fargely - determine the institutional structure of that connunity.
In Favette County, Alabama. there are many phivsical and be-
havioral indications that its commimities. with their particular
socil and enltural patterns, were built on an agricultural Wty
ol lile. However, there is also evidence that the ocenpational
structure of the connty is changing rapidlv and is leaving in its
withe the necessity for many new social and cconomic adjust-
meiits.

Occvraniona Acmevieanasts, When sin cved in the spring
of 1960, onlv 32 per cent of the hicads of rivad hoascholds re-
ported tarming to be their main occupation. Appendiv Table 3.
Although farming was still the Targest single occupation in rural
arcas. it he o declined considerablv from former vears. For ex-
ample. approziviateh 75 and 61 _V.S. cent of the Favette Connn
rral employed male Tabor foree reported tarming as their major
occupation for the vears 1940 and 1930,

able heads orF rirdl NOUSCRoIas reportea tundt Uiey prererrea uien
present type of work Appendiv Table 5 OF the three ,,:_,__“:_.
cowree cf familv income” groups. the farm gronp wWas more in-
clined to _:.l,,._.. its present work. Eleven per cent o the cmploy -
able Ticads expressed w desive to change types ot nonfanin work,
Nine per cent wanted to change ::_,: farming to nontarm work.,
Alo. 9 per cont wished to change from nontarnn ,:.:.r to T:H_:-
ing. lowr per cent wanted to change from part-time farming
to tall-time fannine.

.

The fact that two-thirds of the heads of rural Liouscholds ex-
pressed preference tor their prosent kimd of work does not
mean complete satisfactio : either with work conditions or with
the rewards tor their labor. Such ramarks as. 7T might as well
like it for T am too old to get into anvthing else.” indicate that
come responses were not personal preferences but were assess-
ments or acknowledgments of individual capabilities and sitna-
tions.

Occrpsniona Saseacnon. Although 95 per cent of the e-
ploved heads of raral houscholds expressed a general Tiking for
their work, all of this group snggested some specifie dislike. The
most common complaint i ohved low financial rewards for work
and was named by more than half. Appendiv Table S, Eighty -
four per cent of the heads whose major souree of family income
was from farming made this complaint. Other commmonly men-
tioned dislikes imolved the physical nature of work. distance
to work. interpersonal relations, and long hours.

Income Level of Family

Income is often considered as a strictly economic or material
value. However. rescarch has shown that workers often may
be less concerned with the quantity of their income per s than
with what thev make in comparison with others. When this is

TISTAITER NG e v o unanr ot vy nr nee CdSH Inconie 1or the v, oear

1959, Appendix Table 9. An additional 39 per cent :6:.:.;. net
cash incomes of $1.000-$2.999. while ahout 32 per cent received
53.0C0 or more. The median reported fa nilv income was S1.676.
The [C per cent of arger farmers, businessmen, and professionals
who made $5.060 or more helped pull the average incorse of all
familics up to $2.379.

A greater proportion of the fann agronp reported less than
3500 uet cash income than did the “nonwork groap.” While 78
per cent of the fann families and 94 per cent of the nonwork
familics reported net cash incomes of less than 52.000. 50 per
cent of the nonfarm work families reported incomes of $2.000
Or more.

IntonME Aspirations. To evaluate the income aspirational
level of heads of rural households. respondents were asked: “If

TR OTT R TR AIOUOI N QS S ASRCW TO eI son
of the strenath of the “push and pull”™ forces i
desire for more income and the attechiment to t.
present work, Withy the exeeption of the profes
workers retived. and disabled. heads of rural h
asked wiiich of threr- wavs they would react to an
thels present carnings ai « ?.n.r:.- joh working
About half replied that they would accept sich a
Roughlv o third of the total gronp said that they
over and decide Tater, Appendiv Table 12, Onl
indicated that they would retuse the offer. Neit
nor “nonfarm work™ agroups deviated widelh from
ﬁ..::_c. Relativelv few heads ot houscholds whos
of income was from nonwork sources indicated
able to work. Members of this group gave more p
than in the other aroups, h , :

the “take it at once”

aving a greater perce
and “refuse it” categories

done, income becomes more than a means for the purchase of
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predictive or suppertive.” This statement evoked the highest , of the average man is getting worse.” This statement was <up- - ported. along with the small proportion who felt a responsibility ‘ sehves to determin g the out-migration of families. they did ,:Aw , hoge e ome was nonfarm s ork.
. N - . . v . . . ~ . . . ~ . cvy 3 - - . y « R T . N - . . i i ~ , . . . . . N . . . N < H < s A
proportien of agreement of anv of the siv ste ments given. ” _zZi to measure “the individual's view, _:,.::_L abdication of : toward greater community participation. : in determining the extent of out-migration of the children of |
Seventy-nine per cent of the heads of rural honscholds agreed T future life goals. that he and people like him are retrogressing o Research has shown that agricultural programs have been least ) _ respondents. . : £ thei Residential Mobility
. . . - : o . . L. < : _ g el . i wite 1 T -
that they did not really know whem the conld depend on. Of — from the goals they have already reached.” Tn this case. the farm -, cffective in establishing conmunication at the Tower SOCIO-CCo- i Fhe rural homemakers in e .{:_;.u_ﬂ ndicated T:J.w m _dﬂ_: S : : Lilitv s of 1 as a means by
the three “major sonree of familv income aronps. the greatest _ aroup was in slichtly greater agrecment with ::.. statement than L nomic levels. Tt is sugoested that the apathy and inabilitv of L ) : children who had migrated trom their homes. Appendix Tabl Residential mobility is otten nsed as a means b
proportion expressing agreement was in the oldest and lTowest was the nenwork greup. Approvimately threefitths ot the farm : ;

income group — the nonwork group. The next hichest aorec- :
- - -

ment was expressed by the farm aronp and the Towest agrecment
was eypressed by the vonuger, hicher income. nonfarm work
group.

The statement that indnced the second strongest asrecment

was. “There is Tittle use wiiting to public officials hecanse ofta
they are not reallv interested in the problems of the average

man. Sixtv-seven per cent agreed with this statement that was
constr cted to measure “the individual's sense that conunity

leaders are detached from and indiflerent to his need<.” A« i

the case of the first satement. the streneth of agreement In

the “mgjor sonrce of familv income™ gronps. from highest to

¢ farmn the non-

:w:..n.fm were *—.A. :nu:.,-a.\:._ (e 3. "“.
farm work gronp

The neat statement. in terins of the rroportion of heads of
rural houschelds acorecing, was "Nowadave, a person has to Tive

-

and nonwork gronps supported the statement. hut only abont a
third of the nonfarm work group agreed.

I these five statements. respondents were asked to assess the
social sitwations in which thev lived. The implications tor th cir
own situations. their own xm:.:fw::.:?. and  their own inade-
quacies were more or less indirect. However, the sixth and finol
statcment was more direet and considered a arcater threat to
the cge-imvolvement of respondents. This statement was an at-
temipt to get the interviewees to look back over the sim total
of all of their achicvements and failures and agree or disagree
with the following statement: “Thmes have nsnallv gone against
me in dife” o spite of the threatening natire of the que tion
that. in part. asked for an admission of personal inadeqguacy to
cope with lile’s situations. 26 per cont of the interviewed heads
of rural honseholds agreed with the <tatement. Naain. the Liraest

proportion in acreement was the nowwork aroup. followed In
B t - 1 1} _ T . 2 - ..

e

those suffering from despair and mcertaints have heen largchy *

responsible for low participation of the low-income groups in
varions edncational programs,.

MECHANISMS of ADJUSTMENT
Technologic.m advances.  inereased productivity. improved
bransportation.  and  increased conmmumication. N,::::m other
ﬁ.._::_r:;., have not only changed the ecenomic and social sithation
for the mral citizens of Favette County . Alabama. bt these ad-
vances have also changed their :%:.;:n::f Changes inaimn Pt
of w social system normalis produce a.:_:_:.:f::._,_m adjustments
in other parts of the sveteme People imvolved in
social svetem are generally

changing
vofaced  with certain psychological
stresses intil they have made peraomal and fanilv adjnstimnts
to their new <ituations. M of the 1nral _:.:_u.r_ of 1
Comty have been willing and able 1o ad

- 1 . .1 - T -

“avette
just to changing situa-

26. enlv 17 per cent had remained in the immediate community
and 37 per cent somewhere in the connty. Thirtv-six per cent
had migrated bevond the county but had remained in the State.
Of these. half were residing inadjacent counties. More than
fourth of the micrating children had moved ontside the State.

Occupational Mobility

Another avenue throngh which adjustiments have been made
to the changing cconomic situation and the changing goals or
values of people Tias beeir occupational mobility,

Of the hicads of raral honscholds interviewed. & thind indicated
v work status sinee their first full-time emploviment.

no change i
Table 270 The greatedt E..A.:ﬁ..:::.._ :_:_1_:., took
place in the shift from farin to nonfarm work. Twenty-three per
cent of the total munber ot vural heads reported this type ol
change as their last change in work status, but this was partially

oflact By a <hitt of 9 per cont drom nontanm work to Laming,

_ seek to achieve their aspirations in income. oceupat

holds indicated that their families had not migrated
or state bonndaries. Appendix Table 29. Fortv-fix
the farm group and 10 per cent of the nonwork ¢
ONe Cr More Mmoves. C_:.,. 26 per cent of the n
reported such moves.

areas. Sixtv-six per cent of the ..c.f_x::::n heeds o

Welfare and Other Nonwork Incom

.:%_.:/::::.7. 40 per cent of the rmoal families
:.1:_.:,; some income from nonwork sources. Tl
reported nonwork sources as their major sonree of

et ) vone o Fovenvilion 1~ save
Cinore than 30 per et Of these families, 17 paey

their major support frons State welfare progrey g
30. lurgelv old-age pensions. Onlv 1 per ca gmwz_
reported aid from family members, such as 2lie

»..T:-.... YTV COVITITO o \a*. :::au.xuupr. A ERYAIAS AR T AL *T_r AS LR K N
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Opportunities for and Limitations of :
Social and Economic Adjustments in
An Alabama Rural County*

EDO34634

HAROLD L. NIX, Assistant Rurol Sociologist**

A b MO D] Tt i s L e

PP

INTRODUCTION

DURING the first decade of the twentieth century, attention

was focused on the widening gap between rural and urban levels

of living. Conrequently, various agricultural and educational

Programs were developed to aid rural people in attaining a level

of living more nearly comparable with that of the urban popula- .

tion. ‘
Many technological and scientific advances in American agri-

culture >ought about a tremendous increase in output per man

hour between 1920 and 1960.! This increase in efficiency did not

occur on all farms, nor did it occur at the same rate on all farms

that shared in increased efficiency. Thus, only those who were

willing and able to expand and modernize their farming opera-

tions received major benefits from increased productivity, income,

and levels of living. Those who were either unwilling or unable

® The researct. pioject on which this report is based was supported by funds
provided by the Research and Marketing Act of 1946 and State research funds.
Research was carried out under provisions of Alabama’s proj Ala-123, “Soci-
ological Factors in the Adjustment of Families and Individuals in Selected Low-
Income Rural Areas of Alabama,” a contributing studK to the Southemn Regional
; Fural Sociology Research Project S-44, “Factors in the Adjustment of Families
and Individuals in Low-Income Rural Areas of the South.”

*® Resigned. For assistance in this study, special acknowled ent is given to
the families who provided the basic information on which thg_stglll]:]y is l_bags:etfl:md

" United States Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketin Service,
.ligrg,-)ultural Outlook Charts: 1959 (Washington: Government Pn'nti?ng Office,
958), p. 65.
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to make necessary changes and adjustments were faced with
several alternatives. Among these were: (1) to continue farming
by old standards and accept an increasingly lower comparative
level of living; (2) to join the “great exodus” from the occupation
of farming (this often meant leaving rural residences, when non-
farm work was not available in the area); (3) to supplement
farm income by off-farm employment for operators or other
members of their families (for many aged and disabled people,
the chances for occupational adjustment within or outside of
agriculture were comparatively small); (4) to live off their eco-
nomic reserves; and (5) for many aged and disabled persons, to
become wards of their families or society.

