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The Southeast's manufacturing environment is becoming more 

and more like the nation's, both in terms of dominant industries 

and the level of wages paid to workers, as the importance of the 

Southeast's low-wage manufacturing sector has decreased.

M any of the region's workers will have to improve their train

ing, education, and skills to benefit from the changing composi

tion of southeastern manufacturing.
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U.S. manufacturing has undergone wrenching 
changes during the 1980s. With the improved 
competitive position of foreign producers—a 
result of outmoded American technology and 
the dollar’s shifting exchange value—many do
mestic industries have had to innovate quickly 
or halt operations.

The forces of change appear to have affected 
traditional southeastern manufacturing indus
tries more seriously than the nation's, prompt
ing questions about the differences between 
southeastern and U.S. manufacturing. Have re
cent adjustments caused this region s factory 
sector to resemble the nation’s more closely? 
Have the impacts been different for urban and 
rural areas? What do recent developments sug
gest for future manufacturing trends in general 
and, more specifically, for the future incomes of 
southeastern workers? This article addresses 
these and other timely questions.

A Comparison of Southeastern 
and U.S. Manufacturing

Throughout the twentieth century, manufac
turing has been a significant component in the 
southeastern economy. Its early importance was 
based on timber-related production and on the 
southward movement of the textile and apparel 
industries. The proportion of the Southeast’s 
population engaged in manufacturing was about 
the same as the nation’s through the 1930s, 
1940s, and 1950s, but the region was unlike the 
nation in that its workers were predominantly 
engaged in the low-skilled jobs of lumbering, 
weaving, and sewing.

Table 1 shows that in 1985 these industries 
still held the highest concentrations of the 
Southeast’s manufacturing em ployment d e 
spite recent declines in the number of low-skilled 
jobs this type of industry typically generates.1 
Even with this contraction, however, other types 
of manufacturing made enough gains that total 
manufacturing employment in the Southeast

The authors are, respectively, research officer in charge o f 
the regional section of the Atlanta Fed's Research Depart
ment and an economic analyst in that section.

reached its highest point ever during 1987. 
Nonetheless, manufacturing’s share o f total 
employment has fallen from 21 percent in 1970 
to about 16 percent in 1987, lower than the 
nation’s 17 percent average share, which has 
also dropped since 1970. In the Southeast, the 
shrinking percentage of manufacturing employ
ment reflects primarily the rapid growth of non
manufacturing sectors such as trade and other 
service-producing industries. Nationally, the 
number of manufacturing em ployees has actu
ally declined since the late 1970s, when tech
nological inefficiencies and the dollar’s rise 
against other currencies reduced the com
petitiveness of domestic plants. At the same 
time, the nation’s nonmanufacturing industries 
were also growing rapidly.

Well-paid jobs have not historically accom
panied the Southeast’s predominant types of 
manufacturing activities. Thus, regional wages 
lagged well behind the U.S. average. For exam
ple, the average pay of manufacturing workers in 
Georgia, a state that is fairly typical o f the 
Southeast, was $ 1.00 per hour in 1949 compared 
with an average of $ 1.38 per hour for the United 
States. The gap between  G eorgia ’s average 
wage and the U.S. mean hourly rate narrowed 
only slightly through the mid-1960s. By 1970, 
Georgia’s norm of $2.67 per hour was 80 percent 
of the U.S. average, a difference that continued 
to hold through the m iddle o f the present 
decade. When the recovery from the early 1980’s 
recessions eventually began reaching the manu
facturing sector, the wage gap closed further. By 
1986, Georgia’s average wage had advanced to 
86 percent of the nation’s level. Among the other 
southeastern states, Alabama, Florida, and Ten
nessee were near Georgia’s level. Louisiana’s 
wages, pushed up by the lucrative petroleum 
sector, were 109 percent of the nation’s average, 
but Mississippi’s workers, on average, made 
only 77 cents for every dollar paid in the country 
as a whole.

The prevalence of low-wage industries arrest
ed the diversification of southeastern manufac
turing. Not surprisingly, lower wages throughout 
most of this century have translated to lower 
household incomes in the Southeast than in the 
rest of the country. Because of the region ’s lower 
relative income levels, many manufacturers of 
high-cost consumer goods shunned the South
east when locating new manufacturing facilities;
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Table 1. 
Concentration Ratios of Southeastern Manufacturing Industries, 1985 

Industry Southeast Alabama Florida Georgia Louisiana Mississippi Tennesi 

Apparel 2.0 2.8 1.2 2.1 0.8 2.7 2.1 
Men's-Boy's Furnishings 3.1 4.7 0.6 3.4 1.4 4.8 3.8 

Textiles 2.0 2.4 0.2 4.7 0.3 0.8 1.3 
Weaving Mills, Cotton 1.8 3.2 0.2 4.2 0.0 0.7 0.7 
Weaving Mills, Synthetics 1.6 3.4 0.0 4.2 0.0 0.4 0.4 
Floor Covering Mills 5.0 0.7 0.0 18.3 0.0 1.3 0.7 

