors who have contributed their
talents to the preparation of articles on our welfare
reform topic.  Future issues will address other themes
(such as economic development, education, poverty,
and rural health).  If you are engaged in innovative
research and extension activities relating to any of
these topics, we would appreciate hearing from you.
We want to spotlight the excellent work going on in
the region.  We hope you like some of our new ef-
forts.  As always, we are open to your thoughts and
reactions.

                                                           Bo Beaulieu
                                                           Director

makes a host of programs unavailable to a large cadre
of  legal immigrants, intensifies child support en-
forcement  efforts, and tightens rules on nutrition
programs, such as subsidized school lunch programs
(Blank, 1996). In essence, this new Act places con-
trol of the management of low-income assistance
programs squarely on the shoulders of states, with
the exception of certain mandated federal guidelines.

Serving as the centerpiece of this new federal legisla-
tion is the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families
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(TANF), commonly referred to as “welfare reform.”  This mea-
sure consolidates funding for Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC), state and local AFDC administration, Emer-
gency Assistance (EA), and the Job Opportunity and Basic Skills
program (JOBS) into a block grant. In this article, we will pro-
vide a brief overview of the key provisions associated with this
new federal legislation.  It is our hope that this overview will prove
useful to our Southern land grant university faculty as they seek
to better inform their customers of the various components asso-
ciated with this landmark legislation.

Work Provisions of TANF
• TANF recipients must secure a job after two continuous years

on assistance. At least 25 percent of single-parent headed house-
holds, and 75 percent of two-parent households, must be en-
gaged in work activities (or be off assistance rolls) in FY 97.
This figure increases to 50 percent for the former, and 90 per-
cent for the latter, by the year 2002.  In this first year, single
parents must be working a minimum of 20 hours per week,
with this increasing to 30 hours per week by the year 2002.  As
for two-parent families, at least one of the parents must have
been employed for 35 hours per week by this past July 1997.

• States have the discretion to exempt from the work require-
ment those single parents with children under age one.  Such
persons do not have to be included in the state’s calculation of
participation rates for up to one year.  If single parents with
children under six are unable to find child care, they cannot be
penalized for failing to meet the work requirements of TANF.

• A variety of activities can be counted toward meeting work
requirements. These include participation in unsubsidized or
subsidized employment, on-the-job training, work experience,
community service, 12 months of vocational training, or child
care services to persons who are taking part in community ser-
vice activities.

Cap on TANF Participation
• Families who have received assistance for five cumulative years

will no longer be eligible for cash assistance. Up to 20 percent
of the caseload can be exempt from this requirement due to
hardship factors.  States have the discretion to restrict the life-
time cap on benefits to a shorter period of time. All members
of the family who are connected to the adult recipient are sub-
ject to this time limit. However, the five-year limit does not
apply to child-only cases (those cases where the child is living
with no eligible adult).

Food Stamp Eligibility
• Able-bodied adults 18-50 years of age without dependents must

work 20 hours a week to receive food stamps. If the person is
not working, only three months of benefits can be provided
over a three-year period.

• Benefit levels are reduced by 3 percent across the board.

• Access to food stamps by immigrants is significantly altered (these
changes are described below under the heading “Impact on Im-
migrants”).

Medicaid Program
• Medicaid is a joint federal-state program that attends to the

health needs of low-income families, senior citizens, and indi-
viduals with disabilities.  Prior to the implementation of TANF,
persons receiving AFDC payments were automatically eligible
for Medicaid.  However, with the passage of  TANF, Medicaid
and TANF eligibility were no longer linked.  Individuals can
continue qualifying for Medicaid benefits indefinitely as long
as they meet all necessary conditions, even if they no longer
qualify for TANF.  Medicaid eligibility is being determined
through the use of the AFDC eligibility criteria that was in use
July 1996.   States do have the option, however,  to employ a
more stringent AFDC eligibility requirement as long as these
were in place on May 1, 1988.

• States are allowed to deny Medicaid benefits to adults and heads
of households who lose TANF benefits because of their refusal
to work.

• Access to Medicaid by immigrants is significantly reduced.  Spe-
cific implications are reported more fully in the section on “Im-
pact on Immigrants.”

Supplemental Security Income (SSI)
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) is designed to provide cash
payments to needy aged, blind, and disabled persons, including
children.  The new welfare reform program has introduced signifi-
cant changes, particularly for children and immigrants.  While the
impact on the latter group is discussed elsewhere, the consequences
for children are highlighted in this section.

• In general, children were able to qualify for SSI if they met one
of the medical diagnoses listed by the federal government.  How-
ever, in the event that a child’s disability was not listed, an “in-
dividual functional assessment” could be performed to deter-
mine disability status.  It is estimated that in as high as one-
third of the cases, children were able to secure eligibility in SSI
via this process.  Welfare reform has now disallowed the use of
“individual functional assessments.”  Consequently, eligibility
is now limited to those children whose conditions are included
on the federal list of medical disabilities.  This is likely to result
in a decline in the number of children covered by SSI.  It was
feared that since SSI generally qualified one for Medicaid, the
more stringent SSI requirements would have resulted in some
children losing their access to Medicaid.  However, the balanced
budget signed by the President on August 5, 1997, allowed con-
tinuation of Medicaid coverage for currently disabled children
receiving SSI.

Teen Parents
• An unmarried teenage parent must now live with a responsible

adult or in an adult-supervised setting in order to qualify for
TANF.  It is the responsibility of the states to assist teen parents
in securing an adult-supervised facility when  necessary.

SOUTHERN PERSPECTIVES
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• Teen parents having no high school diploma must be enrolled
in a program designed to lead to a high school diploma or GED,
or must take part in an alternative education or training pro-
gram approved by the state.  If they do not, they will lose their
TANF benefits.

Impact on Immigrants
• Legal immigrants who received SSI and Medicaid benefits on

or prior to August 22, 1996, (the date the new welfare reform
program was enacted) will remain eligible for these programs.
These individuals will also be eligible for SSI and Medicaid
should they become disabled in the future.

• SSI and Medicaid benefits are provided to disabled legal immi-
grants who entered the country before August 22, 1996.

• Refugees, political asylees, and individuals whose deportation
has been withheld can be eligible for SSI for up to seven years.