A more than proportionate share of these latter groups of
farmers was found in the South. The 1955 U.S. Department of
Agriculture report to the President on “Development of Agricul-
ture’s Human Resources™ indicated that 1.5 million, or 28 per
cent of the 5.4 million farm operators in the United States in
1950, had cash family incomes of less than $1,000. Of these 1.5
million low-income farm operators, 77 per cent were in the South.
In this same report, a delineation was made of the “low-income
and low-level-of-living areas in agriculture.” These areas were
further divided into moderate, substantial, and serious low-
income and low-level-of-living areas.

With respect to the findings of the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture’s 1955 study, and the apparent acuteness of the problems
of low income and low levels of living in the South, answers to
two questions are of major concern: (1) Is this concentration
of low-income rural people in certain geographic areas of the
nation a lproblem to society? (2) Is this situation a problem to
the people involved?

The American idea of equality of opportunity for each person
— (1) to make his own occupational choice, (2) to receive at
least a minimum income and standard of living, and (3) to parti-
cipate democratically in the affairs of his community — is a real
value in American society. Consequently, the low-income status
of over a fourth of the country’s rural population takes on the
significance of a societal problem. This is true not only because
it violates the ideal of “equality of opportunity,” but also because

* United States Department of Agriculture, Development of Agriculture’s Human
Resources: A Report on Problems of Low-Income Farmers (Washington: Gov-
ernment Printing Office, 1955), p. 1.
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of the under-utilization of human resources in expanding the
national economy, in providing for the “proper” maintenance
and training of succeeding generations, and for full participation
of younger people in the wider society at maturity.

In terms of the American value system, the low-income situa-
tion in many rural areas of the South is often described as a
societal problem. Rescarch is needed, however, to determine the
degree to which specific individuals in specific localities under-
stand that this is a problem to them as individuals. This study
was designed, in part, to help answer this question.

A societal problem, in terms of the dominant values of a
society, may or may not be recognized as a problem by the indi-
viduals involved. This depends on the degree to which indivi-
duals have accepted the values of their greater society and their
awareness of their success toward attaining these values in com-
parison with other segments of society.

Fayette County, Afabama, met all of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s criteria in 1955 for determining “low-income and
low-level-of-living areas” and was classified as falling within the
serious low-income category. This county was selected as a
pilot study county for research activities in Alabama.

Social behavior may be described as an adjustive process
whereby individuals with specific desires, capabilities, and atti-
tudes adjust (1) in specific situations, (2) to their own desires
and capabilities, and (3) to the expectations of the social groups
to which they belong. The Fayette County study may be gener-
ally described as being within this general sociologica® approach.

Scope, Method, and Objectives

This study was based primarily on a random sample of 171
rural farm and nonfarm households in Fayette County, Alabama.
The principal source of data was from personal interviews with
both heads (usually hushands) and homemakers (wives) of
these rural households. In addition to data from respondents, a
limited amount of secondary data was used.

This study was concerned primarily with four types of social
and economic adjustments: (1) occupation, (2) income, (3)
level of living, and (4) community participation. The specific
objectives of the study were:

(1) To determine the achievements of the sample population
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in the four types of adjustment, and to investigate the factors
causing, or associated with, varying degrees of achievement;

(2) To determine the aspirations of the sample population
in the four types of adjustment, and to view the similarities or
differences between respondents’ achievements and their aspira-
tions;

(3) To deterniine, where achievements were short of aspira-
tions, what respondents considered to be barriers or obstacles to
achievement of their aspirations in the four tvpes of adjustment;

(4) To determine the degree of satisfaction experienced by
respondents to their achievements in specific types of adjustment;

(5) To determine some of the general consequences of achieve-
ment or lack of achievement of any or all of life’s aspirations
(some of these more general consequences of the total adjust-
ment process were measured by readiness to change occupation,
readiness to change residence, and despair and uncertainty); and

(6) To determine some of the mechanisms by which adjust-
ments were made to discrepancies existing between achieve-
ments and aspirations of rural people.

DESCRIPTION of STUDY AREA

Fayette County, located in northwestern Alabama, is about
70 miles west of Birmingham and 40 miles north of Tuscaloosa.
Two-thirds of the county lies within the Upper Coastal Plain
farming area and the remainder within the Mineral and Indus-
trial sections of the Sand Mountain farming area.

In 1960, total population of Fayette County was 16,148, Ap-
pendix Table 1. Of this number, 26 per cent were classified as
urban and 74 per cent as rural. When compared with 1950 fig-
ures, the 1960 population represented a 17 per cent decline in
total population and a 50 per cent decline in the rural farm
segment. During the same period, urban population in the
county seat, Fayette, increased 14 per cent, while rural nonfarm
increased 32 per cent.

The proportion of nonwhites in the county remained rela-
tively stable from 1940 to 1960. In 1960, the proportion of non-
whites in the county was 16 per cent, as compared with 30 per
cent for the State. There was considerable variation in the pro-
portion of nonwhites in the rural and urban segments of the
county in i960. Both rural farm and rural nonfarm populations

—
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contained about 13 per cent nonwhites, while urban population
was approximately 24 per cent nonwhites.

The median years of schooling completed by persons 25 years
of age and older was 7.6 in 1950. This compared with a median
of 7.9 for Alabama and 9.3 for the United States. During the
same year, the median income for all families and unrelated
individuals in Fayette County was $944. This was only 60 per
cent of the State median income of $1,580.

Approximate land area in the county is 401,280 acres, of which
about 64 per cent was reported in farms in 1950. This proportion
declined to 48 per cent by 1960. A corresponding reduction took
place in number of farms. The 48 per cent decline in number
of farms was slightly greater than the 45 per cent decline for
Alabama as a whole. As number of farms declined, average size
increased from about 99 acres per farm in 1950 to 142 acres
in 1960.

In 1950, commercial class farms selling $5,000 or more of farm
products made up 0.7 per cent of all farms in the county. By
1960, the proportion of farms in these classes had increased to
8 per cent. Meanwhile, commercial classes of farms selling less
than $5,000 worth of farm products declined from approximately
54 to 34 per cent of all farms. Proportion of part-time farms
went from 25 per cent in 1950 to 58 per cent in 1960.3

An indication of recent changes in Fayette County agriculture
has been the change in source of “value of all farm products
sold.” In 1940, all crops were the reported source of 69 per cent
of the value of all farm products soid. This proportion declined
to 53 per cent in 1955, On the other hand, the proportionate
value of all livestock and livestock products increased from 25
per cent in 1940 to 41 per cent in 1955. Farm forest products
sold accounted for 6 per cent of the total during both periods.

The recent decline in proportion of farm tenants indicates that
tenant farmers and sharecroppers were more than proportionately
represented in shifts out of farming. The proportior. of tenants
on farms in Fayette County declined from approximately 34 per
cent in 1950 to 22 per cent in 1960.

An indication of the degree to which mechanization has pro-
gressed in the county was the proportion of farms reporting
tractors. In 1950, only 14 per cent reported tractors. This pro-
portion increased to 41 per cent by 1960. However, the degree

* Excluding residential farms as reported by the 1950 Census.
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of mechanization was probably greater than is indicated, be-
cause only about 42 per cent of the county’s farms were reported
as commercial farms in 1960.

The farm operator family level-of-living indexes for Fayette
County for the years 1945, 1950, and 1954 were 36, 67, and 79.
These levels were near the State levels but were only a third
to a half of the United States levels, which were 100, 122, and
140 for the 3 years.

In 1940, the employed civilian labor force of F ayette County
included 5,428 males ‘and 870 females. By 1950, the male labor
force had declined to 4,895, while the female labor force had
increased to 1,158. During the former year, 735 males were
reported employed in manufacturing. OF these, 510 were en-
gaged in the manufacture of furniture, lumber, and wood pro-
ducts, while 130 worked in the manufacture of textile mill
products. In 1956, 705 males of Fayette County were reported
employed in manufacturing.* Of these, 275 were engaged in the
manufacture of furniture, lumber, and wood products and 334
were employed in textile mills,

Only 87 females of the employed civilian labor force of the
county were reported employed in manufacturing in 1940. Of
these, 74 worked in the textile industry. The Fayette County
Industrial Development Board reported 470 females engaged
in manufacturing in 1956, of which about 93 per cent were
employed in the textile industry. This total number of females
engaged in manufacturing represented an increase of approxi-
mately 540 per cent since 1940, while the male labor force em.
ployed in manufacturing declined 4 per cent.

A County Rural Development Committee was formally organ-
ized in Fayette County, Alabama, in December 1956. A princi-
pal objective of this Committee was to speed up many of the
changes already taking place in the county by stimulating local
initiative, expanding educational efforts, encouraging new devel-
opments, and obtaining more widespread adoption and use of
those ideas, practices, and movements that had already proved
successful in the county.

' The Fayette County Industrial Development Board in cooperation with the
Alabama State Planning and Industrial Development Board, The Industrial Po-
tential of Fayette County, Alabama (Montgomery: 1956), pp. 9-10.

¢ Department of Ait;icultural Economics, Opportunities for Rural Development
in Fayette County, A
June, 1958.

bama, Agricultural Experiment Station, Auburn University,
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The Fayette County Rural Development Committee has been
instrumental during recent years in encouraging the adoption of
new farm enterprises, organizing cooperative marketing pro-
cedures, and assisting in encouraging industrial developments
in the area. The 1959-60 annual report of the Committee re-
vealed that there were three major organizations in the county
actively engaged in industrial promotion within the county.
These were the Fayette County Rural Development Industrial
Subcommittee, the Fayette County Industrial Board, and the
Fayette Chamber of Commerce.

GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS of SAMPLE FAMILIES

Since this study was confined to the rural population in Fayette
County, Alabama, the town of Fayette with a 1960 population
of 4,227 was not included in the sample area. The rural sample
indicated that approximately 40 per cent of the rural population
were rural farm residents and 60 per cent were rural nonfarm
residents. Approximately 91 per cent of the heads of rural house-
holds interviewed were married males.

Heads of the rural households studied averaged 50 years of
age. Twenty-three per cent were 65 or older. In a popu?;tion of
this age, the availability of heads of households for work was
limited. About 25 per cent classified themselves as permanently
disabled, and slightly over 10 per cent said they had limited
permanent disabilities. Thus only about two-thirds were fully
able to work.

Of the heads who were farmers or part-time farmers, 83 per
cent were owners or part-owners. The remaining 17 per cent
included tenants and sharecroppers.

The educational levels of the heads and homemakers of the
rural families in the 1960 sample differed little from that re-
ported in the 1950 Census of Population for the total rural popu-
lation of Fayette County. For the husbands, average years of
education completed was near 7.5. The average for the wives
was about 8 years of schooling. Approximately 13 per cent of
both heads and homemakers had completed 12 or more years
of schooling. Of these, only 1 per cent of the heads and 4 per
cent of the homemakers had attended college.

Average size of rural households in the sample was 3.3. This
compares with 3.9 for rural households in the State at large in
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1960. The smaller average family size of the sample households
was associated with the high average age of the heads and the
migration of youth from rural areas.

In summary, fainilies in the sample population were all rural
and almost all white with about two out of three in the nonfarm
residential category. The heads of these families were relatively
old, and had about the same educational level as rural adults
in other sections of Alabama. Those who were farming were
largely small owner-operators, Appendix Table 2.

SOCIAL and ECONOMIC ADJUSTMENTS

The primar concern of this study was with social and cco-
nomic adjustments from the following points of view: (1) the
objective achicvements of respondents, (2) the aspirations of
respondents, (3) the perceived obstacles to the achievement of
aspirations, and (4) the consequences of the degrec to which as-
pirations were achieved.

