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ABSTRACT,

- The problem of moving wofkers from one community to another is not
a oew tépiC,'bﬁt it is a little studied one. -Much reSearch‘has'been
done on the demographic chAtgcteristics of migrants but there are very
few rcudles of the soc1o—p5ycﬁologlcnl characterlstlcs of migration.
: > ‘. :

In th1s study, the 1mportaﬂee place& by the relocated 1nd1v1dual on
various kinds of.0pportun;£y structures is analyzed.along with the_chang¥
ing perceived sociai status in the senqing and teceiviag eommunities:
Ihe data are persented in A post facCum'analysis but tevealethatjoppor~
tunitf structures that avoid socCia. iﬁpediments to raising onéfstatus

. 'are more impovtant to this group taan those remOV1ng economlc barrners.
Furthermore, most of both fthose who stayed on thelr new Job a?f:/pose
wno 1eft felt that they wefe better off in the'*ece1v1ng roﬂmtnlty
The authors use - these data to deVelop a model Ior pollcy use and fur-

\,'

ther research. .4 - ' ' O o ,

'%Paper presented at the Ryral Socioloéicai Society,MeetingS'in

' Denver, Colorado, August 27, 1971.




Introduction

R%pidiy develdpiﬁg Eechnélogy has pushed many young and‘old people
alike $ut of agriculture related occupations into cities where jobs are
suppo%éd to be‘ﬁore plentiful. Bishdp (1967) suggests that one millioﬁ
people: per year moved off/fg}ms in the 1950;8'. Furthefmore, with the in—
creased social change occurriug'withih the American Society more shiftiné
‘within the labo; force will bebﬁecessary..

AWﬁile a large volﬁme of demographic research exiéts on migration
patter?s, little previous research has been conducted on the social and
ﬁs&cpoiogical diménéions of migration;.‘fhé purpose éf’this paper is éo
explOrﬁ,two structural aspects of a bléﬁned'labor relocation pré—
gram and to deperminé~how pheée structurés,might be altered fé reduce
termination. More specifically ;he relocatees perceptioﬁ_gbodt major

. facets of the program, @ifferential perceptions about life in'the send-

- ing and receiving communities based on a ten point scale, and the re-

turnqés reasons for leaving the program will be e§?minéd.j : \\~/7/
. L - =Y
A
. The LTV Project ' ’ .

/

"In Texas much of the unempioyment problem is concentrated near the Mexican

1

Border. In 1966‘£he lower Rio Grande Vélley of Texas® had an aﬁerage

unemployment rate gréater than 6.0 percent while the rest of the state

-

’5‘ o 1This is the region from Brownsville to Rio. Grande City containing
Cameron, Willacy, Hidalgo, and Starr Counties of Texas. It also is one
of the most impoverished areas of the entire United States.
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Prairie. About 90 percent of this group were Mexican Americans.

was enjoxiog relotiée prosPéritj (rhe Dallao—Fort.Worrh area for ex-
aﬁple, had a 2.5 percent rate for the same périod according to rhe U.S.
Deportmenr of Labor;,1967); | |

Underlincentiveo offerod by :the 1965 Manpower Act, Vought;Aerouau—
tics "iﬁivision of Ling Temco Voughkt (LIV) established ‘a modular training
unit - a school temporarily es lished in a localigy of very hrgh un-—

employmenf in tte Rio Grande Valley of Texas. A program was developed

<

. to train 750 men as aircraft assemblers in the Valley, then relocate

them to the Dallas—Forth Worth area to workK at LTV's plant in Grand

’%

Actually three training centers waréLSet up - at Harlingen, McAllen,

and Rio Grande City. A class of fifteen men was started-at one of the
centers each week and lasted four weeks. Workers vere instructed in

sheet metal work including drilling noles, shooting rivets, and measur-—

ing sheeﬁ metal to be cut. In addition, the:men,Were counseled about

‘what to expect in ‘their new community. They were shown slides c¢f poten-
pecl 3 Ly Y : P

. ., . . 0 / -
tial housing and other intereésting fag;s{obout the Dallas-Fort Worth

area.