Lumber 1.7 2.2 1.5 1.6 1.8 2.9 0.9 

Furniture 1.3 1.0 1.2 0.8 0.2 3.1 2.0 
Paper 1.3 1.6 1.0 1.5 1.7 1.0 1.0 

Chemicals 1.1 0.6 0.9 0.7 2.9 0.5 1.8 
Food and Kindred Products 1.1 0.9 1.2 1.1 1.3 1.1 0.9 

Meat 1.3 1.7 0.6 1.8 0.8 2.4 0.7 
Tobacco 1.0 0.0 1.3 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 

Stone, Clay, and Glass 1.1 0.8 1.6 1.0 1.3 0.9 0.9 
Petroleum 1.0 0.6 0.3 0.2 7.1 1.1 0.3 
Printing and Publishing 0.9 0.5 1.6 0.8 0.8 0.4 0.9 

Commercial Printing 0.9 0.5 1.4 0.9 0.8 0.6 0.9 
Rubber and Plastics 0.9 1.2 0.9 0.7 0.3 0.8 1.1 
Leather 0.9 0.0 0.9 0.3 0.1 0.4 2.4 

Miscellaneous Manufacturing 0.9 0.9 1.1 0.7 0.6 0.9 1.1 
Transportation Equipment 0.8 0.6 1.1 0.8 1.3 0.9 0.7 

Motor Vehicles 0.6 0.7 0.2 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.9 
Aircraft 0.8 0.7 1.1 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.5 

Fabricated Metals 0.8 0.9 1.0 0.5 0.9 0.8 0.9 

Electrical/Electronic Equip. 0.8 0.6 1.5 0.4 0.6 0.8 0.7 
Primary Metals 0.7 1.6 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.7 
Nonelectrical Machinery 0.6 0.5 0.8 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 
Instruments 0.4 0.3 0.8 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 

A ratio of 1.0 indicates that the proportion of manufacturing workers engaged in that industry in the Southeast is the same 
as the proportion for the nation. A ratio greater than 1.0 signifies that southeastern employment is more concentrated in that 
activity than in the nation, while a ratio of less than 1.0 signifies the opposite. For example, in Mississippi furniture's share of 
employment is three times as big as it is in the nation, whereas primary metals' share is half that of the nation. 

Source: Computed by the Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta from data supplied by the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
County Business Patterns—Alabama; Florida; Georgia; Louisiana; Mississippi; and Tennessee, 1985. 

the expected spending levels were not high 
enough to yield cost advantages associated with 
building plants near major consumption points. 

Native workers' low skills are also a partial 
explanation of industries' eschewing the South, 
though probably not the sole determining fac-
tor. After all, skilled labor from other regions can 
b e transferred to new work sites when firms 

change locations. In fact, companies imported 
large numbers of workers into the Southeast 
when opportunities became sufficiently attrac-
tive in locations such as metropolitan Atlanta 
and certain Florida cities. Even more workers 
moved on their own from other regions as em-
ployment opportunities grew. (The article by 
William J. Kahley on page 18 discusses further 
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the relationship between interregional migra-
tion and economic opportunities.) 

As the mix of people and business activities 
has changed in the Southeast, the composition 
of manufacturing has also undergone a substan-
tial transition. Rather than merely diminishing 
in importance as traditional low-skilled indus-
tries either closed or modernized to use fewer 
but higher-skilled workers, manufacturing in the 
Southeast has b e c o m e more like that in the 
United States. A look at the relative composi-
tion of U.S. and southeastern manufacturing in 
1970 and 1985 helps demonstrate this evolution 
(see Charts 1 and 2). In 1970 the Southeast's 
dominant industries were apparel, textiles, food, 
and fabricated metals, which together account-
ed for more than 40 percent of manufacturing 
employment. At the same time the top four 
industries in the United States were nonelectri-
cal machinery, electrical and electronic equip-
ment, transportation equipment , and food 
manufacturing, which as a group represented 
slightly less than 40 percent of factory jobs. Only 
one industry, food, ranked in the top four of both 
the Southeast and the nation as a whole. Ap-
parel and textiles were only about half as impor-
tant in U.S. manufacturing as they were in the 
Southeast 

The composition of manufacturing employ-
ment had changed by 1985. Although the same 
four industries ranked at the top of U.S. manu-
facturing, the relative importance of machinery, 
electrical equipment, and transportation equip-
ment manufacturing had increased while food 
manufacturing had declined, reflecting a nation-
al shift toward more technologically advanced 
production techniques. 