Occupation

An individual's work or job fulfills many needs other than
those of an economic nature. Not only do occupations play a
major role in assigning an occupant and his family a certain way
of life and a place in the strata of his society, but the combined
occuli)ational structure of the peoples of a community or area
largely determine the institutional structure of that community.
In Fayette County, Alabama, there are many physical and be-
havioral indications that its communities, with their particular
socizl ard cultural pattems, were buil: on an agricultural way
of life. However. there is also evidence that the occupational
structure of the county is changing rapidly and is leaving in its
wake the necessity for many new social and economic adjust-
ments.

OccupATIONAL ACHIFVEMENTS. When surveyed in the spring
of 1960, only 32 per cent of the heads of rural households re-
ported farming to be their main occupation, Appendix Table 3.
Although farming was still the largest single occupation in rural
areas, it had declined considerahlv from former years. For ex-
ample, approximatelv 75 and 61 per cent of the Fayette County
rural employed male labor force reported farming as their major
occupation for the vears 1940 and 1950.
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Only 24 per cent of the rural homemakers were employed
outside of the home. Of this group, two-thirds were employed
as semi-skilled workers. These were largely employed by textile
plants located in the area. Roughly 37 per cent of the home-
makers of families that received the majority of their income
from nonfarm work sources were employed. Among families
whose main source of income was from farm or nonwork sources,
about 10 per cent of the homemakers were employed.

Although 32 per cent of the heads of rural households reported
their main occupation as farming, only 14 per cent of these
families received all of their income from farming. An even
larger percentage (21 per cent) received all of their support
from nonwork sources, which were basicallv welfare. Thirty-
three per cent received all of their income from nonfarm work
sources.

It was around a classification in terms of “major source of
family income” that this study was basically organized. Ap-
pendix Table 4 indicates that roughly half of the sample families
received more than half of their family income from nonfarm
work sources, while the next largest proportion received most
of their family income from nonwork sources. Only 18 per cent
received a majority of their income from farming or from farm
work.

OccuPATIONAL ASPIRATION. Almost two-thirds of the employ-
able heads of rural households reported that they preferred their
present type of work, Appendix Table 5. Of the three “major
source of familvy income” groups, the farm group was more in-
clined to prefer its present work. Eleven per cent of the employ-
able heads expressed a desire to change tvpes of nonfarm work.
Nine per cent wanted to change from farming to nonfarm work.
Also, 9 per cent wished to change from nonfarm work to farm-
ing. Four per cent wanted to change from part-time farming
to full-time farming.

The fact that two-thirds of the heads of rural households ex-
pressed preference for their present kind of work does not
mean complete satisfaction either with work conditions or with
the rewards for their labor. Such remarks as, “I might as well
like it for I am too old to get into anything else,” indicate that
some responses were not personal preferences but were assess-
ments or acknowledgments of individual capabilities and situa-
tions.
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Of the heads of rural households who expressed a desire to
change occupations, 69 per cent aspired to higher occupational
levels, 12 per cent to occupations at about the same level as their
present, and the remaining 19 per cent aspired to lower occupa-
tional levels.

When the heads of rural households who were not disabled
or were not over 60 years of age were asked what they expected
to be doing in 5 years, 69 per cent said that they expected to
be employed in their present occupation, which was the occu-
pation of their choice. An additional 18 per cent indicated that
they would probably be engaged in the same work as at present,
but this woulid not be their choice of occupations. Eight per cent
thought that they would be able within 5 years to change to
their choice of occupations, Appendix Table 6.

OBsTACLES TO OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS. The heads of rural
households who believed that they would not be able to achieve
their occupational aspirations within 5 years were asked what
they felt would prevent this achievement. Age or health were
indicated as barriers by 40 per cent, Appendix Table 7. Fifteen
per cent offered each of the following obstacles: lack of job
opportunities, lack of land or capital, and expected low incomes.
Twelve per cent said that lack of training would prevent their
occupational adjustment.

OccuUPATIONAL SaTisFacTION. Although 95 per cent of the em-
ployed heads of rural households expressed a general liking for
their work, all of this group suggested some specific dislike. The
most common complaint involved low financial rewards for work
and was named by more than half, Appendix Table 8. Eighty-
four per cent of the: heads whose major source of family income
was from farming made this complaint. Other commonly men-
tioned dislikes invclved the physical nature of work, distance
to work, interpersonai relations, and long hours.

Income Level of Family

Income is often considered as a strictly economic or material
value. However, research has shown that workers often may
be less concerned with the quantity of their income per s¢ than
with what they make in comparison with others. When this is
done, income becomes more than a means for the purchase of
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desired goods and services. It becomes, in part, a symbol of
prestige, or of the relative personal worth of the worker.

Beyond the income level necessary to meet basic needs, in-
come increasingly becomes a relative value in which the re-
ceiver's satisfaction is determined largely by weighing the im-
portance of his services and the amount of his income with those
of his reference group. Fifty or a hundred years ago, tne ref-
erence groups of a farmer in a “remote” rural area were: made
up largely of kinsmen and neighboring farners. However, with
increased and improved means of transportation and communi-
cation during recent years, as well as with out-migration of kins-
men, farmers’ social horizons have broadened. The individual
farmer’s dissatisfaction with the comparatively low rewards of
his labors has thus become greater as his ability to compare his
situation with that of urban and rural nonfarm groups has in-
creased. This dissatisfaction appears to be further intensified
by the widespread feeling among farmers that their work in
providing food and fiber for society as a whole is one of the
most basic and important of all endeavors.

INcoME AcHIEVEMENT. In considering net cash family income
levels of the rural families studied, it should be kept in mind that
incomes of many families, especially in the farm group, are sup-
plemented by certain perequisites.

Responses indicated that 29 per cent of the rural families
studied had less than $1,000 in net cash income for the year
1959, Appendix Table 9. An additional 39 per cent reported net
cash incomes of $1,000-$2.999, while about 32 per cent received
$3,000 or more. The median reported family income was $1,676.
The 10 per cent of larger farmers, businessmen, and professionals
who made 35,000 or more helped pull the average income of all
families up to $2,379.

A greater proportion of the farm group reported less than
$500 net cash income than did the “nonwork group.” While 78
per cent of the farm families and 94 per cent of the nonwork
families reported net cash incomes of less than $2,000, 80 per
cent of the nonfarm work families reported incomes of $2,000
or more.

INcOME AspirATIONS. To evaluate the income aspirational
level of heads of rural households, respondents were asked: “If
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you had a job working the usual number of hours a week which
enabled you to live comfortably, would you prefer to work (1)
longer hours and make more money, (2) ‘shorter hours and make
less money, or (3) continue working the regular week as re-
quired?” For the nonwork group, this was largely an academic
question since their age and disability in most cases would not
allow their motivations, which probably grow largely out of the
boredom of inactivity, to react to the alternatives. Roughly three-
fourths of both the farm and nonfarm work groups preferred
regular hours with regular pay; a sixth of the farm group
and a fourth of the nonfarm work group appeared to have higher
income aspirations by indicating a preference for longer hours
and more pay, Appendix Table 10.

The same job preference alternatives in terms of number of
hours and amount of pay were examined in terms of three in-
come level groups — $1 to $999, $1,000 to $2,999, and $3,000 and
more, Appendix Table 11. There was little difference between
the two lowest income groups. In these groups, approximately
two-thirds expressed a preference for “regular hours and regular
pay,” and just under a third preferred “longer hours and more
pay.” The hifhest of the three income groups deviated widely
from the two lower groups. Eighty per cent of the higher income
group said they preferred “regular hours and regular pay,” while
18 per cent indicated a preference for longer hours and more pay.

A second question was asked to acquire some understanding
of the strength of the “push and pull” forces involved in the
desire for more income and the attachment to the respondent’s
present work. With the exception cf the professionals, factory
workers, retired, and disabled, heads of rural households were
asked which of three ways they would react to an offer of double
their present earnings at a factory job working 8 hours a dav.
About half replied that they would accept such an offer at once.
Roughly a third of the total group said that they would think it
over and decide later, Appendix Table 12. Only 18 per cent
indicated that they wouls refuse the offer. Neither the “farm”

nor “nonfarm work” groups deviated widely from the group as a
whole. Relatively few heads of households whose major source
of income was from nonwork sources indicated that they were
able to work. Members of this group gave more positive answers
than in the other groups, having a greater percentage in both
the “take it at once” and “refuse it” categories.
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OBsTAcLES TO INCOME AsPIRATIONS. The heads of rural house-
holds and rural homemakers who «aid that their family incomes
were unsatisfactory were asked what they considered the main
reason for their unsatisfactory incomes. According to the re-
spondents whose major source of familv income was farming,
their major obstacles to a better income (in 1959) were the
existing farm cost-price relationship, a relatively poor crop year,
and their age or health, Appendix Table 13. Obstacles most
often mentioned by the nonfarm work group were lack of jobs,
age or health, and the low wage scale in the area. Age or health
was given by more than half of the nonwork group as their chief
barrier to a better income. The second most often mentioned
obstacle of the nonwork group was “inadequate pension or re-
tirement programs.”

The heads of rural households who were not disabled, retired,
or 65 vears of age or above were asked if they were offered an
opportunity to make half again as much as they were making,
would certain specified conditions stop them from making the
change. These conditions are given in Appendix Table 14, along
with the proportion who said the stated conditions would pre-
vent them from making the change for 50 per cent more income.
Responses to the question reveal that hazards to health, separa-
tion from family, and excessive family mobility were among the
more important barriers. Of special significance to those in-
volved in programs of economic adjustment was the fact that
41 per cent did not indicate that having to leave their communi-
ties would stop them from accepting a 50 per cent increase in
income. Of the three “major source of family income” groups,
the farm group was most reluctant, the nonwork group was least
reluctant, and the nonfarm work group was intermediate in this
respect.

As indicated in Appendix Table 14, four of the five conditions
least likely to stop respondents from accepting other work re-
turning 50 per cent more income involved largely community
bonds and relationships. On the other hand, the six conditions
most likely to prevent acceptance of better paying employment
largely involved the nature of the work and its relationship to
the worker and his family. Increasingly, it appears that one’s
family, occupation, and special interest groups are the real focus

of the individual’s social interaction.
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SATISFACTION WITH FAMILY INcoME LEVEL. Based on respond-
ents’ income aspirations, their degree of achievement of these
aspirations, and their perceptions of obstacles to achievement
of their aspirations, they received varying degrees of satisfac-
tions. Only 1 per cent of heads of rural households, all in the
nonfarm work group, indicated a “very satisfactory” level of in-
come. Roughly two-thirds of the sample expressed “satisfac-
tion” and about a third indicated an “unsatisfactory” level of
income. Almost three-fourths of both the farm and nonfarm
work groups expressed satisfaction with their income level. Half
of the nonwork group expressed satisfaction.

The degree of expressed satisfaction with level of family in-
come was also considered in terms of three family income levels,
Appendix Table 15. Roughly half of the $1 to $999 income
group, two-thirds of the $1,000 to $2,999 group, and four-fifths
of the $3,000 and more income group expressed satisfaction with
their family income.

Level of Living

LEVEL-OF-LIVING ACHIEVEMENT. To compare level of living
of the various categories of families in the sample population,
the homemaker in each household was asked which of 24 items
they owned, rented, or “possessed.” About a third of the house-
holds had 7 or less of the 24 items, 38 per cent had 8 to 12
items, and 29 per cent had 13 to 24 of th: items, Appendix Table
16. In relation to niajor source of family income, relatively more
of the nonwork group were in the lowest level-of-living category
(0-7), while more of the farm group were in the medium cate-
gory (8-12). The nonfarm work group was more evenly distri-
buted among the categories, with some in the highest (13-24)
and some in the medium category (8-12). There appeared to be
a closer relationship between income level and level of living
than between major source of family income and level of living.