During"this four week period each trainee received a subsistance

allowance to help provlde for his family. At the end'of“the-four weeks

of formal training the worker ‘and .His famlly movod to the Dallas- Fort

Worth area. Upon arrival in Grand P;airie‘each worker reported to the -

Texas.Employmént Commission to collect. an allowance to offset the cost

I

[ES—

'zThc rerm Mexlcan American is used in this paper to deslgnate those
persons o~ Mexican or Spahish .ancestyy. Terms such as Chicano, Spanish

- American, Mexicans, Spanish Surnameds, etc. are used 1nterchangeab1y to

designate this group. For a complete blbllography of Studies of Mexican-—-
Americans, see Saldana (1969). R



of moving and be shown possible hopsing.' TEC attémpted to offer each
wbrke; a-selection of potenﬁial'housing but usdall; were able'ohly to
lécate‘a couple of alternativeé.

In adéition to the four weeks of_inteﬁsivé training, éach‘Worker
recéived eight weeks of on the job train;ng, énd with funds from the cdn;
tract, LTV provided three counsélors to aid the worker and his family

with any crisis that might arise in the worker's new community.

SixAhqndred and eighty*fqur (684) workers'were traiﬁed and relocated‘

during the fifty-two weeks-that the program was operating with 93 perceﬁ;

of the group remaining on the job at LTV for the first éixty days.
Though 45 percent of those who relocated left. LTV during the first two
yéars of the program, plant officials were well satisfied with retention

ra;cs iﬁdicatiﬁg that these classes had tha least amount.of turnover of

any of the MDTA programs at the plant.

Methods and Procedures

-

‘A sample ;L l?o.relocaieeé was selé;ted from‘thé 684 who partici-
ﬁated im;tﬁe'programQZtlinedVabove..fhis‘sample consisted of all those‘
who weri: rélocated during Decembcr; 1967' January' and May, 1364 The

&uple was SUDleiLLd into flve cohorts wh}ﬂh were 1nterv1ew_d Pither
at ﬁne, 51x, twalvc, elghteen er twentyﬁ%our months after reél ocatlon.

In~a&d1tlon, all returnees tO'theAsendlng community who coul& Te found

were iﬁtefvﬂewed after leaving the program. Follnw—up 1nter7ﬂx»s with

—
- »

the one month cmhort were also c0nducted bu% will not be usen.ln thlS

‘analyois. Because of &ifficulty in locating respondents espz«cially after

ﬁhe} leave the ptégram, only 140 of the 170 were actually imierﬁiewed.

it T . . o
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The scale used to assess the perceived aifferénce in 1ife between the
sending, and réceiving‘gommunities is a modification of a scale developed
by Kilpatrick and Contril (1960). 'The.respOndent is asked'td.rank his

" 1ife before and after reiocation on a ten point scale assumin% one to

be the worst possible life and ten to be thé best possible life. The’ 3

f

-~

difference in the two scores is the value used in this analysis.

While statistical tests are not nécesséry in post factum aﬁalyées,,

<

a goodness‘of fit test will be used to eﬁ;luate the reiationshipé;ﬁe—
tween the différent variables used iﬁ this analysis. The test uséd will
be a Kolmogorov-Smirnowv (K—S} testlbased on maximum.differenée in cumu-

latiée distributions. The K-S is é relatively powerful test and reqdireé

neither large samples nor cell sizes'greater than five (Champidn, 1970). -

i
o /
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<+ Analysis - ;
,;‘ . T .

Specified Type of Program.
Action prograas are designed to meet specific needsfof.the popula-
. : /
. - . i,
tion. The function of each such program can be met by a varying number
. { -
. . ‘ ; ,

. - . . / .
of different structures. In the case of rural manpower programs the

function is to increase the level .of employment of .rural people. -A

- /
/l

number Rf prpérams are ayéilable to meet'this-spgciﬁac functioq., Some
brograﬁs emphasize the finding of jobs‘tHat requires skills the worker
already has.’ In this case, the structurerﬁo'incfe;sé employment is a
latéral transfer. épch programs rély heavily on providing the worker
with information abouf.exiséing jbbs. 'Qqher ﬁfagréms.emphasize training
fof jobs whicﬁ~have a higb‘demand for labér. Still other progfams enm—
phasize monetary investment to relocate the worker to'Whefe jobé are

available. All three of these types of programs serve the function of




reducisé updefempioymenf;'however, all three types  are no:i feasible on
a large sealevbasis;