• All nonexempt qualified aliens who were in the U.S. when the
new welfare reform bill was signed lost their eligibility for Food
Stamps on August 22, 1997.  They will become eligible once they
become citizens, or have been working for 10 years.

• Legal immigrants entering the U.S. after August 22, 1996, are
not eligible for most federal assistance programs during the first
five years.  After five years, they will continue to be ineligible
for food stamps and SSI until they become citizens or have
worked in the U.S. for 10 years.  Their eligibility for Medicaid
is the option of the state.  Once the five-year period is reached,
legal immigrants will have a more difficult time qualifying for
TANF or Medicaid assistance given that the income and assets
of the immigrant’s sponsors will be included in the determina-
tion of eligibility.

Child Care Funding
• The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconcili-

ation Act of 1996 established a new Child Care and Develop-
ment Fund (CCDF), which consolidates four federal child care
subsidy programs–AFDC/JOBS Child Care, Transitional Child
Care, At-Risk of Welfare Dependency Child Care, and Child
Care and Development Block Grant.

• The bulk of these funds is to be used for addressing the child
care needs of low-income working families, or on families who
are seeking to become self-sufficient.

• A minimum of 4 percent of federal and state funds must be set-
aside to improve the quality and availability of healthy and safe
child care for all families.  Included is the provision of referral
services for parents who need assistance in the selection of child
care providers for their children.

• States may transfer up to 30 percent of their TANF block grant
to the child care block grant.

Concluding Comment

It is clear from the highlights provided in this article that the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996 has introduced fundamental changes in public assistance pro-
grams in this country.  While these modifications are likely to re-
sult in federal budgetary savings over the course of the next six
years, the ultimate success of these initiatives will be dependent, in
no small way, on the active engagement of state and local govern-
ments in these efforts.  The land grant university community,
through its research programs, can be a major partner with states
and local communities in assessing the impact of these programs
on both people and places of the region.  In addition, the outreach
education resources of the Southern land grant system can be in-
strumental in enhancing the capacity of individuals, families and
communities to effectively respond to the challenges that are emerg-
ing as a product of the shifts in public assistance program responsi-
bilities.
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Spatial Mismatch: The Challenge of Welfare-to-Work
in the Rural South

Mark Nord and Bo Beaulieu

Considerable attention has been devoted in recent
years to the restructuring that has occurred in the
South’s rural economy. The goods producing indus-
try, which historically has played a vital role in main-
taining the economic health of the rural South, has
undergone significant downsizing over the course of
the last two decades. In its stead has come growth in
service sector related jobs–jobs that have often had
low wages attached to them. While a number of ser-
vice-sector jobs do pay decent wages, these have
tended to flow to urban areas of the region, while
the less well-paying service jobs have gone to the
South’s rural areas.

These trends are important to welfare program plan-
ning because they raise concerns about the quality of
jobs that will be available to TANF participants in
the rural South who are seeking transition from wel-
fare to work. Despite being actively engaged in the
work force, it is quite possible that they will not gar-
ner wages that are sufficient to provide even a mini-
mally adequate subsistence for their children and
themselves.

Unfortunately, in many rural counties of the South,
the issue may not be so much the availability of well
paying jobs, but rather whether jobs will be available
at all for TANF recipients. The possible scarcity of
rural jobs could prove problematic for TANF recipi-
ents who must find work in order to maintain their
benefits. And former welfare participants who have
lost their benefits and must find employment in or-
der to survive also could be significantly impacted
by these rural job shortages.

At the national level, the availability of jobs for wel-
fare recipients appears quite hopeful, particularly if
the country’s economic expansion remains strong.
The Bureau of Labor Statistics, for example, projects
that about two million jobs will open for people with
less than a bachelor’s degree–jobs that will require
modest training and minimal experience. The bulk
of these openings will result from current workers
moving into better jobs, individuals leaving their jobs
to continue their education, or people transitioning
into retirement. Approximately one-third of the
openings will represent net new jobs to the nation’s
economy, and many will require a high school edu-
cation or less. The lion’s share of these new jobs will
be in the expanding service sector.

SOUTHERN PERSPECTIVES

For  many welfare recipients in the rural South, how-
ever, the employment outlook could be much bleaker.
The one factor contributing to such a pessimistic
assessment is the concern with spatial mismatch–jobs
openings are not occurring where the employment
needs could be the greatest.  While one option for
overcoming this constraint is to transport rural work-
ers to urban or suburban job sites where jobs are more
plentiful, the reality is that few rural localities have
access to transportation systems.  This is especially
true in high-poverty counties of the rural South–ar-
eas where low-income families have limited access to
dependable private vehicles and where alternative
transportation systems are largely non-existent.

A Closer Look at the Spatial Mismatch
Issue

To assess the severity of the welfare-to-work spatial
mismatch problem in the rural South (i.e., that re-
gion of the country served by the Southern Rural
Development Center), and to locate specific geo-
graphic areas where the problem is likely to be most
acute, we mapped the overlap of high unemployment
and high welfare dependence in the rural (i.e.,
nonmetropolitan) counties of the U.S.  We first
ranked (from highest to lowest) all rural counties in
the nation on the proportion of families that received
AFDC benefits in 1994 (the most recent year for
which data are available). A similar ordering was done
for these counties on the basis of their 1994 average
unemployment rates.  Finally, we mapped rural high-
AFDC counties and rural high-unemployment coun-
ties in the country – those that ranked in the top 25
percent in the U.S. on each of our measures. The
product of these efforts for the U.S. South is pre-
sented in the accompanying map.

While 42 percent of all nonmetro counties in the
United States are located in the South, 52 percent of
our nation’s nonmetro counties having high AFDC
dependence and high unemployment rates are
located in the Southern region. These counties are
likely to face the greatest challenges in implement-
ing the welfare-to-work programs that are part of
TANF.  The lion’s share of these “overlap” counties is
situated in the historically high-poverty areas of
Appalachia, the Black Belt, the Mississippi Delta Re-
gion, the Ozark-Ouachita Plateau, and the lower Rio
Grande Valley.
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Concluding Remark
While the underlying premise of welfare reform is to
promote self-dependence among our nation’s TANF
recipients, it is important to understand that not all
localities are equally endowed with the resources to
facilitate the transition of individuals from welfare-
to-work.  Many areas of the rural South, especially
those suffering from high rates of unemployment and
high AFDC dependence, will be hard pressed to gen-
erate the number of local jobs needed to successfully
absorb TANF recipients into the workforce.  The
region’s land grant institutions, working in partner-
ship with these communities, can help them address
more effectively the formidable obstacles they face.