LEVEL-OF-LIVING AsPIRaTION. To gain some understanding of
level of living desired by rural homemakers, they were asked

* The level-of-living items were: automobile, gas or electric range, central heat-
ing, piped water, running hot water, electricity, telephone, automatic dishwasher,
electric sewing machine, radio, television, mechanical refrigerator, home freezer,
washing machine, inside flush toilet, bath or shower, air conditioner, kitchen sink,
vacuum cleaner, daily newspaper, weekly newspaper, weekly or biweekly news
magazine, farm or trade magazine, and magazine for women.
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how they would likely spend an extra $1,000 for their house or
family. Seventy per cent mentioned items in relation to their
houses as their first choice, Appendix Table 17. About half
mentioned repairing or remodeling the house and installing water
systems or baths as their first expenditures.

AssesSMENT OF LEvEL oF LiviNng. Rural homemakers were
asked whether their living ccnditions in comparison to the aver-
age of other families in their community were (1) better, (2)
about the same, or (3) not as good. About three-fourths stated
that their living conditions were about the same as the average
of other families in the community, Appendix Table 18. Eighteen
per cent said their circumstances were not as good, while 6 per
cent indicated that theirs were better. In a rural democratic
society, there is a tendency among people to deny real social
differences. It appeared to interviewers in this stuc{y that some
homemakers, whose circumstances obviously were superior,
seemed to feel that it was presumptuous to admit it. Humility
appeared to be a valued trait among the rural homemakers in-
cluded in this study.

A second question involved homemaker’s assessment of their
levels of living. They were asked, “Do you have to go without
things you really need because you don't have enough money?”
Forty per cent indicated that they were not denied items they
considered as necessities, Appendix Table 19. In terms of major
source of family income, the proportions indicating that they
had to do without things they really needed varied from approxi-
mately a fourth of the farm group to just under two-thirds of
the nonwork group. The nonfarm work group was intermediate
with about a third expressing this feeling of deprivation.

Community Participation

AcHIEVEMENT IN CoMMUNITY PARTICIPATION. In terms of com-
munity participation, the typical rural resident of Fayette
County, Alabama, appeared to be active in religious organiza-
tions only, Appendix Table 20. Fifty-eight per cent of all re-
spondents reported active membership in religious organizations.
Only 16 per cent claimed active membership in secular organi-
zations. Approximately a fourth of all the heads and home-
makers of the rural families in the sample either did not belong
to organizations or were inactive members.
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ASPIRATIONS IN AND ASSESSMENT OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION.
When rural homemakers were asked if they thought they should
take part in more community orzanizations, 78 per cent said
“No.” There was a slightly greater tendency for those receiving
their major source of family income from nonfarm sources to say
that they should be more active in organizations. Twenty-four
per cent of this group as compared with approximately 13 per
cent of both the farm and nonwork groups, replied “Yes” to this
question.

The rural homemakers who said that they should take part
in more community organizations were asked o name organiza-
tions to which they should belong. Half indicated that they
should belong to a church. Other organizations named (in order
by number of times mentioned) were local PTA, home demon-
stration club, community club, and Farm Bureau.

Responses from the sample population indicate a low level of
community participation by the rural population and a low
degree of aspiration to become more active. However, the grow-
ing nonfarm work segment indicated a greater feeling of respon-
sibility toward joining community organizations. This tendency
was in keeping with the pattern long observed in American soc-
iety. As industrialization, urbanization, mobility, and the divi-
sion of labor increase, the older informal patterns of group inter-
action tend to decline. However, the need for intimate association
and group support is not correspondingly lessened, and the void
is, in part, replaced by various formal special-interest organi-
zations.

CONSEQUENCES of DEGREE of SOCIAL and
ECONOMIC ADJUSTMENT

As the rural people of Fayette County, Alabama, have at-
tempted to achieve their aspirations or goals, they have met with
varying degrees of success. In preceding sections of this report,
the degree of satisfaction or dissatisfaction of various segments
of the sample with achievements in four areas— occupation,
income, level of living, and social participation — have been dis-
cussed.

There are cumulative consequences of overall achievement of
a population’s total aspirations. Lack of achievement can result
in a ieeling of despair and uncertainty. Readiness or willingness
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of a person to change occupation or residence may, in whole or
in part, result from lack of adjustment or achievement, as well
as from changing aspirations. To determine some of the cumu-
lative results of the total achievement or adjustive processes of
rural people in the study area, the following measures were used:
(1) readiness to change occupation, (2) readiness to change
residence, and (3) despair and uncertainty.

Readiness to Change Occupation

Although approximately three-fourths of the heads of rural
households said that they preferred the work they were already
in, about half indicated that they would “take at once” a factory
job at twice their present incomes, Appendix Tables 5 and 12. A
third said that they would consider such an offer and decide
later. Eighteen per cent said that they would refuse the offer.

The difference between preference for present work and will-
ingness to change for a greater income was greatest for the farm
group. Whereas, 80 per cent of those receiving their major source
of family income from the farm said that they preferred their
present employment, approximately half would take the job if
offered, and about a third said that they would consider such
an offer. This apparent general preference for present jobs and
a willingness to accept or consider other work at increased pay
indicated not so much a dislike for the nature of work itself but
a desire for greater rewards. These two responses from the heads
of rural households were indications of a high degree of readiness
to change occupations if they could be assured of a higher income.

Readiness to Change Residence

All of the heads of rural households and rural homemakers were
asked if they would like to move from their present residences.
Eighty-three per cent of the total said that they did not desire
to move, Appendix Table 21. For the 15 per cent of rural heads
and rural homemakers who would like to move, it is assumed
that their stated desires to move grew out of their assessments
of their total situation. The situation was hypothetically altered
by asking the heads of rural households if “having to leave their
community in order to accept work returning 50 per cent more
income” would stop them. Forty-one per cent said that this
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condition would not stop them, Appendix Table 14. In the occu-
pation-income motivation complex, there appeared to be a_ pref-
erence for present work, but for many therz was evidently
stronger motivation for more income. Over 80 per cent of the
rural heads and homemakers in Fayette County preferred their
present rural residences but only 59 per cent indicated that they
would not leave their rural communities for 50 per cent more
income.

The heads of rural households and rural homemakers who de-
sired to move were asked to give their main reasons for wanting
to change residence. The responses of approximately 37 per
cent of the group indicated aspirations toward a higher level of
living, Appendix Table 22. Of this 37 per cent, some wantcd to
move in order to live in a new or better house, while others
desired to be closer to services and/or facilities. About a third
of the respondents who wished to move gave reasons associated
with improving their work situation. These were equally divided
between those desiring to move to employment or better employ-
ment and those wishing to be closer to their present work. Re-
spondents who did not desire to change residences were asked
why they did not wish to move. This question did not elicit
specific responses. Only 6 per cent gave specific replies such as
age, health, or lack of security in moving. The vast majority
gave such general responses as “this is home” or “we just like it
here.”

Of the heads of rural households and rural homemakers who
desired to move, slightly more than a third did not wish to move
beyond the county, and 57 per cent no farther than adjacent
counties, Appendix Table 23. Only about 14 per cent desired to
move beyond adjacent counties. The remaining 29 per cent
were undecided.

The rural heads and rural homemakers who desired to change
residences were also asked to state their preferences of types of
residences — rural farm, rural nonfarm, and urban. The largest
proportion (31 per cent) said that they would prefer to move
to a small town of less than 2,500 population, Appendix Table 24.
Almost as many expressed preferences for rural nonfarm resi-
dences and residences in towns or cities above 2,500 population.
Slightly less than a fourth named each of these types and about
10 per cent said they preferred to move to a far.n residence.

The heads of rural households in the three “major source of
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family income” groups were asked if they actually planned to
move within the next 5 years. Only 11 per cent said that they
did, and most of these were in the nonfarm v.ork group. An
additional 6 per cent said they were undecided about actually

~moving. The remaining 83 per cent did not plan to move within

the next 5 years.

Despair and Uncertainty

There were indications that a relatively large numher of the
rural people of Fayette County, Alabama, had achieved consid-
erably less than their aspirations, especially in the areas of
income and level of living. Supporting this conclusion were the
statements by 40 par cent of the rural homemakers that they
had to do without necessities because of lack of income. A
further indication of low-income achievement was the expressed
preference of heads of rural households for their present kind of
work and their present residences on one hand and the willirg-
ness of a large proportion to accept other work and to leave their
homes and communities for additional income, on the other.
Changes have also taken place in the occupational structure of
the rural population. It was hypothesized that the lack of access
to the means for achieving life’s goals and the rapid rate of
occupational and associated social changes had produced a high
rate of despair and uncertainty. To test this hypothesis, Srole’s
Anomia Scale” plus one additional question was used. Each head
of a rural household and rural homemaker was asked if he or she
agreed or disagreed with six given statements. Since there was
such high agreement between rural heads and rural homemakers,
only the responses of the heads are reported. Appendix Table
25 indicates the proportion of heads of rural households who
agreed with these statements, as well as the proportion agreeing
in each of the “major source of family income” groups — farm,
nonfarm work, and nonwork.

The first statement, “These days, a person does not really know
whom he can count on,” was designed to measure “the indivi-
dual’s perception thai his framework of immediate personal rela-
tionships, the very rock of his social existence, was no longer

7 Leo Srole, “Social Integration and Certain Corollaries: An Exploratory Study,”
American Sociological Review, XXI ( December, 1956), pp. 709-716; Dorothy L.
Meier and Wendell Bell, “Anomia and Differential Access to the Achievement of
Life’s Goals,” American Sociological Review, XXIV (April, 1959), pp. 189-202.
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predictive or supportive.” This statement evoked the highest
proportion of agreement of anv of the six statements given.
Seventy-nine per cent of the heads of rural hou: cholds agreed
that they did not really know whom thev could depend on. Of
the three “major source of family income” groups, the greatest
proportion expressing agreement was in the oldest and lowest
income group — the nonwork group. The next highest agree-
ment was expressed by the farm group and the lowest agreement
was expressed by the vounger, higher income, nonfarm work
group.

The statement that induced the second strongest agreement
was, “There is little use writing to public officials because often
they are not really interested in the problems of the average
man.” Sixty-seven per cent agreed with this statement that was
constricted to measure “the individual’s sense that community
leaders are detached from and indifferent to his needs.” As in
the case of the first statement, the strength of agreement by
the “major source of familv income” groups, from highest to
lowest, were the nonwork group, the farm group, and the non-
farm work group.

The next statement, in terms of the proportion of heads of
rural households agreeing, was “Nowadavs, a person has to live
pretty much for today and let tomorrow take care of itself.”
Agreement with this statement indicates “the individual’s per-

tion of the social order as essentially fickle and unpredict-
able.” Sixty-four per cent of the nonwork group agreed, as com-
pared with 52 per cent of both the farm and nonfarm work group.

Indicative of the high degree of pessimism among respondents
about the future was the agreement of 49 per cent of the rural
heads that “it i:: hardly fair to bring children into the world with
the way thing: icok for the future.” Agreement with this state-
ment was designed to measure “the deflation or loss of intern-
alized social norms and values, reflected in the extreme form in
the individual's sense of the meaninglessness of life itself.” The
order of the proportion of heads agreeing with this statement
was the same as for the first two statements. Roughlv two-thirds
of the nonwork group, half of the farm group, and a third of
the nonfarm work group supported this statement.

Forty-eight per cent of the heads of rural households agreed
with the statement, “In spite of what some people say, the lot
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of the average man is getting worse.” This statement was sup-
posed to measure “the individual's view, bevond abdication of
future life goals, that he and people like him are retrogressing
from the goals thev have already reached.” In this case, the farm
group was in slightly greater agreement with the statement than
was the nonwork group. Approximatelv three-fifths of the farm
and nonwork groups supported the statement, but only about a
third of the nonfarm work group agreed.