The Southeast's leading industries showed 
more significant change during this 15-year 
period. Apparel and food manufacturing were 
still at the top, although the relative importance 
of each had declined from 1970's level. Two in-
dustries requiring more skilled labor—electrical 
equipment and transportation equipment— 
greatly increased in importance and displaced 
textiles and fabricated metals in the top four 
ranking. With those changes, three of the South-
east's four top industries are now the same as 
the nation's. In addition, employment distribu-
tion regionally has grown more similar to the 
nation's in industries such as printing and pub-
lishing as well as nonelectrical machinery manu-

facturing. Without quest ion, the Southeast ' s 
manufacturing sector b e c a m e more like t h e 
nation's between 1970 and 1985. The continuing 
importance of apparel in the Southeast is the 
main feature that distinguishes the region's 
manufacturing from the rest of the country. 

Changes in the Southeast's 
Manufacturing Sector 

The principal factor responsible for the shift 
in the Southeast 's manufacturing composition 
is the region's loss of competitiveness with pro-
ducers in low-skilled industries in other loca-
tions. Although texti le and apparel workers' 
wages have risen less rapidly than manufactur-
ing wages in general, they had cl imbed to the $5 
to $6 per hour range by 1982. Wages at or below 
$ 1 per hour in some Asian and Caribbean coun-
tries gave manufacturers in those areas a large 
cost advantage, particularly in labor-intensive 
apparel production. With the U.S. dollar's rapid 
rise against other currencies during the early 
1980s, fabrics and apparel products manufac-
tured abroad at a far lower cost became avail-
able at prices well below the unit production 
costs of U.S. industries. 

In response to this situation the least efficient 
texti le and apparel plants in the Southeast 
began closing their doors. Other producers 
rushed to update techniques and substitute 
automated machinery for hand labor wherever 
possible; low-skilled workers who were unsuited 
to operate the technologically advanced ma-
chines were subsequently laid off. This process 
of increased mechanization and computeriza-
tion has sharply reduced employment in the 
region's texti le mills while output has b e e n 
expand ing. Opportunities to substitute machin-
ery for labor in apparel plants have b e e n more 
limited than in textile manufacturing, but that 
situation is changing. Apparel makers will prob-
ably find ways to effect greater work force reduc-
tions as time passes, especially since such a 
move is necessary to remain competi t ive in 
international markets. 

While employment in traditional southeast-
ern industries has flagged, more technologically 
advanced industries have b e e n expanding their 
job rolls rapidly. Changing markets within the 
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Chart 1. 
Percentage of Total Southeastern 

Manufacturing Employment 
in Major Industries, 

1970 vs. 1985 
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Southeast are partly responsible for the area's 
growth in more technically sophisticated types 
of manufacturing. With the recent significant 
inflow of residents from other regions, the popu-
lation's purchasing potential has risen and 
product preferences have changed, enhancing 
marketing opportunities for consumer goods. 
For example, one reason that automobile manu-
facturers have established and enlarged auto 
assembly plants in the region is to take advan-
tage of fast-growing southeastern markets. Par-
tially b e c a u s e of the perception of growing 
market opportunities here, foreign manufac-
turers are also setting up operat ions within 
the region. 

With massive in-migration and the upgrading 
of the population's education and skills, the 
region's work force has also been changing (see 
Kahley, page 18). Although a substantial group 
of poorly educated unskilled workers remains, 
an increasing proportion is a b l e to perform 
high-skilled tasks. About 75 percent of the adult 
population in 1980 had nine or more years of 
education, up from nearly 65 percent in 1970. 
Persons with fewer than five years of elementary 
school are highly concentrated in the age group 
of 40 years and above. In the Atlanta area, less 
than 10 percent of the population above age 16 
falls within this minimally educated category. 
Since most younger entrants into the work force 
are no longer limited to unskilled tasks, though, 
the potential labor pool is reduced for manufac-
turers who are dependent upon low-cost human 
capital. 

Other workers are leaving low-wage manufac-
turing jobs for better alternatives in the non-
manufacturing sector. In Atlanta, for example, 
some low-skilled workers have left less remu-
nerative manufacturing jobs to accept employ-
ment in the burgeoning hospitality industries. 

Charts 1 and 2 portray generally declining employment in 
traditional rural southeastern industries, such as apparel, 
textiles, and food, and generally increasing employment in 
typically urban industries, such as electrical and electronic 
machinery and printing and publishing. These trends augur 
well for the economies of states with more urban manu-
facturing—Florida and Georgia in particular. 

Source: See Table 1. Data were also drawn from County Business 
Patterns—Alabama; Florida; Georgia; Louisiana; Mis-
sissippi; and Tennessee, 1970. 
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For increasing numbers of workers who can and 
will move to urban areas, enough good employ-
ment opportunities have b e e n available to re-
duce the labor pool for traditional low-wage 
manufacturing jobs. Without a doubt, the di-
minished supply of low-skilled workers dis-
courages the startup of new industries that 
would b e attracted to locations offering such 
labor in abundance. In the current environment, 
the low-skilled portion of the manufacturing 
sector is likely to continue to shrink as existing 
industries pare back operations or shut down 
altogether while new employers of low-skilled 
labor seek offshore sources, leaving the void 
unfilled. 