Mark Nord is a research associate in the Department of
Rural Sociology at the University of Wisconsin-Madi-
son. Bo Beaulieu is  director of the Southern Rural De-
velopment Center.

.

Overlap of high AFDC dependence and high unemployment in Southern Rural
Development Center Region nonmetro counties, 1994

Nonmetro – high AFDC use and high unemployment
Nonmetro – high AFDC use
Nonmetro – high unemployment
Other nonmetro or metro
(High means in the top quartile of all nonmetro counties)

Data sources: Bureau of Economic Analysis Transfers File, Bureau of the Census STF3C 1990, Social Security Bulletin
Annual Statistical Supplement, and Bureau of Labor Statistics Local Area Unemployment Statistics File.
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Welfare Participants in the U.S. South: A Statistical Profile

Level of Block Funding to States

One of the key features associated with the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 is the block
granting of funds to states for management of the Temporary As-
sistance for Needy Families (TANF) program.  The level of re-
sources allocated to states was based on the federal share of expen-
ditures for family assistance programs earmarked for those states in
FY94, FY95, or the average expenditures for the FY92-94 period,
whichever of these figures was largest.

The level of resources received by Southern states and the territo-
ries of Puerto Rico and Virgin Islands as part of their FY97 Family
Assistance Block Grants are shown in Table 2.  Keep in mind that
these funds will remain capped at these current levels through the
year 2002.  Table 2 also presents maintenance of effort levels that
states are required to meet as part of the welfare legislation.  For
states that are successful in meeting the work participation rates
required by the federal government (for example, they succeed in
having 25 percent of single parents on TANF engaged in work
activities in FY97), they will be required to maintain their state’s

Table 1.  Number of AFDC/TANF Recipients in the Southern States and Territories, 1993-97

Southern State,         Percent change

Territory        January 1993    January 1994              June 1997               93- 97

Alabama 141,746 121,837 81,417 -43%

Arkansas 73,982 65,325 51,845 -30%

Florida 701,842 657,313 422,183 -40%

Georgia 402,228 388,913 254,890 -37%

Kentucky 227,879 193,722 152,667 -33%

Louisiana 263,338 258,180 179,868 -32%

Mississippi 174,093 146,319 95,982 -45%

North Carolina 331,633 317,836 234,371 -29%

Oklahoma 146,454 127,336 75,766 -48%

South Carolina 151,026 133,567 77,854 -48%

Tennessee 320,709 281,982 167,386 -48%

Texas 785,271 765,460 561,060 -29%

Virginia 194,212 189,493 122,505 -37%

Pueto Rico 191,261 171,932 142,156 -26%

Virgin Islands 3,763 4,345 4,363 16%

United States(in millions) 14,115 13,918 10,494 -26%

Source: Administration for Children and Families, U. S. Department of Health and Human Services. October 1997.

Bo Beaulieu

As states in the South move forward in their efforts to adjust to
welfare reform, it is worthwhile to review what these changes might
portend for the people and states in our region.  An appropriate
beginning point is to examine the recent history of movement of
individuals off  the welfare rolls in the South.  Presented in Table 1
are data on the 13 states and two territories that are part of the
geographic area served by the Southern Rural Development Center.

Table 1 presents data on AFDC recipients as of January 1993 and
tracks the enrollment numbers through June 1997.  Although the
formal enactment of welfare reform did not occur until August
1996, it is clear that prior federal and state legislative activities were
instrumental in beginning the process of reducing welfare rolls across
the region.  What is most evident is that significant declines in
AFDC/TANF recipients occurred over the course of the 1993-97
period.  In all states, caseloads declined a minimum of 26 percent.
In fact, in six of the Southern states, caseloads dipped by 40 per-
cent or more.  In the territory of Puerto Rico, welfare caseloads
plummeted by 26 percent between ‘93-97.  Only in the territory
of the Virgin Islands did an actual increase occur in AFDC/TANF
recipients (16 percent).

SOUTHERN PERSPECTIVES
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outlay for welfare assistance at 75 percent of their FY94 welfare
program expenditures.If states fail to reach the mandated work
participation rates, then state-funded expenditures for TANF will
need to increase to 80 percent of  their  FY94 state-level expendi-
tures for welfare assistance.

What is noteworthy is the potential financial impact that states
will experience if they fail to meet participation rates under TANF.
In the state of Florida, for example, failure to comply with work
participation levels will necessitate the expenditure of an additional
$25 million to meet its maintenance of effort level.  Even less popu-
lated Southern states will have to expend millions of additional
dollars if they are unsuccessful in moving TANF recipients into the
work force.  On a short-term, most Southern states will have little
difficulty meeting the mandated work participation rates.  Over
the longer-term, however, when required participation rates of
TANF recipients become significantly higher (50 percent by the
year 2002) and the job skills and educational levels of individuals
who have remained on TANF are far more limited, it is quite pos-
sible that Southern states will have a more difficult time reaching
these mandated work participation rates.  As a result, states’ main-
tenance of effort levels will likely have to increase to  80 percent.

Work Participation Rates Linked to Family
Composition

One of the accompanying articles in this newsletter “An Overview
of Major Provisions Associated with Welfare Reform,” outlines the
work participation rates that will be required over time for TANF

participants.  No doubt, family composition can prove instrumen-
tal in determining the participation rates that states will have to
meet.  In the case of single- parent families, 25 percent must be
engaged in work-related activities in FY97, with this figure increas-
ing 5 percent each year until the year 2002, when the rate reaches
50 percent.  Moreover, 75 percent of TANF families with two par-
ents must be working in 1997, increasing to 90 percent by the year
2002.  Welfare recipients that are child-only units (units that have
no TANF eligible adult present), on the other hand, are exempt
from the work participation requirements. Consequently, child-
only units are not included in welfare caseloads that states are to
use to calculate work participation rates of TANF participants
(Zedlewski and Giannarelli, 1997).