In these five statements, respondents were asked to assess the
social situations in which thev lived. The implications for their
own situations, their own adjustments, and their own inade-
quacies were more or less indirect. However, the sixth and final
statement was more direct and considered a greater threat to
the ego-involvement of respondents. This statement was an at-
tempt to get the interviewees to look back over the sum total
of all of their achievements and failures and agree or disagree
with the followmg statement: “Things have usually gone against
me in life.” In spite of the threatening nature of the question
that, in part, asked for an admission of personal inadequacy to
cope with life’s situations, 26 per cent of the interviewed heads
of rural households agr"ed with the statement. Again, the largest
proportion in agreement was the nonwork group, followed bv
the farm group and the nonfarm work group.

Each head of a rural household was given a “despair and un-
certaintv” score, as indicated in the footnote to Appendix Table
25. The last item in this table indicates the proportion of the
rural heads who rated high in despair and uncertainty. Ap-
proximatelv half rated high in this overall measure of despair
and uncertainty. Sixty per cent of the nonwork group, 58 per
cent of the farm group, and 42 per cent of the nonfarm work
group rated high.

The rapid changes that have taken place in Fayette County,
Alabama, during recent vears — the mcreasmg comparatwe dis-
advantages for those in farming, the increasing ability for low-
income families to compare their lot with others, and the general
aging of the population in the area — appear to have resulted in
a relativelv high degree of despair and uncertainty. This was
especiallv true among the nonwork and farm groups. In addi-
tion to this high degree of despair and uncertainty, a lack of
community attachment or responsnblhtv was indicated by the
low rate of membership and activity in formal organizations re-
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ported, along with the small proportion who felt a responsibility
toward greater community participation.®

Research has shown that agricultural programs have been least
effective in establishing communication at the lower socio-eco-
nomic levels. It is suggested that the apathv and inability of
those suffering from despair and uncertainty have been largelv

responsible for low participation of the low-income groups in
various educational programs.

MECHANISMS of ADJUSTMENT

Technological advances, increased productivity, improved
transportation, and increased communication, among other
changes, have not only changed the economic and social situation
for the rural citizens of Fayette County, Alabama, but these ad-
vances have also changed their aspirations. Changes in any part
of a social system normally produce compensating adjustments
in other parts of the system. People involved in a changing
social system are generally faced with certain psychological
stresses until they have made personal and family adjustments
to their new situations. Many of the rural people of Fayette
County have been willing and able to adjust to changing situa-
tions and to their changing sense of values. Others have been
either unable or unwilling to adjust, as indicated by their rela-
tively high degree of despair and uncertainty. Some of the
mechanisms or ways by which rural people may adjust to changes
in the social system are migration, change in occupation, ein-
plovment of the homemaker, change of residence, and welfare
or other nonwork income.

Migration

A common method of adjustment by many rural people, par-
ticularly those engaged in agriculture, has been to move to other
areas and accept other typcs of employment. The declining total
population and the more rapidly declining rural population indi-
cate that Fayette County has been no exception to this general
type of adjustment.

* This high degree of despair and uncertainty appears to give rise to what has
been described as “the brmdown of the individual’s sense of attachment to so-

cicty.” See: Robert M. Maclver, The Ramparts We Guard (New York: The
Macmillan Co., 1950), pp. 84-92.

L ¥ 4
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Although the prc “dures used in this study did not lend them-
sclves to determin®.ig the out-migration of families, thev did aid
in determining the extent of out-migration of the children of
respondents.

The rural homemakers in the sample indicated that of their
children who had migrated from their homes, Appendix Table
26, only 17 per cent had remained in the immediate community
and 37 per cent somewhere in the county. Thirty-six per cent
had migrated bevond the county but had remained in the State.
Of these, half were residing in adjacent counties. More than a
fourth of the migrating children had moved outside the State.

Occupational Mobility

Another avenue through which adjustments have been made
to the changing economic situation and the changing goals or
values of people has been occupational mobility.

Of the heads of rural households interviewed, a third indicated
no change in work status since their first full-time emplovment,
Appendix Table 27. The greatest occupational mobility took
place in the shift from farm to nonfarm work. Twenty-three per
cent of the total number of rural heads reported this tvpe of
change as their last change in work status, but this was partially
offset by a shift of 9 per cent from nonfarm work to farming.
Seventeen per cent reorted shifting from farming to nonwork.
Of the total, 46 per cent had changed in part or completely
from farming in their last change of work status. On the other
hand, 15 per cent regorted their last shift in work status to be
from nonfarm work to farming or part-time farming.

Homemaker’s  Employment

Another way by which families in many areas have sought to
increase their income and level of living has been by the em-
ployinent of homemakers. Of the rural homemakers studied
who were less than 65 years of age and not disabled, 75 per cent
had not been employed outside of the home in 1955 nor in 1959,
Appendix Table 28. Twelve per cent reported employment
during both vears and 10 per cent had jobs in 1959 but not in
1655. This was offset by 3 per cent who reported emplovment
in 1955 but not in 1959. Thus, there was a 7 per cent gain in
out-of-the-home emplovment of rural homemakers during this
5-vear period. The 22 per cent of applicable rural homemakers
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whe reported employment in 1959 were L -gely from families
whose main source of income was nonfarm \ ork.

Residential Mobility

Residential mobility is often used as a means by which people
seek to achieve their aspirations in income, occupation, and other
areas. Sixty-six per cent of the responding heads of rural house-
holds indicated that their families had not migrated across county
or state boundaries, Appendix Table 29. Forty-five per cent of
the farm group and 40 per cent of the nonwork group reported
one or more moves. Only 26 per cent of the nonfarm group
reported such moves.

Welfare and Other Nonwork Income

Approximately 40 per cent of the rural families in the sample
reported some income from nonwork sources. Thirty per cent
reported nonwork sources as their major source of family income
(more than 50 per cent). Of these families, 47 per cent received
their major support from State welfare programs, Appendix Table
30, largely old-age pensions. Only 4 per cent of the respondents
reported aid from family members, such as married children, as
their major source of nonwork income. This was an indication
of the shifting of responsibility for the *;are of the aged from
family to State. Repiies from responden - indicated that this
shift was usually accompanied with considerable emotional stress.

Thirty-five per cent of the families sull isting mainly on non-
work sources reported retirement income as their major support.
These sources included Social Security retirement, private policy
retirement, and insurance beneficiary payments. Eight per cent
were mainly supported by veterans’ pensions. The remaining
10 per cent reported miscellaneous sources of income, such as
support from familv members, gifts, and income from stocks.

Educational Mobility

Education has long been considered as a basic channel for up-
ward socio-economic mobility. The Census of Population indi-
cates onlv a slight upgrading in education in Favette County,
Alabama, from 1940 to 1950. The median grade completed by
those 25 vears of age and older rose from 7.2 in 1940 to 7.6 in
1950 for the county as a whole. For the same age group in the
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rural population, the median grade rose from 7.1 to 7.3 during
the same period. However, the Census reported the median
years completed for the rural nonfarm group as 7.9 for both
1940 and 1950.

These levels of education in Fayette County were consider-
ably below the United States median of 9.3 grades completed.
Also, the gains made from 1940 to 1950 in the county did not
keep pace with the national gain of 0.9 grade. This may have
resulted, in part, from the out-migration of many of the younger,

better educated people.

SUMMARY aond CONCLUSIONS |
|
Summary |

THe Focus or THE Stupy. This study was designed to gain an
understanding of the social and economic adjustments of rural
families in a low-income area of Alabama. In the study, social
and economic behavior was considered an adjustive process
whereby individuals adjusted (1) in specific situations, (2) to
their own desires, capabilities, and attitudes, and (3) to the ex-
pectations of the social groups to which they belonged. The four
kinds of social and economic adjustments studied were: (1) occu-
pation, (2) income, (3) level of living, and (4) community par-
ticipation. Each of these kinds of adjustments was examined in
terms of (1) objective, achievement, (2) aspirations, (3) ob-
stacles to achievement, and (4) satisfaction. In addition, more
general consequences of overall achievements were considered
as well as certain mechanisms of adjustment.

Tae Sampre. The sample population of 171 households in
Favette County, Alabama, were all rural and almost all white,
with about two out of three in the nonfarm residential category.
Average age of heads of these rural households was 50 years, and
their educational level averaged 7.5 grades. Average size of
households was 3.3 persons. Approximately a third of the heads
of rural households were engaged in farming, largely small owner-
operators.

OccuraTioN. Of the heads of rural households in the sample,
33 per cent reported their main occupation to be farming and 44
per cent had nonfarm occupations. The largest proportion of
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nonfarm workers were semi-skilled workers. The remaining 23
per cent of the rural heads were retired, disabled, or unemployed.
Only 27 per cent of rural homemakers were employed. These
were largely from families whose major sources of family income
were nonfarm work, and the majority were employed in textile
plants.

Major sources of family income (more than half) reported by
the sample families were: 18 per cent farm, 51 per cent nonfarm
work, and 30 per cent nonwork sources. Approximately a third
of the families received their income from two or three of these
three basic sources.

Sixty-five per cent of the heads of rural households indicated
that they preferred the type of work that they were already
engaged in, and 69 per cent expected to be engaged in the same
work 5 years in the future.

The rural heads who felt that they would not be able to
achieve their occupatlonal aspirations within 5 years gave age,
health, expected low income, lack of job opportumtles lack of
capital or land, and lack of training as the main obstacles to
their aspirations.

Although 95 per cent of the employed rural heads expressed a
general liking for their work, practically all of this group offered
a specific dislike. The most common complaint was low financial
rewards for work.

IncoME LEVEL oF FamiLy. Family income level of the sample

pulation was low. The median family income reported for
1959 was $1,676. On the basis of “major source of family in-
come,” 78 per cent of the farm families and 94 per cent of the
nonwork families reported less than $2,000 family income in
1959. On the other hand, 80 per cent of the nonfarm work
families reported family incomes of $2,000 or more.

The majority of the heads of rural households expressed a
preference for jobs with regular hours and regular pay. How-
ever, those whose famnly incomes were $3,000 or more showed
the greatest tendency in this direction.

In spite of a general llkmg and preference for the work that
they were already engaged in, a majority of the “applicable”
heads of rural households would accept a job in a factorvy at
double their present income. Less than a fifth said thev would
refuse such an offer. Roughly 40 per cent of the total indicated
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a willingness to leave their homes and communities to accept
work paying 50 per cent more than they were making.

For the respondents whose major source of family income was
farming, the chief obstacles to a satisfactory income (in 1959)
were poor farm cost-price relationships, a poor crop year, and
age or health. Obstacles most often mentioned by the nonfarm
work families were lack of jobs, age or health, and low wage
scales in the area. Of the five conditions least likely to stop the
heads of rural households from accepting other work returning
50 per cent more income, four of the conditions largely involved
community bonds and relationships. On the other hand, the six
conditions that respondents said were most likely to prevent
acceptance of better paying employment largely involved the
nature of their work and its relationship to workers and their
families.

Roughly half of the $1 to $999 income group, two-thirds of
the $1,000 to $2,999 income group, and four-fifths of the $3,000
or more income group expressed satisfaction with their family
incomes.

LeveL oF Living. Thirty-three per cent of the total number
of families interviewed had 7 or less of 24 selected level-of-living
items, 38 per cent 8 to 12 items, and 29 per cent had 13 to 24
of these items.

Regarding rural homemakers’ aspirations toward levels of
living, the areas of greatest concern appeared to be repairing or
remodeling their houses and the installation of water systems
and/or bathrooms.

Although more than three-fourths of the rural homemakers
considered their living conditions about the same as that of other
families in the community, 40 per cent said they had to go with-
out things they really needed because of lack of income.