Urban and Rural Differences 
in Southeastern Manufacturing 

Nonmetropolitan areas in the South suffer 
substantially lower per capita income than the 
metropolitan areas. This problem has persisted 
for a long time with only small declines in the 
income difference. Recent changes in the struc-
ture of manufacturing could further exacerbate 
the urban-rural income gap. In theory, one 
would expect growth in the technologically ad-
vanced industries to b e concentrated in urban 
areas since the high-skilled employees neces-
sary for such operations are more easily found 
c lose to the educational opportunit ies and 
cultural amenities offered by most cities. The 
demise of low-skilled industries would prob-
ably have a greater negative impact on rural 
areas if such employers are in fact more concen-
trated in nonurban locations. Urban industries 
have in reality fared much better than rural ones 
during the recent changes in manufacturing. 
Furthermore, prospects for rural improvement 
hinge heavily on the ability to make difficult 
structural changes, albeit ones that would ele-
vate incomes and opportunities. 

To gain a better understanding of the urban-
rural dichotomy, the geographical locations of 
the Southeast's manufacturing activities were 
examined to determine the dispersion of manu-
facturing within the region. Industries were 
identified as predominantly urban or pre-
dominantly rural. This categorization also allows 
a look at the relative geographic impacts on 

Chart 2. 
Percentage of Total U.S. 

Manufacturing Employment 
in Major Industries, 

1970 vs. 1985 
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Source: See Chart 1. 
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Table 2. 
Distribution of Industries across the Rural and Urban Southeast, 1985 

State Predominantly Rural Industries Predominantly Urban Industries 

Alabama textiles 
apparel 
lumber and wood 
metals 

metals 
electrical and electronic equipment 
transportation equipment 

Florida textiles 
lumber and wood 

food and kindred products 
stone, clay, and glass 
electrical and electronic equipment 
transportation equipment 
printing and publishing 
instruments (including medical 
and optical goods) 

Georgia carpet manufacturing 
apparel 
lumber and wood 

food and kindred products 
stone, clay, and glass 
transportation equipment 
printing and publishing 

Louisiana apparel 
lumber and wood 

chemicals 
petroleum 
rubber and plastics 

Mississippi textiles 
apparel 
lumber and wood 

transportation equipment 
petroleum 

Tennessee textiles 
apparel 
lumber and wood 

printing and publishing 
chemicals 
stone, clay, and glass 

Source: See Table 1. 

employment that recent changes in manufactur-
ing activities have had. Future trends in manu-
facturing employment and income are thus 
made more readily discernible. 

Rural-Urban Classification. Industries were 
sorted between rural and urban categories 
based on the counties in which the factories or 
plants were located. Counties included in met-
ropolitan statistical areas (MSAs)—the U.S. Cen-
sus Bureau's units of integrated economic 
activity around major cities—were considered 
to b e urban. All other counties in each state 
were designated as rural areas. Obviously, this 
categorization has certain shortcomings. For 
example, even in the larger metropolitan areas, 
some manufacturing workers commute daily 
from rural areas. Moreover, it classifies manufac-
turing in the region's numerous smaller cities 
and towns as rural when the actual plant fa-
cilities may b e within the city limits of popula-

tion centers approaching 50,000 people in size. 
Nevertheless, a large proportion of the em-
ployees of such plants probably reside in rural 
areas. 

County-level manufacturing information makes 
it possible to identify the industrial activities 
located within MSA counties and relegate the 
balance of the state's manufacturing activities to 
rural areas. From this data, one can determine 
that the primarily urban industries include 
food; printing; chemicals; stone, clay, and glass; 
fabricated metals; machinery; electrical equip-
ment; transportation equipment; and instru-
ments manufacturing. The predominantly rural 
industries include meat, textiles, apparel, lum-
ber, leather, and miscellaneous manufacturing, 
which comprises jewelry, toys, brooms, caskets, 
sporting goods, pens, pencils, and musical in-
struments. Paper is a significant industry in both 
urban and rural locales. Table 2 shows the dis-
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tribution of urban and rural industries through-
out the southeastern states. 

Transportation equipment was the most im-
portant urban manufacturing activity in 1985. In 
order of importance the next industries were 
electrical equipment, food, printing, chemicals, 
fabricated metals, machinery, apparel, textiles, 
and paper (see Chart 3). The rural manufacturing 
sectors in order of importance were apparel, 
lumber, textiles, food, electrical equipment , 
machinery, fabricated metals, chemicals, furni-
ture, and paper. Confirming the expectat ion 
that low-skilled industries would predominate 
in rural areas, traditional fields such as apparel, 
lumber, and textiles rank at the top of the rural 
list. Similarly, the newly important industries 
such as electrical and electronic equipment or 
transportation equipment, which includes some 
space-related products as well as aircraft and 
automobile assembly, head the urban employ-
ment list. 