The 1995 family composition profile of welfare recipients in the
U.S. South is presented in Figure 1.  Across many of the Southern
states, the proportion of single-parent families on welfare is at or
near the national average of 74.5 percent.  However, the percent-
age is much lower among families in Alabama (65.1 %) and South
Carolina (66.4 %), and is considerably higher in the State of  Okla-
homa (81.4 %).  In general, Southern states have a significantly
lower proportion of two-adult families on welfare than is the case
in the U.S. as a whole.  The lone exception is Kentucky, whose
percentage of two-adult families on welfare is closely aligned with
the national rate (6.9 % vs. 7.3 %).  The area where the South
clearly outdistances other parts of the U.S. is in terms of the percent-
age of welfare participants who are in child-only units.  The propor-
tion is especially high in Alabama (34 %), Arkansas (26.8 %), and
South Carolina (31.7 %).  Only Oklahoma has a percentage figure of
child-only units that dips below the national rate of 18.2 percent.

SOUTHERN PERSPECTIVES

Table 2.  State Family Assistance Block Grant Amounts to Southern States, State Level
Expenditures for Welfare Assistance in 1994, and State Maintenance of Effort (MOE)
Levels Requirements

Southern State,

    Territory Grant Amount FY97   Expenditures FY94    75% MOE Level    80% MOE Level

Alabama $93,315,207 $52,285,491 $39,214,118 $41,828,393

Arkansas 56,732,858 27,785,269 20,838,952 22,228,215

Florida 562,340,120 494,558,734 370,919,051 395,646,987

Georgia 330,741,739 231,158,036 173,368,527 184,926,429

Kentucky 181,287,669 89,891,312 67,418,484 71,913,050

Louisiana 163,971,985 73,886,837 55,415,128 59,109,470

Mississippi 86,767,578 28,965,744 21,724,308 23,179,595

North Carolina 302,239,599 205,567,684 154,175,763 164,454,147

Oklahoma 148,013,558 81,667,075 61,250,306 65,333,660

South Carolina 99,967 47,785,847 35,839,385 38,228,678

Tennessee 191,523,797 110,413,171 82,809,878 88,330,537

Texas 486,256,752 314,299,558 235,724,669 251,439,646

Virginia 158,285,172 170,897,560 128,173,170 136,718,048

Pueto Rico 71,562,501 — — —

Virgin Islands 2,846,564 — — —

Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. December 1996.
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If you want specific percentages related to Figure 1, contact the editor.
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Figure 1. Family Composition of Welfare Participants in the South, 1995

Source: Assessing the New Federalism; No. 1. January 1997.

Attention SAAS Members

SRDC has organized two symposia for presentation at the 1998 Southern  Association of Agricultural Scientists in Little Rock,
Arkansas. Please plan to attend the following programs:

Monday, February 2, 1:00 - 3:00 p.m.

“Exploring the Potential Impacts of Federal Devolution of the Rural South”

Tuesday, February 3, 3:15 - 5:00 p.m.

“Exploring Funding Opportunities for Rural Development Activities in the South”

Concluding Comment

There is little doubt that the changes being linked to welfare re-
form will present both opportunities and challenges for the South.
In the near term, the sizable declines in welfare caseloads will likely
offer states additional flexibility in how family assistance block grants
are expended.  Over time, however, states will be faced with the
task of ensuring that higher work participation targets for TANF
recipients are realized, otherwise financial penalties will be levied
by the federal government.  The burden of meeting these partici-
pation rates will be less intense among Southern states having ap-
preciable numbers of child-only units since such cases will be ex-
empt from the work requirements.  States with higher percentages
of single-parent families on TANF, or with sizable numbers of two-
adult TANF families, will face the greatest challenges in their ef-
forts to successfully transition these individuals into the workforce.
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This new section of the newsletter will feature websites related to issues we are highlighting and those of
interest to the rural development community. This month we offer sites with information about welfare
reform, mostly from an annotated list compiled by Julie Zimmerman.

Implementing Welfare Reform

USDA Cooperative Extension System and the Land
Grant Universities, WRREN: The Welfare Re-
form Research and Education Network.
www.cyfernet.mes.umn.edu/welfare.html

USDA Economic Research Service, Rural Condi-
tions and Trends.  The Adobe Acrobat is required
but access information is at the website.
www.econ.ag.gov/epubs/pdf/rcat/rcat.htm

National Governor’s Association. www.nga.org/
CBP/Activities/Welfare Reform.asp

Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. www.
cbpp.org/TIMELINE2.HTM

Department of Labor. www.dol.gov

Department of Health and Human Services.
www.acf.dhhs.gov/news/welfare/wrpack.htm

The Urban Institute’s project “Assessing the New
Federalism.”  newfederalism.urban.org/www.
urban.org/welfare/overview.htm

Welfare Information Network. www.welfareinfo.org/

H a n d s n e t .w w w. i g c . a p c . o r g / h a n d s n e t 2 /
welfare.reform/index.html

Department of Health and Human Services (guide-
lines for Tribes) www.acf.dhhs.gov/news/welfare/
guidetrb.htm

American Public Welfare Association’s Welfare Infor-
mation Center www.apwa.org

National Association of Counties. www.naco.org
     www.naco.org/nich/index.htm

Children’s Defense Fund. www.childrensdefense.org
www.childrensdefense.org/stateplans.html#features

Department of Health and Human Services, Ad-
ministration for Children and Families.
www.acf.dhhs.gov/news/welfare

National Association of Community Action Agencies.
     www.nacaa.org/welrecs.htm

Institute for Women’s Policy Research.
www.epn.org/tcf/tcwelf.html (IWPR Welfare
Reform Network)

Twentieth Century Fund. www.epn.org/tcf/
tcwelf.html

Rural Information Center at the National Agricul-
ture Library. www.nal.usda.gov/ric/ruralres/
welfare.htm

Center for Law and Social Policy (publication list)
     epn.org/clasp/pubslist.html

National Conference of State Legislatures
     www.ncsl.org/statefed/welfare/workreq.htm
     www.ncsl.org/statefed/welfare/legal.htm

Fairness and Accuracy in Reporting. www.igc.apc.
org/fair/extra/9505/welfare-myths.html

Cabinet for Families and Children Welfare Reform
pages (KY). cfc-chs.chr.state.ky.us/reform/
reform.htm

Welfare Reform Academy. www.welfare-reform-
academy.org

Julie Zimmerman is assistant professor in the Depart-
ment of Sociology at the University of Kentucky.