Community ParticipaTiON. Responses indicated a low level
of formal community participation of rural respondents and a
low degree of aspiration to become more active. The majority
of the rural heads and rural homemakers studied rzported active
membership in churches only, and over three-fourths did not
believe they should belong to other organizations. However, the
growing nonfarm population indicated a greater feeling of re-
sponsibility toward belonging to more formal organizations.
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GENERAL CONSEQUENCES OF SociAL AND EconNoMic Apjust-
MENT. Although a large majority of the heads of rural house-
holds expressed a preference for and a general satisfaction with
their present work, about half of the applicable rural heads indi-
cated that they would “take at once” a tactory job at twice their
present incomes. Approximately a third said that they would
think over such an offer and decide later. The discrepancy be-
tween preference for present work and willingness to change for
greater income was greatest for the farm group.

Over four-fifths of the respondents did not desire to move
from their present residences. However, 41 per cent said that
having to Jeave their community would not stop them from ac-
cepting an offer of 50 per cent more income.

Of the heads of rural households and rural homemakers who
expressed a desire to move, only 14 per cent wished to move
beyond adjacent counties. These respondents expressed a greater
preference to move to small towns of less than 2,500 population
and least preference to move to farm residences. Concerning
the type of residence preferred, a slight majority of the rural
heads and rural homemakers of the farm group who desired to
move preferred another farm residence. The older nonwork
group who wished to move preferred residences in small towns
and cities, and the nonfarm work group showed a tendency to
prefer rural nonfarm and small town residences.

The rapid rate of occupational, economic, and associated social
changes in Fayette County, together with the comparative lack
of access to the means of achieving life’s goals, appeared to have
resulted in a high rate of despair and uncertainty among the
rural population. This was especially true among the older non-
work group and the farm group. Almost 60 per cent of the
families whose major sonrce of family income was from farming
and nonwork sources had relatively high scores on an adapted
Srole scale which included six “pessimistic” statements. Forty-
two per cent of the nonfarm work group rated high on the same
scale.

MEecHANISMS OF ADJUSTMENT. Changes in any part of a social
system produce compensating adjustmeats in other parts of the
system. Some of the mechanisms by which the rural population
cf Fayette County have attempted to adjust have been: (1)
Eighty-three per cent of the respondents’ children who had left
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their parents’ homes had migrated beyond the immediate com-
munity, and 63 per cent beyond the county. (2) Forty-six per
cent of the total number of heads of rural households reported
changing their occupations in part or completely from farming.
This was in part offset by the 15 per cent who reported their last
change in work status to be from nonfarm work to farming or part-
time farming. (3) Twenty-two per cent of the rural homemakers
reported out-of-home employment in 1959. This was a gain of
7 per cent since 1955. (4) About a third of the families had
moved across county and ‘or state lines. (5) Approximately 40

r cent of the families reported some income from nonwork
sources, and 30 per cent received the major part of their family
income from such sources. Of this latter group, 48 per cent
received their major support from State welfare programs, while
only 4 per cent received their major support from members of
their families. (6) The Census of Population showed only a
slight upgrading of education in Fayette County from 1940 to
1950. The median grade completed for persons 25 years of age
and over in 1950 was 7.6, as compared with 9.3 for the United
States as a whole. (7) Considerable adjustments have taken
place in agriculture in the county. Among these have been
decreases in the amount of farm land, number of farms, propor-
tion of small commercial farms, proportion of farm income from
crops, and proportion of farms operated by tenants. On the
other hand, there have been increases in size of farms, propor-
tion of large commercial farms, proportion of farms operated by
owners, number of residential farms, number of tractors, and the
proportion of farm income from livestock and livestock products.

Conclusions

Two questions were asked in the introduction of this report
—“Is the concentration of low-income rural people in Fayette
County and other areas of the South a problem to American
society?” and “Is this low-income situation generally a problem
to the people involved?”

The first question can be answered affirmatively in terms of
the general American value system. The American ideal of
equality of opportunity for each person to (1) make his own
occupational choice, (2) receive, at least, a minimum income,
(3) have a minimum standard of living, and (4) participate
democratically in the affairs of his community, is a real value
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in American society. Also, an awareness of the under-utilization
of human resources in a pericd of international competition and
conflict makes low production and low-income concentration a
societal problem. This societal problem involves not only the
greater national society but also tie local communities and their
basic institutions that may suffer from lack of local support.

Concerning the second question, it is apparent that low in-
comes and low levels of living were perceived as problems by a
significant proportion of the rural population of Fayette County.
This is borne out by the relatively high scores on the despair
and uncertainty scale; the widespread willingness of respondents
to leave their chosen occupations, communities, friends, and
homes to accept better paying employment; and the numerous
“unasked for” complaints made by respondents.

Since the low-income and low level-of-living conditions of the
county appear to be a general societal, community, and indivi-
dual problem, it appears that many adjustment trends already
in process should be facilitated. These helpful changes include
shifts in occupation, migration, adjustments in farming programs,
establishment of local industrial plants, welfare aid to the aged
and disabled, and employment of other members of the family
where homemaking duties are not seriously impaired. However,
it is recognized that, in the short-run, what seems to be the best
adjustment for the individual or family may not appear in the
best interests of the community. Many respondents indicated
that they wanted their children to find better opportunities but
they werc distressed to see their youth leave the community. A
high rate of out-migration may result in declining school enroll-
ment, church membership, and local sales. However, adjust-
ments in one part of the social system usually necessitate adjust-
ments in other parts. Community institutions will not be exempt
from the necessity of adjusting to changing social and economic
conditions. Educaticnal, agricultural, and other service organi-
zations are not ends in themselves but should serve the needs of
people. Representatives of such agencies or organizations are in
a position to help farmers and rural youth make the transition to
part-time farming, nonfarra employment, and, if necessary, to
nonrural residences.

The rural people of Fayette County have been making adjust-
ments, but many families are not making the fullest use of two
basic channels of upward socio-economic mobility characteristic
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of a democratic society — educationa! advancement and social
participation. Educational mobility, both general and vocational
is generally a prerequisite for upward occupational mobility, and
organized social participation is a basic democratic channel by
which democratic institutional adjustment takes place. The big
problem is to establish communication with the lower socio.
economic groups who appear to have become, in part, detached
from society through apathy resulting from what has been des-
cribed as despair and uncertainty. This, in turn, appears to
have been largely the result of rapid changes and the lack of
access, during recent years, to the means of achieving life’s as-
pirations by a large segment of the rural population of Fayette
County, Alabama.
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APPENDIX A

ApPPENDIX TasLe 1. CHANGES AND TRENDS IN AGRICL_TCRE AND RELATED Dars,
Faverte County, ALaBama, 1950 1o 1960

I T P Ty I

Change
Item 1950 19335 1960 from 19350
to 1960
Pct.
Total population, number ... . 19,388 17,768 16,148 —16.7
Rural population, number ... e 15,681 13,801 11,921 —24.0 |
Farm population, number ... 11612 8,983 3,762° —496 |
Total lind arca, acres .. ... 401280 401280 401280 0 3
Land in farms, acres . .. .. - 255,153 233767 190,787 —3235.2 |
Total cropland, acres .. . 87,996 62,790 50,798 —42.3 1
Cropland harvested, acres .. . . 39938 47,582 31,430 —426 {
Total land pastured, acres ... 50,755 52,259 36,301 —285
Total farm woodland, acres .. ... 144696 149915 122422  —154 |
1
Number of farms, number 2,579 2,089 1,340 —480
Nonw..ite operators, number . . .. 261 209 138 —47.1
All tenants, number . . 863 584 288 —666
Avcrage farm size, acres ... 98.9 1119 1424 4440
Types of farms
Commercial farms, number....._ 1.416 77 554 —609
Part-time farms, number . 481 333 771 +60.3
Residential farms, number 676 815 \R* NR
Farmers who do some
work off farms, number . 989 1,017 691 —30.1
Farmers who work off farms
100 days or more per year, number . 481 535 421 —1235
Cropland use
Cotton, acres .. C 18,032 9,898 7329 594
Com, acres . .. . . e e e 34179 31,291 23,548 - 31.1
Allhay,acres ... .. 7 4,457 3,564 1,594 —642
Vegetables for sale, acres ... ) 986 717 407 —38.7
Orchards, acres ... . . 506 237 153 —69.8
Farms reporting tractors. number 368 461 350 +49.5
Fertilizer used on farms, tons® \R 7.298 6,076 NR
(Continued)
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APPENDIX TaBLE 1 (Continued). CHANGES AND TRENDS IN AGRICULTURE AND
ReLaTtep Data, FAvETTE CounTy, ALABaMA, 1950 TO 1960
) Chang¢
Item 1950 1955 1960 from 1930
to 1960
Pct.
Farms reporting
Farm trucks, number L 563 571 656 +16.5
Automobiles, number . . 738 815 27 — 1.5
Electricity, number . . 3,030 1.841 \R \R
Telephones, number .. . . . . 185 190 333 + 80.0
Running water, number e XR 594 NR NR
Television, number . .. . .. . NR 382 \R NR
Livestock on farms |
ITorses and mules, number ... 3659 2048 1,134 —69.0
All cattle, number .. . . 6,758 9,384 7.497 +109 }
Milk cows, number .. . . . . 3,080 2814 2039 --338 |
All hogs and pigs, number . . . 6.007 6,058 6,311 + 5.1
All chickens, pumber .. .. . . ) 74,792 84,680 105,693 +41.3
Chickens sold, number . .. 66,099° 18,865 51.891 --31.3
Broilers sold, number .. R NR  357.860 757.900 NR
Commercial farms by economic class
A. 810,000 and over
gross income, number . . . 14 17 34 +1429
B. $5,000-9999, number .. . . . 5 18 69 +1280.0
C. $2,500-4,999, number ... .. . 62 47 101 +629
D.$ 350-2499, number . . . . 1.325 696 350 —738

! Based on U.S. Census of Agriculture.

* Estimated by Department of Agricultural Economics, Auburn University. Au-

bum, Alabama.
* Not reported.
* Includes liquid materials in 1959.
® All chickens sold, including broilers.

*For 1950 and 1955, includes gross incomes from $230 to $2,499. For 1960,

includes gross income from $50 tc $2.499.
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APPENDIX TABLE 2. GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE 171 RuraL Faaiues
INCLUDED IN THE SAMPLE INTERVIEWED IN Fayerte CousTty, ALABAMA, 1960

. Fayette County
Characteristic sample

Type residence
Rural farm, percent ... .. ... . . 39
Rural nonfarm, percent . ... . T T . 61
White, percent ... . . - 96
Nonwhite, percent ... ... T U0 4
Sex of head of household
Male, percent ... e 9]
Female, percent ... T 9
Age of head
39 and under, pereent ... 25
4049, percent ... ... o 23

spereent. 29
Availability of head for work
Fully able,percent ...~~~ ) 64
Limited permanent disability, per cent .7 . 11
Permanent disability, percent ... T 25
Tenure of 64 farmers
Owner or part owner, percent ... 83
Tenants and sharecroppers, percent ... T 17
Size of households, averagerumber........ . 33
Age of head, average years....... T 51
Highest grade completed by head, averageyears... ... ... 74
Hi~hest grade completed by homemaker, average years . 8.0

APPENDIX TABLE 3. MaIN OCCUPATION OR WOoRK STATUS OF HEADS AND
HonMEMAKERs OF 171 SURVEYED RuraL HousenoLps I1x
FaYETTE CouxNTy. ALaBaMa, 1960

. ) Respondents reporting
Main 0 k
fain occupation or work status 4 ousehold  Home Sl
No. Pct. No. Pct.
Farm operator ormanager ... 51 29 4 2
Opceratives or kindred workers ________ e 31 17 27 16
Craftsman, foreman, or kindred workers ... 15 9 0 0
Laborerexceptfarm ... 12 7 2 1
Sales, clerical, or kindred:

service except housechold ... . 8 5 0 0

Manager, official, or proprietor except farm;
professional, technical, or kindred workers 8 5 4 2
omemaker . 8 5 130 76
Farm laborer, sh per, or forcman ... 5 3 1 1
Private houschold workers......._ 1 1 2 1
Disabled ...~ "UUUUTT 16 9 1 1
Unemployed (looking for work) . . 1 1 0 0
Tova. . . 17 100 171 100
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Appexpix TaBLE 4. Majonr Source oF FazuLy INcoME (50 Per CENT OR MORE),
171 Surveyep Runrar HousenoLvs IN FAYETTE COUNTY, ALABAMA, 1960

Source of income Respondents reporting
No. Pct.
Nonfarm Work . oo e 87 51
N OMWOIK - oo emmemeee oo 52 30
| Vs 11 T OV 31 18
TOTAL - oo eoeeeeeeeeeeee eeeeee e e e manecn oa 171 100

Appexpix TABLE 5. PrororTiox oF 128 Heaps oF RuraL HouseHoLps
ExpRessING SPECIFIED WoRrk PREFERENCES, 3Y MAJOR SOURCE
oF FarmiLy INcoME, FAYETTE COUNTY, ALABAMA, 1960

Maior source of income

Kind of work liked by head of household Farm N‘v’v":.a{m Nonwork Total

Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.