Just as the regional importance of various 
industries has shifted since 1970, the rankings of 
rural and urban industries have also changed 
from 1970 to 1985 (see Table 3). For instance, of 
the predominantly urban industries, employ-
ment in transportation equipment has moved 
from second to first in importance, and electri-
cal equipment has jumped from seventh to 
second. Another change highlighting the in-
creased prominence of more technologically 
advanced manufacturing is the rise in rank of the 
printing and machinery industries. Primarily 
urban activities that decl ined in importance 
were food, chemicals, and paper manufacturing. 
In rural areas, texti les and apparel retained 
their high rank even though apparel manufac-
turing declined sharply in urban areas during 
the same time. (The loss of apparel manufactur-
ing in urban areas undoubtedly reflects the con-
tinuing movement of the industry away from 
high-wage locales.) Both lumber and food be-
came more important components of the rural 
economy, and electrical e q u i p m e n t manu-
facturing—a predominantly urban industry— 
also made significant gains (from ninth to fifth 
position). Rural industries fading or declining in 
importance were primary and fabricated metals 
as well as paper and chemicals manufacturing. 

Although the region registered rather strong 
overall growth in manufacturing employment 
from 1970 to 1985, rural and urban industries did 

Chart 3. 
Urban vs. Rural Percentages 

of Southeastern Manufacturing 
Employment, 1985 
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ing prevail in cities. The predominantly rural industries are 
apparel, textiles, and lumber. 

Source: See Table 1. 
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Table 3. 
Rural vs. Urban Rank of 

Key Southeastern Industries 
in Terms of Employment, 1970-85 

Urban 

Industry 1970 1980 1982 1985 

Transportation Equipment 2 1 1 1 

Electrical and 
Electronic Equipment 7 3 3 2 

Food and Kindred Products 1 2 2 3 

Printing and Publishing 6 6 5 4 

Chemicals 3 4 4 5 

Fabricated Metals 5 5 6 6 

Nonelectrical Machinery 10 8 7 7 

Apparel 4 7 8 8 

Textiles 9 9 9 9 

Paper 8 10 10 1 0 

Rural 

Transportation Equipment 6 8 * * 

Electrical and 
Electronic Equipment 9 5 6 5 

Food and Kindred Products 5 4 4 4 

Printing and Publishing * 10 * * 

Chemicals 8 7 9 8 

Fabricated Metals 3 6 7 7 

Nonelectrical Machinery * 9 5 6 

Apparel 1 1 1 1 

Textiles 2 2 2 3 

Paper 7 * 8 10 

Lumber 4 3 3 2 

Primary Metals 10 * * * 

Furniture * * 10 9 

* Asterisks indicate that the industry listed did not rank 
among the top ten in terms of rural southeastern 
employment. 

Source: See Table 1. 

not share equally in that expansion (see Table 4). 
The disparities are particularly notable during 
three subperiods since 1970. First, manufactur-
ing expanded rapidly. Then it entered into and 
began to emerge from the two back-to-back 
recessions that coincided with the fluctuation of 

the dollar's value against other major curren-
cies. In the ten-year period from 1970 to 1980, 
rural manufacturing growth expanded at a ro-
bust 33 percent compared to a 14 percent gain 
for urban manufacturing. In turn, employment 
declined with the arrival of the recessions, and 
the rural areas' drop of 5.8 percent from 1980 to 
1982 was greater than the 4.2 percent deci ine for 
urban manufacturing. Furthermore, from 1982 to 
1985 rural manufacturing posted another de-

cline while urban manufacturing reversed its fall 
and rose by 2.5 percent. As expected, low-
skilled manufacturing industries in rural areas 
were hit harder by competitive pressures from 
foreign producers from 1980 to 1982. Those rural 
industries have been largely unable to regain 
their lost positions during the subsequent re-
covery that has propelled technologically ad-
vanced manufacturing in urban areas. (See the 
article by Jon R. Moen on page 36 for a discus-
sion of the concentrations of rural and urban 
poverty in the Southeast.) 

A Comparison of Earnings. The urban-rural 
disparity can b e further illustrated by compar-
ing earnings in the top five employment sectors 
of each region (see Table 5). Rural factory em-
ployment dominated by low-skilled jobs clearly 
brings less pay to workers than urban factory 
jobs. For example, in the Southeast the top 
urban manufacturing employer, transportation 
equipment, pays more than two times the aver-
age weekly wage of the number-one rural manu-
facturing employer, apparel. The second largest 
employer for the region's urban area, electrical 
equipment, paid an average of $392 per week 
while the rural sector's lumber workers, second 
in importance, collected $266. In fact, weekly 
earnings in each of the top five urban employ-
ment categories are substantially higher than 
those with the same rank in rural areas. The fact 
that recent employment growth has largely oc-
curred in these higher-income, urban industries 
helps explain the rising income levels in south-
eastern manufacturing and the narrowing of the 
earnings gap between the Southeast and the 
nation. However, this growth also implies an 
increasing urban-rural income gap. 