SRDC to publish education briefs
The SRDC has established a network of research
and Extension personnel who are interested in wel-
fare reform and its impact on rural areas of the
South. Members are preparing 4-page education
briefs. These papers will provide regional informa-
tion on various issues related to welfare reform. The
briefs will be shared with Southern land grant fac-
ulties who in turn may add specific state perspec-
tives as appropriate, and distribute to clientele in
their individual states. Watch the SRDC home page
for announcements.
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WWW
  Websites Worth Watching

http://www.cyfernet.mes.umn.edu/welfare.html
http://www.econ.ag.gov/epubs/pdf/rcat/rcat.htm
http://www.nga.org/CBP/Activities/Welfare Reform.asp
http://www.nga.org/CBP/Activities/Welfare Reform.asp
http://www.cbpp.org/TIMELINE2.HTM
http://www.cbpp.org/TIMELINE2.HTM
http://www.dol.gov
p://www.acf.dhhs.gov/news/welfare/wrpack.htm
http://www.urban.org/welfare/overview.htm
http://www.urban.org/welfare/overview.htm
http://www.welfareinfo.org/
http://www.igc.apc.org/handsnet2/welfare.reform/index.html
http://www.igc.apc.org/handsnet2/welfare.reform/index.html
http://www.acf.dhhs.gov/news/welfare/guidetrb.htm
http://www.acf.dhhs.gov/news/welfare/guidetrb.htm
http://www.apwa.org
http://www.naco.org
http://www.naco.org/nich/index.htm
http://www.childrensdefense.org
http://www.childrensdefense.org/stateplans.html#features
http://www.acfdhhs.gov/news/welfare
http://www.nacaa.org/welrecs.htm
http://www.epn.org/tcf/tcwelf.html
http://www.epn.org/tcf/tcwelf.html
http://www.nal.usda.gov/ric/ruralres/welfare.htm
http://www.nal.usda.gov/ric/ruralres/welfare.htm
http://epn.org/clasp/publist.html
http://www.ncsl.org/statefed/welfare/workreq.htm
http://www.ncsl.org/statefed/welfare/legal.htm
http://www.igc.apc.org/fair/extra/9505/welfare-myths.html
http://www.igc.apc.org/fair/extra/9505/welfare-myths.html
http://cfc-chs.chr.state.ky.us/reform/reform.htm
http://cfc-chs.chr.state.ky.us/reform/reform.htm
http://www.welfare-reform-academy.org
http://www.welfare-reform-academy.org
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The

Challenges to Welfare Reform in the South

job growth that each county was expected to experience between
1996-1999, using proprietary data obtained from Woods and Poole
Economics, Inc. This three-year amortization window appeared to
us to best represent the job-search period under the five-year limit
of TANF receipt. These data were then combined into a ratio of
the adjusted number of AFDC recipients divided by the projected
job growth, an index of “labor market absorption”for each county.
Because labor markets tend to be defined by common commuting
patterns, we aggregated these data into multi-county labor market
areas in Mississippi to more adequately represent the job-search
patterns of former welfare beneficiaries. These results are shown in
Figure 1 for the 1996 AFDC cohort, taken from Howell (1997a).

What this analysis shows is how important it is to assess the spatial
variation in the reduction of welfare rolls in each state. For in-
stance, contrast the northeast part of the state around Tupelo and
on the Gulf Coast to the core Delta labor markets in Mississippi.
In the former labor market areas, there are several new jobs pro-
jected to be produced per ex-AFDC recipient while there are over
200 welfare recipients per new job projected to be produced in the
Delta. Without taking the spatial variation of labor markets and
welfare reform into account, it might be easy to deduce from state-
wide figures on reductions in welfare rolls in comparison to state
job growth that all elements of welfare reform are fully functioning
as articulated in the 1996 legislation. If reform initiatives expect
welfare recipients to “act like non-welfare recipients” by seeking,
finding, and accepting paid employment, then we should prob-
ably expect them to behave like others in the labor market in their
job-seeking behavior. Thus, comparing the overall state figures in
welfare reductions with the job growth of that state does not ad-
equately capture the full context of the full welfare reform process.
It is important for those who wish to understand how welfare re-
form in the South is truly working to study reductions in welfare
rolls relative to local labor market conditions and the spatial varia-
tion in the production of new jobs. New research should be under-
taken to produce the necessary information streams so that welfare
reform can be monitored in the communities where people reside
and, hopefully, work.
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Frank Howell is a research scientist for the Social Science Research Center
and professor in the Department of  Sociology, Anthropology and Social
Work at Mississippi State University.
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Frank M. Howell

As the welfare reform initiative gains momentum, the South faces
an important challenge as a region with a heavy welfare burden
among state governments. A change in entitlement programs in
the 1996 reform act (PRWORA) institutes a maximum sixty-month
“life-time” benefit window for TANF block-grant recipients. The
expected transition of TANF beneficiaries to the labor force in-
volves more than simply removing them from welfare rolls. It in-
volves TANF beneficiaries actually finding paid employment some-
where in the extant labor force. We believe that this welfare-to-
work transition constitutes the most important element of the
welfare reform initiative among states in the U.S. because it re-
flects the most tenuous element of the “social contract” set by Con-
gress in legitimating the PRWORA last year.

We are engaged in an ongoing study of this transition in Missis-
sippi, a state with a historically high level of poverty and welfare
beneficiaries as a proportion of its population. However, the re-
maining states in the South are undergoing similar challenges in
the welfare reform process. Data presented in the accompanying
article by Beaulieu, “Welfare Participants in the U.S. South: A Sta-
tistical Profile,” for example, are demonstrative of the significant
reductions that have occurred in the level of AFDC/TANF caseloads
across the Southern states. But, these data capture the “administra-
tive” reform that has occurred in welfare, which is only a part of
the true reform that has taken place in our social welfare system.
Human capital, perhaps never developed among many beneficia-
ries (but certainly eroded from lack of employment) is another vi-
tal element of reforming the welfare system. The employability of
welfare beneficiaries is a second element that must be addressed by
states, and plans obtaining approval by U.S. HHS must contain
some provisions for job training. But the third phase of welfare
reform involves the successful transition to long-term paid employ-
ment and this depends on the viability of local labor markets to
produce new jobs.