Same as already doing ... . . 80 60 57 65
Change types of nonfarm work......... ... 0 17 0 11
Change from farming to nonfarm work ... 17 4 29 9
Change from nonfarm work to farming ... ) 0 12 7 9
Change from part-time farming to farming..... 3 5 0 4
Dot know .. oo 0 2 7 2
TOTAL .o 100 100 100 100
Numberofcases..........._.........coooeooaocaeceeii .. 30 84 14 128

Appexpix TasLe 6. ProponrTion oF Heaps oF RuraL HouseHoLps WiTH
SpECIFIED WoRK ExpecTATIONs IN FIvE YEARS, BY MAJOR SOURCE
oF FamiLy INcome, FAYETTE CoUNTY, ALABAMA, 1960

Major source of income

e

Kind of work in5 : Tot
ind of work expected in 5 years Farm 1\(‘,::?{,“ Nomwork al
Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.
Same as present and same as aspiration ......... 83 65 67 69
Same as present but different from
aspiration. ... .. 17 i8 17 18
Different from present but same as
aspiration. . ... 0 11 8 8
Different from present and different
from aspiration..._..__............... ... 0 1 0 1
Not ascertained ............ o 0 5 8 4
TOTAL oo anaee 100 100 100 100

Numberofcases ................ ooeeeeeeeaace oo 29 79 12 120
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ApPPENDIX TABLE 7. PERCEIVED OBSTACLES TO OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS OF
Heans oF Runar HouseHoLps, BY Major Sounrce oF FayiLy INCOAIE,
FAYETTE COUNTY, ALABAMA, 1960

Major source of income

Obstacles to work aspirations Farm Ng‘,’,fal:-m Nonwork Total
or

Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.
Ageand/orhealth ... .. .. ... ... 80 29 50 40
Low expected farm income or salary ... .. 0 21 0 15
Lack of job opportunities ... ... 20 17 0 15
Lack of capital orland...._.._..._______ 0 17 25 15
Lack of training ... ... ... . 0 12 25 12
Would have to be away from family. ... 0 4 0 3
TOTAL 100 100 100 100
Numberofcases............... ... ... .. 5 24 4 33

ArPENDIX TaBLE 8. DisLikes Expressep BY Heaps oF Rurar HousemoLps Fow
THEIR PRESENT WORK, BY MAJOR SOURCE OF FamiLy INCOAME,
FAYETTE CouUNTY, ALABAMA, 1960

Major source of income

Things most disliked Farm N?"nfal?n Nonwork Total
or

Pct. Pct. Pct. A

Low income or cost-price relationship............. 84 41 57 J3
Physical nature of work ... 13 15 29 16
Distance towork ... 0 15 7 11
Interpersonal relations ... 3 8 0 6
Hourstoolong ... . ... 0 10 0 6
Iregular employment ... . 0 1 0 1
Too much responsibility ... 0 1 0 1
Nothing ... . . 0 1 7 1
Noreply . 0 8 0 5
ToTaL . 100 100 100 100
Numberof cases . ... ... ... .. 31 85 14 130

ApPPEXDIX TABLE 9. RepPorTED NET CasH INconE LevEL oF Rurar F AMILIES, BY
THE MAJOR SOURCE OF FamiLy INcoME, Faverre County, ALAaBAMA, 1960

Major source of income

Income level of family Farm ,\'onfr,fm Nonwork Total
work
Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.
S 1-$ 499 . . .. . ... 30 1 10 9
S 500-8 999 .. . 16 7 44 20
SLO0O-S1999 . . . . .. 32 12 40 24
S2000-82999 . 6 24 4 15
$3,000-84999 . . . e .13 38 2 22
$5,000 ind more . . . 3 18 0 10

e e e e 100 100 100 100
Number of cases .. ... ... . 31 87 52 170
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ArpPENnDIX TaBLE 10. JoB PREFERENCE OF Heaps oF RuraL HouseHoLps IN TER»Ms
of NuMmBER OF Hours AND AMOUNT OF Pay, BY MAJOR SOURCE OF
FamiLy INCOME, FAYETTE COUNTY, ALABAMA, 1960

Major source of income

Job preference Nonfarm Total
Farm work Nonwork

Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.
Regular hours and regular pay............c...o 78 73 59 70
Longer hours and more pay ... 16 25 35 27
Shorter hours and less pay. ... 3 2 4 2
Don’t know oo 3 0 2 1
4 05 o7 | PO 100 100 100 100
Number of €ases...—....o.eeoeoeeracaeeaeeeene. 31 87 52 170

ApPENDIX TaBLE 11. JoB PREFERENCE OF HEADS OF RuraL HouseHoLps IN TERMs
oF NUmBER OF Hours AND AMOUNT OF Pay, BY FaMiLy INCOME
Lever, FAYETTE COUNTY, ALABAMA, 1960

Family income level

Job preference $1-  $1,000- $3,000 Total
999 2,999 and more

Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.

Regular hours and regular pay.......ccooeneeae 66 64 80 70
Longer hours and more pay.........ccoo woceeeeee 30 32 18 27
Shorter hours and less pay..... . .o e 2 3 2 2
Don’t know_ ... - } R 2 1 0 1

4 1003 7S U O 100 100 100 100
Numberof cases............oooooeooeeeoeaeerecememenee 50 66 55 171

AppENDIX TABLE 12. REacTiON OF HEADS OF RuraL HouseHoLDs TO AN OFFER OF
DousLE INCOME AT A FacToRY JoB, BY MAJOR SOURCE OF FasMiLy
IncoME!, FAYETTE COUNTY, ALABAMA, 1960

Maijor source of income

Reaction to offer of double pav Farm Ng:’g?rm Nonwork Total
Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.
Takeitat Once...... - oo aen 48 50 64 51
Think it over and decide later.._..___........... 35 34 7 31
RefUuse it oo e e 17 16 29 18
TOTAL oo e e meeeecccan e 100 100 100 100
Number of cases ... ... oo e .. 29 70 14 113

1 Heads of houscholds who were retired, disabled, or employed as professionals
or factory workers were excluded.
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APPENDIX TABLE 13. MaiN OBSTACLES TO ACHIEVEMENT OF INCOME ASPIRATIONS
As Expressep BY RuraL Heaps AND HOMEMAKERs, BY MAJOR SOURCE
oF FamiLy INcoME, FAYETTE COUNTY, ALABAMA, 1960

Maijor source of income

tacl Total

Obstacles Farm N:,':)fﬁ:m Nonwork o

Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.
Ageand/orhealth. . 11 26 51 35
Lackofijobs. ... . . . 6 34 4 16
Low farm prices and/or high farm costs ... . 49 4 6 12
Inadequate pensions or retirement ... 0 0 23 11
High costs of living ... 0 8 6 6
Lack of tradning .. ... . 0 6 4 4
Lowwagcescale 0 10 0 4
Irregular employment. ... 0 8 0 3
Poorcropyear .. .. 22 0 0 3
Wantstoo large. ... .. 6 4 0 2
Lack of capital and/orland ........ . _ 6 0 2 2
Nohusbandtohelp ... ... ... 0 0 4 2
TOTAL. .. 100 100 100 100
Numberofcases........................ooooooo. 18 50 54 122

ApPENDIX TABLE 14. SpeciFiEp RURAL CONDITIONS WHICH APPEARED TO BE
ATTITUDINAL OBSTACLES TO HEADS OF RURAL HouseHoLps To IMPROVING
THEIR INCOMES, BY MAJOR SOURCE OF FamiLy INCOME,

FAYETTE COUNTY, ALABAMA, 1960

Maijor source of income

ified conditions
Spec Farm N onfalzm Nonwork Total
wor

Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.
Health would be endangered ... . 96 98 100 98
Have to leave family for some time__._____________ 93 86 78 86
Have to move around the county alot ... 82 82 78 82
Havetowork harder_...._.._._..____._.____.._._ 78 70 56 71
Have towork atnight __________ .. 67 61 67 €5
Have to take on more responsibility ... 67 59 56 60
Have to leave your community ... . - 14 57 33 59
Have to give up your sparetime _____________ . 67 59 11 byl
Have to keep quiet on religious views__._.__.____. 70 47 56 53
Have to leave your friends ... 63 51 11 50
Have to keep quiet on political views...._.....__. 59 32 33 39

Number of cases ... .27 83 2 119
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APPENDIX TABLE 15. DEGREE OF SATISFACTION EXPRrEssep By HEADs OF RURAL
HousenoLps For FaamiLy INcOME, By LEVEL oF FamiLy INcoOviE,
FAYETTE COUNTY, ALABAMA, 1960

Family income level
Degree of satisfaction $1-  $1.000- $3.000 Total
999 2,999 and more

Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.

Very satisfactory ... 0 0 4 1
Satisfactorv 48 64 80 64
Unsatisfactory ... . - 52 36 16 35

TOTAL L 100 100 100 100

_____________________________________________ 50 66 55 171

APPENDIX TABLE 16. FamiLy LEvEL OF LiviNé oF RURAL FAMILIES, BY Major
SourCE OF FaMiLy INCOME, FAYETTE COUNTY, ALABAMA, 1960

Major source of income

Number of level-of-living items owned,

€ 't T T t 1

rented, or “possessed Farm l\?;l()f?]:'m Nonwork 2

Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.
Low (0-7) o 26 26 48 33
Medium (8-12) . 48 36 35 38
High (13-24).. e 26 38 17 29
TOTAL 100 100 100 100
Number of cases........... . 381 87 52 170

AprPENDIX TABLE 17. How Rurar HOMEMAKERs Saip THEY FeLt THEY WouLD
LikeLy SPEND AN ExTrA $1,000 For THEIR House OR FAMILY, BY MAJOR
SOURCE OF FAMILY INCOME, FAYETTE COUNTY, ALABAMA, 1960

Maijor source of income

irst items mentioned for house or famil r Total
F f f y F l\onfalim Nonwork
wor
Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.
Repair and/or remodel house ... 19 26 30 26
Install water system and/orbath______.___ . 19 17 4 13
Repair or remodel house, including
water and/or bath ) 32 8 8 12
Pay on house _.....___. ; e 3 14 8 10
Furnish house (appliances or furniture)...... 7 15 2 9
Pay for medical attention._.._______________________ 7 2 19 8
Buy food and/or clothing ... 3 2 13 6
Save foremergency. .. . .. 0 5 8 5
Educatechildren . . 7 3 2 3
Paydebts ... 0 2 6 3
Investit ... .. 3 2 0 2
Buyacar ... oo 0 2 0 1
Use for recreation _____ 0 1 0 1
Don’t know ... 0 1 0 1
ToTAL . 100 100 100 100
Number of cases . 31 87 52 170
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APPENDIX TABLE 18. RuraL HoMEMAKER's ASSESSMENT OF FaaiLy Living
CoxDITIONs IN COMPARISON TO THE AVERAGE OTHER FaMmiLy IN THEIR
CoxMmuNITY, BY MAJOR SOURCE OF FanmiLy INcOME,

FAYETTE COUNTY, ALABAMA, 1960

Maijor source of income

Assessment of living conditions Farm Nonfal?n Nonwork Total
worl

Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.