These comparisons use regional average 
data, yet the divergence is even greater when 
looking at particular states that specialize in 
certain sectors. For example, regional average 
earnings for transportation equipment workers 
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Table 4. 
Southeastern Manufacturing Employment in Urban and Rural Areas, 1970-85 

1970 1980 1982 1985 

Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural 

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT (000s) 1,115 7 8 3 1,275 1,040 1,221 9 8 0 1,251 9 7 6 

INDUSTRIES (% of Total) 

Transportation Equipment 9 7 11 4 12 4 13 4 

Electrical/Electronic Equip. 5 5 9 6 10 5 10 7 

Food and Kindred Products 12 8 11 7 11 7 10 7 

Printing and Publishing 6 2 7 2 8 3 9 3 

Chemicals 8 5 8 4 9 4 7 5 

Fabricated Metals 6 13 7 5 7 5 7 6 

Nonelectrical Machinery 4 4 6 6 7 6 7 6 

Apparel 7 22 6 2 0 6 2 0 5 2 0 

Textiles 6 17 6 12 5 11 5 10 

Paper 5 6 5 4 5 4 5 4 

Lumber 3 10 3 10 2 9 3 10 

Primary Metals 4 5 4 4 3 4 3 3 

Furniture 3 4 3 4 3 4 3 4 

Stone, Clay, and Glass 4 3 4 3 4 2 4 3 

Leather 1 3 1 2 1 2 1 1 

Instruments 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 

Miscellaneous Manufactur ing 1 2 1 2 2 2 1 2 

Percent Change for Periods Shown 

1970-1980 1980-1982 1982-1985 1970-1985 

Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural 

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT 14.3 32.8 -4.2 -5.8 2.5 -0.4 12.2 24.6 

Transportation Equipment 49.1 -33.1 -0.7 -8.2 10.9 4.4 64.2 -35.9 

Electrical/Electronic Equip. 101.5 44.5 5.8 -13.1 3.6 25.8 120.8 57.9 

Food and Kindred Products -0.3 17.9 -3.2 -3.0 -1.3 -1.7 -4.7 12.4 

Printing and Publishing 43.6 73.5 8.6 9.1 16.9 16.2 82.3 119.9 

Chemicals 23.0 -4.9 -3.4 5.6 -15.2 11.8 0.7 12.3 

Fabricated Metals 33.7 -50.7 -9.5 0.6 -1.1 13.9 19.7 -43.5 

Nonelectrical Machinery 70.9 68.5 6.9 4.9 -1.6 1.8 79.7 79.9 

Apparel 11.9 20.1 -12.3 -4.7 -4.8 -1.3 -6.5 13.1 

Textiles 6.3 -6.4 -15.5 -13.4 -1.9 -5.7 -11.8 -23.5 

Paper 16.8 -12.0 -8.5 11.2 3.4 -4.0 10.5 -6.1 

Lumber 13.5 31.4 -22.0 '17.2 24.8 17.3 10.5 27.7 

Primary Metals 9.8 6.1 -24.9 -9.0 -22.1 -7.2 -35.8 -10.5 

Furniture 6.5 32.8 -10.0 16.4 12.1 -1.0 7.4 53.1 

Stone, Clay, and Glass 15.7 23.9 -9.8 -14.3 7.3 20.8 12.0 28.3 

Leather 6.8 -14.2 -0.2 -10.7 -31.2 -29.3 -26.7 -45.8 

Instruments 249.2 23.1 10.2 15.8 9.8 19.4 322.8 70.2 

Miscel laneous Manufactur ing 37.7 44.2 9.3 -4.7 -2.3 2.5 47.1 40.8 

Sources: See Table 1. See also comparable issues for 1970,1980, and 1982. 
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Table 5. 
Average Weekly Earnings for Labor in Manufacturing Industries, 1985 

(in dollars) 

Industry Southeast Alabama Florida Georgia Louisiana Mississippi Tennessee 
United 
States 