Declines in caseloads have been dramatic in just the past year as
shown in Table 1, reflecting total TANF recipients between August
1996 and April 1997. In this nine-month interval, the “reform” of
the welfare rolls reached 27 percent in Tennessee and 24 percent in
South Carolina. Arkansas, in contrast, only had a 5 percent reduc-
tion in TANF beneficiaries during the past year.

While these impressive reductions do indeed constitute the first
phase of reforming the welfare process, they do not tell us much
about what happens to these former beneficiaries. Their prospects
for employment largely depend upon how well their local labor
market can generate new job growth. We have completed an initial
study of this part of the welfare reform initiative (Howell 1997a).
A brief summary is used to illustrate some preliminary results that
can be used to study more fully how the rest of the South is faring
in this third phase of the reform process. First, we took peak
caseloads for AFDC in 1996 by county and adjusted them for esti-
mates of recipients who were work-disabled. (Mississippi leads the
deep South in work disability rates; see Howell 1997b). Then we
amortized this 1996 cohort of AFDC recipients by the projected

http://www.ssrc.msstate.edu/Publications/welfare.pdf
http://www.ssrc.msstate.edu/Publications/welfare.pdf
http://www.ssrc.msstate.edu/Publications/disabled.pdf
http://www.ssrc.msstate.edu/Publications/disabled.pdf
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Table 1. Change in Total TANF Recipients by State  – August 1996-April 1997

State Aug.96 Apr.97 % Chg.

U.S. (mil.) 12.202 10.968 -10%

Alabama 100,510 89,240 -11%

Arkansas 56,230 53,420 -5%

Florida 533,800 447,480 -16%

Georgia 329,160 283,970 -14%

Kentucky 170,890 155,910 -9%

Louisiana 228,120 190,380 -17%

Mississippi 122,750 103,160 -16%

North Carolina 266,470 242,950 -9%

Oklahoma 96,010 79,960 -17%

South Carolina 113,430 85,990 -24%

Tennessee 238,890 175,150 -27%

Texas 647,790 592,070 -9%

Virginia 152,680 129,050 15%

Source: Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.

2+ Jobs Per AFDC
1.5 - 2 Jobs Per AFDC
-1 Job Per AFDC
1.5 - 2 AFDC Per Job
> 2 AFDC Per Job
Labor Market Areas, 1990

Metropolitan Boundary,
1993

Job growth based upon data provided by Woods & Pool, Inc.

Ratio: AFDC to New Jobs, 1995-96:

   Figure 1. Labor Market Absorption During 1995-96 of 1995 AFDC Recipients

Job Growth and AFDC Recipients Aggregated to Labor Market Area

SOUTHERN PERSPECTIVES
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Meeting the Monthly Budget: Earnings and the Cost of Living in
Rural Kentucky

 Julie Zimmerman and Lori Garkovich

What would it take for a mother with two children
to meet her monthly bills without relying on any
type of government assistance? The answer to this
question has become known as a “living wage.” In
some cities and states companies receiving sizeable
government contracts or subsidies are being required
to pay a wage that will keep their employees out of
poverty. But to date, these efforts have been based
on estimates of the cost of living in urban centers.
Still unanswered is the question of what would it
take to make ends meet in a rural area.

This research note describes the results of an effort
to estimate the monthly cost of living for a single
mother, 22 years of age, with two children, ages 4
and 6 years old, who live in rural Kentucky. Draw-
ing on models used in urban areas, adjustments were
made for rural/urban differences and a monthly bud-
get calculated for a geographically diverse sample of
seven rural Kentucky counties. This minimum
monthly budget is then compared both to the mini-
mum wage and the current poverty threshold for a
family of three.

A living wage is that amount of income necessary for
a family to meet their minimum monthly costs. In-
cluded in this are the costs for housing and the utili-
ties, food, child care, transportation, and basic house-
hold and personal care items. Not included are costs
for things such as health  care or health insurance,
entertainment, birthday or other gifts, toys, tobacco
products or alcohol.

Actual costs for items such as rent, utilities, phone
service, and child care were obtained from county
Extension agents, local Chambers of Commerce, and
other local contacts. Since estimates of urban cost of
living assume the use of public transportation which
simply is not available in rural places, estimates of
the cost and usage of a personal vehicle were also
determined. These were based on the actual local costs
of gasoline; the average age of a vehicle from the
National Personal Transportation Survey; and an es-

timated cost for auto insurance for a woman age 22,
licensed since she was 16, with no traffic violations,
and driving a 1987 two door hatch-back. Where
possible, comparisons have been made with the 1994-
95 Consumer Expenditure Survey to provide a fuller
understanding of cost differentials between rural Ken-
tucky and national averages.

The cost of living in rural Kentucky is $1,689 a
month. This would require a wage of $9.85 an hour.
If a single mother worked 2,000 hours a year, the
standard for full-time employment, at the current
minimum wage of $5.15 an hour, she would earn
$10,300 a year. If this single mother had two depen-
dent children, these wages would not bring her and
her children above $12,677 per year, the current
poverty threshold for a family of three. This means
that to meet the minimum cost of living in rural
Kentucky for a family of three, a single working
mother would need to earn an additional $4.70 an
hour, or $784 a month, or $9,409 a year on top of
the minimum wage before taxes.

Calculating a minimum monthly cost of living bud-
get for rural families is critical to assessing the impli-
cations and challenges of welfare reform. Welfare re-
form has been built upon the presumption that mov-
ing adults into employment will eliminate the life-
time need for income maintenance assistance beyond
60 months. Yet this assumption is valid only if the
rural labor market provides job opportunities with
wages sufficient to meet monthly costs of living.
Given the predominance of low-wage industries in
rural areas, this analysis suggests that single mothers
in rural areas will face great challenges in meeting
their families’ minimum needs even if employed full-
time.

Julie N. Zimmerman is assistant professor, and Lori
Garkovich, professor, in the Department of  Sociology
at the University of Kentucky.
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This column will contain short articles of interest that are not directly related to the theme of the issue. Look to this
column for reports of  projects, workshops, conferences and related items  from SRDC and the other rural develop-
ment centers.

Southern Rural Development Consortium

SOUTHERN Exposure

Fund for Rural America Award

The Southern Rural Development Center applied for
and received a center planning grant from Fund for
Rural America, a competitive grants program of
USDA.  The SRDC proposal was combined with
one from Rural Policy Research Institute (RUPRI)
and National Association of Counties (NACo). The
three institutions formed a partnership and are de-
veloping a full proposal for asubmission in March
1998.