Better . 0 10 2 6
About thesame . .. 81 78 71 76
Notasgood. .. ... . 19 12 27 18
TOTAL oo 100 100 100 100
Number of cases - ... e e 31 87 52 179

ApPPENDIX TABLE 19. RuraL HoMEMAKERS WHO REPORTED LACK OF NECESSITIES,
BY MAJOR SOURCE OF FamiLy INCOME, FAYETTE COUNTY, ALABAMA, 1960

Major source of income i

Have to go without things needed Farm N?;rl(f?]:m Nonwork Total
! Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.
' Yes. oo — 26 31 64 40
| No oo 74 69 36 60
E TOTAL eeeoeeeeeeeeeee 100 100 100 100
Number of cases 31 87 52 170

ApPPENDIX TABLE 20. DEGREE OF ForMAL COMMUNITY PARTICIPATiON OF RURAL
, Heaps AND RuraL HOMEMAKERS, kY MAJOR SOURCE OF FAMILY
INcoME, FAYETTE COUNTY, ALABAMA, 1960

Maijor source of income

Degree of community participation Total
& vp p Farm Nsvlg?im Nonwork

Pct. Pet. Pct. Pct.
_______ . 138 22 23 21
Membership but inactive. . 5 1 10 5
Active in religious organizations only....._._._... 64 54 62 58
Active in secular organizations only ... 0 2 0 1
Active in both religious and secular

organizations ... 18 21 5 15
ToTAL oo . e 100 100 100 100
Number of cases-.... . 62 174 104 340

No membership
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ApPENDIX TABLE 21. AspiraTioNs OF HeEaps oOF RuraL HousenoLps AND RURAL
HoMEMAKERs TowARD CHANGING RESIDENCE, BY MAJOR SOURCE OF
FasiLy INcoME, FAYETTE CoUNTY, ALABAM., 1960

Maijor source of income

Would like to move Farm N(‘);l(fflfm Nonwork Total

Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.
YOS e 11 18 12 15
N O e e e 84 81 85 83
Don’tknow . 5 1 3 2
TOTAL. <. - 100 100 100 100
Numberof cases ... .. 62 174 104 340

APPENDIX TABLE 22. MaAIN ReasonNs GIveN By RuraL HOMEMAKERS AND RURAL
Heaps FOR WANTING TO CHANGE RESIDENCES, BY MAJOR SOURCE OF
FaMiLy INcOME, FAYETTE COUNTY, ALABAMA, 1960

Major source of income

Reasons for wanting to move Total
Farm Nonfarm Nonwork

work

Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.

To have a new or betterhouse_..____.__..___..__.__._. 29 26 8 21
For employment or better employment..._____. 14 19 15 18
To be closertowork ... . 0 26 8 17
To be closer to services and/or facilities.____.__. 29 10 23 16
General positive reasons........ ..ol 14 7 22 12
To be nearmorepeople_.__...__..___ .. ... 0 6 8 6
General negative reasons ._......._............._...... ] 0 3 ] 4
Ohers ... o 14 3 8 6
TOTAL . 100 100 100 100
Number of cases ... .. . ... 7 31 13 51

AprPENDIX TABLE 23. WHERE RuraL Heaps AND Rurat HoMEMAKERS WouLD
Like To MovE, BY MAJOR Source oF FamiLy INCOME,
FAYETTE COUNTY, ALABAMA, 1960

Major source of income

Where heads and homemakers would

. . Total
like to move Farm N(‘)vrt)f:l:m Nonwork ©

Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.
Another residence in this community.__________. 29 6 15 12
Another community in thiscounty ... . __. 29 19 31 23
An adjacentcounty . .. 0 29 15 22
Elsewherein Alabama.____________ ... 0 3 0 2
An adjacent state ... 0 7 0 4
Elsewherein US.. .. .. . 28 7 0 8
Undecided.............. .. 14 29 39 29
TOTAL ..o e 100 100 100 100

Number of cases - 7 31 13 51




44 ALABAMA AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION

APPENDIX TABLE 24. TYPES OF RESIDENCES THAT Rurar HEADS AND RuraL
HoMEMAKERS WouLp LIKE To MOVE TO, BY Major Source oF
FaziLy INCOME, FAYETTE COUNTY, ALABAMA, 1960

Major source of income

Type of residence Farm: N(‘);of?krm Nonwork Total

Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.

Farmy . 58 0 8 10
Rural nonfarm~ . . 14 32 8 24
Small town (less than 2,500) . 14 32 38 31
Town or city (2,500 ormore)....._________._.___ . 14 23 31 23
Undecided ... ... 0 13 15 12
ToraL 100 100 100 100
Number of cases i 7 31 13 51

APPENDIX TABLE 25. PROPORTION oF HEaDS OF Runat HousieHOLDS AGREEING
WITH SELECTED STATEMENTS WHICH EXPRESS DESPAIR AND UNCERTAINTY,
BY MAJOR SOURCE OF FAMILY INCOME, FAYETTE CouUNTY, ALABAMA, 1960

Major source of income

Statement Total
atemen Farm N(‘);]Of?]zm Nonwork

Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.

These days, a person does not really
know whom he can counton._._____ . 77 75 86 79

There is little use writing to public
officials because often they are not
really interested in the problems of
the averageman......__._________ .. 64 62 77 67

Nowadays a person has to live pretty
much for today and let tomorrow take
careof itself________ 52 52 64 55

It is hardly fair to bring children
into the world with the way things
look for the future ...~ . 52 37 67 49

In spite of what some people say, the
lot of the average man is getting worse

_____ 61 37 58 48

Things have usually gone ~gainst me
inlife ... 29 18 36 26

Percentage of heads scoring high on despair
and uncertainty scale (scoring 6 or
more out of a possible 12)* .. 58 42 60 31

Number of cases ... ) I 31 87 59 170

! Each respondent received a score of 2, 1, or 0 on each of the six questions, de-
pending upon whether he agreed, did not know, or disagreed, respectively. The
sum of the respondent’s score on the six questions, thus, could range from 0 to 12.

Those scoring 6 or more were considered to exhibit a high rate of despair and un-
certainty (anomia).
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AppPENDIX TABLE 26. NUMBER AND PROPORTION OF CHILDREN WHO MIGRATED TO
laal ’
Vagrious PLACEs RELATIVE To THEIR PARENTS' HoMEs, BY MATOR SOURCE
oF FamiLy INcoME, FAYETTE COUNTY, ALABAMA, 1960

Maijor source of income

Pl igrated . Total

ace migrate Farm N?&fﬁ?ﬂ Nonwork ota

Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.
To this community ... Y | 11 22 17
To another community in this county_._.___.__ 24 26 15 20
To adjacent county. 24 21 14 18
Elsewhere in Alabama ........ 14 30 14 18
Adjacent state. . ..o 8 1 6 5
Elsewherein U.S. . 14 10 26 20
Foreign country ; e 0 0 1 !
Military service ... 5 0 2 2
TOTAL oo e eem 100 100 100 100
Number of cases............ . 65 80 181 326

! Less than 0.5 per cent.

AprpENDIX TABLE 27. Type oF Last CHANGE IN WoRK StaTUS, BY HEADS

oF RurarL HousenoLps, FAYETTE CouNTYy, ALABAMA, 1960

Last change in work status

Respondents reporting

No.
No change ... 57
Farm to nonfarm work.___.._. . . - 39
Farm to nonwork (disabled and retired)...................... 30
Nonfarm work to farm. - e 16
Nonfarm work to farm and nonfarm work.......____.______ 10

Nonfarm work to nonwork___._____ 8
Farm to farm and nonfarm work . 6
Farm and nonfarm to nonfarm work.._._..____...... ... g

1

Farm and nonfarm work to farm ..

Pct.

33
23
17

= DD W YT O

100

ApPENDIX TABLE 28. CHANGE IN RurRaL HOMEMAKER's EMPLOYMENT STATUS

FromM 1955 To 1959, BY MAJOR SOURCE OF FAMILY INCOME,

Faverte COUNTY, ALARAMA, 1960

Major source of income

Ch i 1 t Total

ange in employmen Farm Ngﬁfﬁﬁm Nonwork  TO%

Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.
Employed in 1959 but not in 1955 3 16 3 10
Employed in 1955 but not in 1959. ... 0 5 3 3
Employed in 1955 and 1959.... . ... 3 20 3 12

Not employed in 1955 or 1959 .. ... 94 59 91 7

100 100 100 100
31 80 39 150
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Areexmx TaBre 29. ResipExtiar MosiLity oF Heavs oF RuraL HovusenoLps,
BY Major Sounce oF FasiLy Income, FAYETTE CousTy, ALaBama, 1960

Major source of income

Residential mobility . -onf: . Total
' ' Farm .\(\)\l':f:l?“ Nonwork 4

Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.

No moves across county or state

boundaries . .. o 35 74 60 66
Onc or more moves across county aind/or
state boundarics L 45 26 40 34
ToraL .. . ST { (. V) 100 100 100
Number of cases . e e L 31 87 52 170

Arpexpix TasLe 30. Major Sounce oF Noxwonrk INCOME OF ThE Rurac
FasiLies WHO REPORTED NONWORK As THE Major Source oF
FayiLy Inconme, Farverte County, ALapava. 1960

Muaijor source of nonwork income Respondents reporting
No. Pct.

Welfare payments

State old-age pension or assistance . 23 43
Aid to dependent children . 0 . 1 2
Aid to permanently disabled S 1 2
ToTtaL .. a5 47
Retirement income
Social security (retirement) . el 16 31
Beneficiary of insurance payments 1 2
Retirement benefits (private policy) . . .. 1 2
ToraL - - e e e L 18 35
Veteran's benefits
Veteran's pension . . 4 8
ToraL 4 8
Miscellaneous
Money from family members o 2 4
Gais of more than $50 e 2 4
Inceme from stock. 1 2
Toran . 3 10
CGraxp ToraL . e 32 100
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APPENDIX B
Guide Lines for Social and Economic Adjustments

For dealing with the overall problems of social and economic adjust-
ments and for the establishment of communication with the lower income
groups largelv overlooked by many agricultural and educational programs.
this and other research studies suggest certain general guide lines for
action. These suggested guides derive mainly from the broad area of
sociology, but they are supported in part by the findings of this study.
Among these general guide lines are the following:

Finst, it must be recognized that as occupational differentiation con-
tinues, the population shifts from a type of solidarity based upon similarity
and commen interest to a type of solidarity based upon specialization and
the division of labor.

SecoxD, there are today relatively fewer social strata or classes in rural
society than formerly and the extremes in socio-economic levels are greater
in urban areas than in rural areas. As occupational differentiation continues,
therefore, it appears likelv that the range and complexity of the social
classes will also increase.

THirp, there exists in low-income rural areas a high degree of what has
been described as despair and uncertainty. These states of mind have led
a significant proportion of the population to a state of apathy and a lack
of confidence in their ability to solve their own problems.

FourTH, the low-income groups in their semi-isolated sociai position are
normally unaccustomed to formal organizations since most of their social
interaction in the past has been based upon informal kinship and friend-
ship circles.

FirTh, if agricultural and other agencies expect to maintain their prestige
and the appreciation of rural people, they must deal more realisticallv with
the real and often highly specialized problems of rural people.

SixtH, it should be recognized that people have many problems that are
not economic in nature and that many people, especially the aged., may
have few agricultural or occupational problems. It can be assumed. how-
ever, that practically all people have desires to he looked up to or respected,
to engage in satisfving social relationships, and to feel secure economically,
socially, and psvchologically.

FINALLY, it is suggested that the solution of the varied problems of the
increasingly differentiated rural people should be based upon both “gen-
eral” and “specialized” talents of closely coordinated workers who offer
not one program or approach but a series of programs to the various
nccupational-inwme gronps within an area.