Importance 
Ranking in 

Urban/Rural 
Areas* 

Total Manufacturing 344.54 345.98 324.62 328.86 434.93 293.13 339.72 385.56 

Petroleum 714.91 — — — 714.91 — — 603.72 
Transportation Equipment 461.89 539.30 355.89 564.63 444.40 405.21 — 542.72 1-U 
Chemicals 475.85 512.02 427.06 425.00 641.09 417.08 432.84 484.78 5-U 
Primary Metals 396.68 467.16 386.01 359.38 — 325.73 445.14 484.72 
Paper 530.93 608.30 535.25 526.39 573.27 499.53 442.83 466.34 
Nonelectrical Machinery 359.29 353.12 349.03 381.78 407.12 324.84 339.82 427.04 
Stone, Clay, and Glass 387.42 392.04 403.32 349.02 360.10 324.12 495.91 411.88 
Fabricated Metals 355.46 330.48 325.75 346.15 423.76 325.73 380.89 398.96 
Electrical and 
Electronic Equipment 391.52 324.39 372.47 465.26 437.38 358.11 — 384.48 2-U/5-R 
Instruments 327.09 — 313.29 — — — 340.88 376.79 
Printing and Publishing 348.31 375.83 319.52 — 374.53 323.36 — 365.31 4-U 
Rubber and Plastics 381.62 488.87 246.38 — — — 409 .60 350.58 
Food and Kindred Products 281.35 244.90 298.45 296.46 305.63 216.39 326.30 341.60 3-U/4-R 
Lumber 265.84 275.88 266.37 246.60 304.00 279.69 222.47 326.36 2-R 
Furniture 254.35 — 248.27 229.61 — 261.10 278.43 283.29 
Textiles 260.53 268.40 — 265.44 — 256.22 252.06 266.39 3-R 
Leather 199.43 — — 158.98 — — 239.87 217.09 
Apparel 190.75 198.15 188.78 183.32 201.25 180.48 192.54 208.00 1-R 

* The top five ranking industries in urban and rural areas are designated as 1-U, 1-R, etc. For example, the food industry ranks third in urban areas and 
fourth in rural areas. 

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. Employment, Hours, and Earnings: States and Areas (1985). 
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are $462 per week, but Georgia—with urban 
auto assembly plants and military aircraft pro-
duction facilities—posts average weekly wages 
of $565. In contrast, the highest average weekly 
earnings in any state's apparel sector was $201. 
Apparel manufacturing is the single most im-
portant provider of factory employment in Ala-
bama, Mississippi, and Tennessee, states where 
personal income ranks among the lowest in 
the region. 

The post-1970 declining employment in low-
wage industries such as apparel, textiles, and 
food manufacturing and the significant employ-
ment gains in higher earnings industries like 
electrical equipment, machinery, and printing 
help explain the upward trend in personal 
income in the region. Other relatively high-
income industries such as chemicals and paper 
manufacturing, though somewhat below 1970s 
employment levels, continue to b e significant 
employers of high-wage workers and providers 
of strong boosts to average income levels within 
the region. 

How are these urban and rural industries dis-
tributed among the states in the region? Food 
processing employment is greatest in the states 
with the largest population centers. The stone, 
clay, and glass sector, including largely the brick, 
concrete, and glass materials used in construc-
tion, is concentrated likewise around the large 
urban centers of the region's most populous 
states, Florida, Georgia, and Tennessee. Trans-
portation equipment production is located in 
Florida's and Georgia's urban centers. 

Given the advantages of proximity to raw 
materials, it is not surprising that lumber is 
primarily rural. In the case of apparel, industry 
structure—the prominence of small p l a n t s -
helps explain why the apparel industry alone 
accounts for over 20 percent of total rural em-
ployment in the region. 

State-by-State 
Manufacturing Forecasts 

Comparisons of the urban-rural manufactur-
ing mix within the states reveal differences that 
are likely to affect the future course of each 
state's economic activity. For example, the num-
ber of people employed in rural manufacturing 

is more than twice that working for urban fac-
tories in Mississippi. Apparel and lumber ac-
count for a leading share of the state's rural 
employment, but these industries have grown 
very little in the state in the last decade and will 
probably not add significant numbers of work-
ers in the near future. As a result of projected 
slow growth at bes t for these major industries, 
Mississippi should expect lackluster overall 
employment activity for some time unless it can 
attract more rapidly growing, higher technology 
industries. Unfortunately, even if such employ-
ers came to Mississippi the large unskilled com-
ponent of the labor force there is not well 
prepared for transfers to jobs in the more highly 
skilled industries. 

Following Mississippi, the s ta te with the 
largest portion of rural manufacturing jobs is 
Georgia. In contrast to Mississippi, though, 
Georgia's rural manufacturing employment ac-
counts for only 5 percent more workers than its 
urban counterpart, and a large portion of the 
state's rural jobs are in textiles. Although this 
industry's employment has b e e n shrinking over 
the years, many textile mills have modernized 
and upgraded production techniques so that 
more highly skilled labor is used. Because of 
this updating, texti le production is likely to 
remain healthy into the future. Georgia's chief 
urban employment sectors—transportation 
equipment and printing and publishing—have 
paced the state's manufacturing employment 
expansion until recently. The slowdown in trans-
portation equipment manufacturing should b e 
only a temporary ad jus tment that is unlikely 
to alter its positive prospects for long-term 
growth. 

Manufacturing employment in both Alabama 
and T e n n e s s e e is about evenly divided b e -
tween urban and rural industries, but both 
states rely heavily on cyclical industries such as 
apparel, metals, and chemicals, which slow ap-
preciably in a business slump. Louisiana's econ-
omy is also cyclical with nearly 60 percent of 
total manufacturing employment in the urban-
dominated transportation equipment and chem-
ical industries. Lumber and apparel are the 
leading industries in Louisiana's rural areas, 
though chemicals make a strong showing as 
well. Strengthening domestic and foreign mar-
kets for chemicals and metals will provide some 
impetus to the manufacturing sectors of Ala-
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bama, Tennessee, and Louisiana in 1989. Al-
though apparel was weak in 1988, recent evi-
dence of improved retail demand could lift that 
industry in the coming year as well. However, 
slow construction activity will keep a damper on 
lumber markets. On balance, manufacturing 
activity is likely to provide some increasing sup-
port to the economies of these three states in 
the coming year. 