The proposed Center will enable residents of the ru-
ral South and other selected subregions of the United
States to adjust to federal initiatives that are shifting
responsibilities and risks from the federal level to in-
dividuals, states and local governments. It will un-
dertake policy analyses to assess the likely impacts of
devolution policies on rural people and places in the
South. Strategies for ameliorating the negative im-

pacts of devolution will be explored as well. Further-
more, technical assistance will be available for local
decisionmakers seeking access to quantitative ana-
lytic models and other decision-support tools com-
monly available only to leaders situated in metro-
politan locales.

An additional key component of the proposed
Center’s work will focus on the design and delivery
of needed outreach education and training activities
that can further enhance the capacity of rural com-
munities to develop and implement action plans that
effectively deal with policy devolution impacts at the
local level.

Focus groups are currently being held to gain input
from individual clientele and collaborating groups
which include a number of universities, boards and
associations around the nation.

In an effort to further strengthen our communica-
tion with land grant faculty involved in social sci-
ence activities in the rural South, the SRDC is estab-
lishing a Southern Rural Development Consortium.
The intent is to further enhance communications
between the SRDC and land grant faculty in the re-
gion. Individuals who are part of the Consortium
will receive periodic updates from the SRDC on
grant/contract opportunities. Also, the consortium
list will prove invaluable to SRDC in identifying in-
dividuals having specialized rural development ex-
pertise (i.e., labor markets, rural health, rural educa-
tion, etc.). As grant opportunities relevant to the pri-
ority issues of the SRDC present themselves, the list
will make it easy to identify  quickly the pool of so-

cial scientists in the South to work in partnership
with SRDC in the development and implementa-
tion of these grants. The Consortium is available to
any land grant faculty member with interest in rural
development issues. This includes faculty in agricul-
tural economics, rural sociology, youth development,
human sciences, education, or other related disci-
plines. To join the Southern Rural Development
Consortium, complete a member profile form and
return it to the Center. The form is available on the
Internet at
www.ces.msstate.edu/~srdc/grants/form.htm.

For a paper copy of the form, call the Center at 601-
325-3207 or e-mail jacquet@mces.msstate.edu.
Please feel free to contact the Center if you have ques-
tions.

Grants Connections on  line
The Center recently implemented a new initiative, Grants Connection, an electronic listing of funding opportunities in the area
of rural development. It is published periodicaly on the SRDC homepage. It is also sent by e-mail to those individuals who have
completed a “Southern Rural Development Consortium” member profile. See Southern Rural Development Consortium on page
13 for directions on becoming a member. Contact the editor at jacquet@mces.msstate.edu if you know of web sites that should be
monitored for grant opportunities.
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ZERLE L. CARPENTER
will retire as director of the
Texas Agricultural Exten-
sion Service effective De-
cember 31. He formerly
served as professor and de-
partment chair of Animal
Science  at Texas A&M
University. Dr. Carpenter
recently completed a term
as chair of the Extension
Committee on Organiza-
tion and Policy (ECOP)
and he continues to serve

on the Executive Commit-
tee of the National Agri-
cultural Research, Exten-
sion, Education and Eco-
nomics Advisory Board.

FRED WOODS of
CSREES Economic and
Community Systems unit
received the R.J. Hildreth
Award for Career Achieve-
ment in Public Policy Edu-
cation during the 1997
National Public Policy

Education Conference in
Charleston, S.C. The
award is sponsored by
Farm Foundation and the
National Public Policy
Education Committee. It
recognizes individuals who
have demonstrated career
excellence in public policy
education. Also recognized
with the award were
ALAN J. HAHN , Cornell
University, and IRVIN W.
SKELTON, University of

Alaska Fairbanks (retired).
At the same meeting,
BONNIE BRAUN and
JEAN W. BAUER, both of
the University of  Minne-
sota, received the Out-
standing Achievement in
Public Issues Education
Award for their educa-
tional program “Respond-
ing Knowledgeably: From
Welfare Reform to Well-
Being.”

A Mosaic of the Rural Mid-
west: Formulating and Uti-
lizing a Geodemographic
Clustering System for Cen-
sus Block Groups in the
Twelve Midwestern States,
was published by the
North Central Regional
Center for Rural Develop-
ment. The report success-
fully demonstrates the
power and utility of clus-
tered geography in applied
research. The authors,
Marc J. Perry and Paul R.
Voss, document the pro-
cess by which a geodemo-
graphic cluster system was
created for the 60,000 cen-
sus block groups in 12
states. The report (RRD
178) is available for $9
from NCRCRD, Iowa
State University, 404 East
Hall, Ames, IA 50011-
1070; 515-294-8321, e-
mail jstewart@iastate.edu.

Implementing Local Busi-
ness Retention and Expan-
sion Visitation Programs is
a new set of materials avail-
able from the Northeast
Regional Center for Rural
D e v e l o p m e n t
(NERCRD). BR&E visi-
tation programs catalyze

on local economic devel-
opment efforts by creating
a team of local leaders to
help the community im-
prove its business climate.
Previous manuals about
BR&E  visitation pro-
grams often have focused
on instructions for profes-
sional economic develop-
ers. These materials take a
different approach. They
are designed to help
guide community leaders
through the process.  De-
velopment support for the
materials was provided in
part by the NRCRD. The
package includes a note-
book, marketing bro-
chures, five training book-
lets and a video. The cost
is $40 plus shipping and
handling charges. For
more information or to
order, contact the North-
east Regional Center for
Rural Development, 7
Armsby Building, The
Pennsylvania State Univer-
sity, University Park, Penn-
sylvania 16802-5602, 814-
863-4656. Ask for Daryl
Heasley or Eileen Zuber.

Post-Industrial Rural Devel-
opment: The Role of Natu-

ral Resources and the Envi-
ronment is the proceedings
of a workshop held in
March 1996. The meeting
brought together govern-
ment and non government
experts from the biological,
physical and social sciences
to identify and discuss the
principal issues, barriers
and opportunities related
to natural resource use and
environmental protection
in the U.S. The workshop
generated numerous topics
for discussion and areas for
new research, but it also
highlighted the growing
complexity of natural re-
source decisions facing
America and other regions
of the world. The cost is
$9. Order it from the
North Central Regional
Center for Rural Develop-
ment, Iowa State Univer-
sity, 404 East Hall,
Ames, IA 50011-1070,
515-294-8321, e-mail
jstewart@iastate.edu.