Florida's manufacturing employment, in con-
trast to the other states in the region, is domi-
nated by industries in urban areas. In fact, over 
90 percent of Florida's manufacturing jobs are 
located in the denser population centers. Print-
ing, electrical equipment, and transportation 
equipment—typical fast-growth sectors that are 
likely to continue to contribute to Florida's 
expansion—are the largest employment cate-
gories in that state's urban areas. 

Southeastern Manufacturing: 
A Look Ahead 

In light of changes over the last 15 years, what 
are the prospects for the future? Obviously, 
competitive forces will continue to change the 
composition of manufacturing. Many companies 
relying on low-skilled labor will either reshape 
their structure and become more technologi-
cally advanced or cease to exist. In the process, 
manufacturing in the region will lose more of its 
dependence on cheap, low-skilled labor and 
will become more like the nation's industrial 
sector. 

The changes ahead will b e inextricably con-
nected to shifts in the Southeast's labor supply. 
The demise of rural industries will result in 
increased unemployment among the unskilled. 
These workers will need to transfer to other 
locations, usually urban areas, to find work 
that suits their capabilities. Fortunately, many 
lodging, food service, and other jobs in urban 
areas can use this type of labor. On the other 
hand, the educational skills of younger people 
entering the work force should help them find 
higher paying jobs than can b e provided by the 
traditional factory. The resulting decline in the 
low-skilled labor pool will force even more in-
dustries to shut down as time passes. 

Although the share of manufacturing employ-
ment will probably fall in the years ahead as 
automated production techniques replace more 
and more workers, the value of manufacturing 
output and the sector's contribution to regional 
economic activity are likely to increase. For 
instance, textile output has grown rapidly dur-
ing the same time that job rolls have diminished 
sharply. 

A more highly trained work pool, resulting 
from both the migration of skilled workers from 
other regions and the improvements in educa-
tion of the resident population, should attract 
increasing numbers of technologically advanced 
manufacturers to the Southeast. Urban areas are 
likely to b e the recipients of much of this future 
manufacturing growth. Companies will want to 
gain access to skilled personnel who typically 
prefer the amenities of urban living to the ac-
commodations in rural areas, and these em-
ployees will subsequently benefit from ad-
vances in earnings and personal income. 

In short, the southeastern manufacturing sec-
tor of the future will reflect the culmination of 
trends that have been well underway since the 
onset of the business downturns in the early 
1980s. The prospect for rural regions is some-
what gloomy, but the living standards of workers 
who b e c o m e retrained and gain employment in 
urban areas will b e considerably brighter. Their 
contributions to the region's economy will also 
b e vastly enhanced. 

In conclusion, the ongoing changes in the 
region's manufacturing sector are moving the 
mix of industrial activity closer to the nation's. 
With a good deal more progress still to b e made, 
the shrinking of low-skilled manufacturing, prin-
cipally in rural areas, and the growth of high-
skilled and high-wage industries are raising 
income levels and helping close the Southeast's 
income gap with the nation. Rural economies 
are bearing the brunt of this shift because of the 
preponderance of low-skilled, undereducated 
workers who lose jobs with the demise of low-
wage manufacturing industries. Hopes of alter-
ing or capitalizing on this trend lie largely with 
the possibilities for improving the training and 
skills of rural area residents. Unfortunately, 
though, this is not a short-term process. Quick 
but sustained remedial action is all the more 
important if economic prospects for rural areas 
are to b e brightened within the next decade. 
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Note 

'Concentrat ion ratios for employment in various manu-
facturing industries within each state are shown in Table 1. 
These ratios measure the importance of employment in 
various industries in the Southeast as compared with the 
United States. A ratio of 1.0 indicates that the proportion of 
manufacturing workers engaged in that industry in the 
Southeast is the same as the proport ion for the nation. A 
ratio greater than 1.0 signifies that southeastern employ-
ment is more concentrated in that activity than in the 
nation, while a ratio less than 1.0 signifies the opposite. For 
example, Georgia's concentration of employment in floor 

covering mil ls (carpet manufacturing) is over 18 t imes 
higher than the nation's. Florida's employment concentra-
t ion in meat manufacturing is only six-tenths as high as 
the nation's. 

A relatively high concentration ratio does not necessarily 
signify an industry is unusually important to an area's total 
economy. Although Florida's concentration in lumber and 
wood manufacturing employment is well above the na-
tion's, such workers make up less than one percent of the 
state's total employment. 
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