Value-Added Agriculture: A
Resource Kit for Communi-
ties and Businesses To Cre-
ate Success for Rural Busi-
nesses and Communities by
Working Together, a set of

educational materials, was
prepared for and used at a
value-added training
workshop entitled “New
Gates Through Old
Fences.” The workshop
held in March 1997 in the
Four Corners region was
sponsored in part by the
Western Rural Develop-
ment Center. This collec-
tion of materials from
across the country is in-
tended to help individuals
identify how they can pro-
ceed to capitalize on add-
ing value to agricultural
products that will benefit
the entire community.
Copying costs for the cur-
riculum is about $75. For
more information contact
the Western Rural Devel-
opment Center, 307
Ballard Extension Hall,
Oregon State University,
Corvallis, OR 97331, 541-
737-3621, or visit the
Four-Corners States Re-
gional Education Initiative
web site at ag.arizona.edu/
AREC/VAA/ValueAdded
Ag.html

In
 Print

NAMESin the News
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Southern Association of Agricultural Scientists
(SAAS), January 31-February 4, 1998, Little Rock,
Arkansas. This is the 95th annual meeting. There is
no pre-registration. The registration fee is $30 pay-
able on- site at your individual society or association
desk along with any fees they require. Hotel registra-
tion deadline is December 29. SAAS has a home page
with 1998 convention information. Check it at
cals.agnis.vt.edu/~saas/ for housing forms and pro-
gram announcements.  For other information con-
tact Vernon Boggs, 111 Hutcheson Hall, Va Tech,
Blacksburg, VA 24061-0402, 540-231-6295, e-mail
vboggs@vt.edu

Southern Rural Sociological Association (SRSA),
January 31- February 4, 1998, Little Rock, Arkan-
sas. The meeting is in association with SAAS (see
earlier entry). This year’s theme is “Regenerating
Communities in the Rural South: New Identities,
Collaborations and Responses to Devolution.”  For
program information contact Rosalind P. Harris, De-
partment of Sociology, University of Kentucky, 500
Garrigus Building, Lexington, KY 40546-0215, 606-
257-7584, e-mail rharris@pop.uky.edu.

CYFAR 98...Programs that Work Conference,
March 16-18, 1998, Tucson, Arizona. This confer-
ence provides an opportunity for Extension staff, col-
laborators, and volunteers working toward the Chil-
dren, Youth and Families at Risk mission, to work
collectively to sustain effective community-based pro-
grams and share resources with others across the na-
tion. Conference sessions will provide information
on curricula, needs assessment, coalition building,
administration of programs, resource development,
diversity, Internet access, marketing impact and evalu-
ation. A major focus of CYFAR 98 will be
sustainability of community-based programs and of
organizational changes which have been developed
in their support. This meeting will recognize accom-
plishments of the Youth at Risk projects which moved
into base programs in 1997. Conference registration
forms and lodging reservation information will be
available in January 1998. Check the CYFAR home
page for additional details: www.reeusda.gov/new/
4h/cyfar/cyfar_98.htm

NSSI Skills Enhancement Workshop, March 22-25,
1998, St. Louis Airport Hilton. The National Small
Stores Institute (NSSI) team was established as part
of the USDA National Initiative, Communities in
Economic Transition.  The team is working to focus

on retail trade development education. The NSSI
mission is to strengthen, through educational pro-
cesses, the knowledge, perspectives and skills of field
professionals who provide assistance to people who
own and operate small retail businesses throughout
the U.S.  Information on specific details of the meet-
ing and registration will be announced as it becomes
available.

Southern Regional Science Association Meetings,
April 2-4, 1998, Savannah, Georgia. The 37th an-
nual meeting will be at the Hyatt Regency Hotel.
The program committee welcomes papers on a wide
range of topics including all aspects of regional mod-
eling, international trade, resource utilization, envi-
ronmental quality, transportation systems, tourism
and recreation, economic impact analysis, urban and
rural economic development, location of economic
activity, land use planning and regulation, regional
migration, labor markets, regional development is-
sues and policy, and public finance and investment
analysis. Contact Andy Bernat, Regional Economic
Analysis Division (BE-61), Bureau of Economic
Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce, Washing-
ton, DC 20230, e-mail andrew.bernat@bea.doc.gov

National Extension Tourism Conference ‘98, May
17-19, Grantville, Pennsylvania. This meeting will
be a forum for tourism, travel, and outdoor recre-
ation policy, development and marketing. It is in-
tended for Extension personnel, Sea Grant and other
tourism-related faculty, RC&D staff and others in-
terested in tourism development, policy and mar-
kets. There is a $140 registration fee. Registration
brochures will be mailed February 15, 1998. To re-
ceive a brochure,  send your name and address to
National Extension Tourism Conference, Conference
and Short Courses Office, The Pennsylvania State
University, 306 Ag Administration Building, Uni-
versity Park, PA 16802, 814-865-8301, e-mail Gary
Peterson: grpl@psu.edu or look at the website at
www.cas.psu.edu/docs/casconf/nercrd/NTC/
ntc.html

Editor’s Note: As you have noticed, the Southern Rural De-
velopment Center has a new logo. We would like to thank
George Taylor, chief illustrator of the Department of Agri-
cultural Communications, Mississippi State University for the
logo design and “new look” of SRDC’s newsletter and other
communication pieces. We appreciate the continued support
of Julia Heard, leader, Graphic/Photography and the entire
Agricultural Communications Department of MSU.

On Schedule
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Board approves SRDC POW

At their annual meeting in November, the SRDC board of diorectors approved a
1998 Extension and Research Plan of Work (POW). The POW outlines an ambi-
tious plan for work relating to five issue areas:

1. Strengthen and support the capacity of Southern land grant institutions and
their partners to conduct rural development research and outreach education
programming.

2. Enhance the economic, environmental and social well being of rural communi-
ties and people.

3. Strengthen the human capital resources of the region’s rural communities.
4. Improve rural Southerners’ access to vital community services.
5. Enhance the capacity of rural people and communities to carry out their ex-

panded responsibilities in the design, management, and financing of govern-
ment programs.

The Center staff is excited about the challenges presented in this Plan of Work. For
a copy of the plan, contact the Center.
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