- Two bgsie aspects.ean be defived from slljthe types menfioned above.
.EitHer the program emshasises some form of knowledge dessiminatipn or
some form ef.ecoﬁomie investment.-bln the éfogram‘beinéAsﬁugied feSpon—
deﬁtsiw?re asked if.they'o; their friends would pafticiéste in three
typesAof programs: oneewhere nonraining allowance wasAreceiVed, one

where no training allowance was received but classes were in the evening,

and cne where no.relocation allowance was received. Two of the situa-—

“tions emphasize economic aspects of the progran whilé the other empha-
sizes .educational aspects of the progrém. " By comparing the distribution

-of responses to pach questlon with a uniform dlsterutlon, we can deter—

N ]

mine to what extent the three items is given primacy by the relocatee.

‘_O%Pthe‘thfee distributions (sge Table 1)'the ones emphasiziﬁg;edu—7
cation and relocation aIIOWaﬁces vépied sigﬁificangly from a'uniforﬁ- |
_distributien.3 ihe magni tude of the maximum deQistion from the uﬁifo;m
suggesﬁ that the educatloeal aspects‘are of much greater 1mportance
than.either w£ the ellowenceso' View1ng_the ds1tr;bugloes of a program
without tﬁe traiﬁing ailowance enﬁrs‘program’without tréining allowance
but eralnlng in the evenlng we see a dramatic shift from a negatlve or

. . ’
uncertain response to a positlve one. Agaln this emphds1<es the 1mpor~‘
tance of the educational aspects of the program.

~Havieg distingeisbea between the importence of various structqral

‘aspectdqu labor mbbili;y.programs; we logically tugn to distinguishing

o

“characteristics among workers who stayed in the program and those Who

[ 2

3For a comparlson of s1ngle samples with a unlform d1str1butlon see
Snlth and- Speed (1970)

§




réturﬁed to ﬁhe sending_commuﬁity. Both groups indicated that éhéy were
Highgf on a ten péipt self anchéfing scale with over fiffy percent of
both groups giving ; highef rank t§ the receiviég community than the
.sending.comgunity (see Table 2). 'As would bé expected, hcwever,-%hose
who returned to the sending Commﬁﬁity;perceived.significantly less dif-
ference than those who stayeda. A>iarger pdrtion of tﬂe'returnées indi-
éated énly one-unit difféfence befweenhlife'in.the EWOcogmuniﬁies,
Analyzing the returnees speéific reason. for leav;pg the receiving

(\\

community we see that the largest portion of the group listed personal
y _ g ‘ ? g Y P
‘ 1

" reasons for leaving the receiving,ccumunity (see Tablﬂ 3). We assune

‘that this generally means tﬁat SOmé family erisis occuXred whigh'called

for the reiocatees help in the sending communi;y,';Surpr;siﬁeg a larger
portion of the reasons given could have been solvéed without leaving the
receiving community as the first four categories account for 40 percent

. . . ’ . »

of the returnee group.

- . -

Conclusion

The findingsApresentéd above indicate that the major complications

in this program center around goals of the program and wéyslof atfaining

those,goals_(Mertbn,h1967). At the program level ofhanalysis a possible

.conflict exists between the goal of the program as seen by -the policy

- . _
maker and that\percgived'byvthe'workef (see Figure 1). While the policy

\

maker's major concern is éb”tedgcg underemployment, the relocatees major

concerr. is- hislown economic security. While providing basic skills and .

 economic assistance may accomplish the former, security.reldies heavily

. > tmen

on a more extensive dessimination of information. Thus, the underem-
ployed worker seeks.any information that will lead to his adjustment

o

E -

') . o R

-~ . . ,
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into fhg cqltuiaL systém. The'real;blqck tg’social mob?lity then appears

to be a lack of knowledge about the cultural system rgtﬁer'than a lack of
» economic resources to invest for if one does not know the proper means

‘for investing resources those resources are of no value to him.
+ The same lack of knowledge on the part of the underemplcyed worker

abcut the cultural system is also evident in.certain relocatees responses

P

to érises-thgt arise. As poihted out By.Thomasiand Znaniecki.(1918—20),

?

when an isvlatesd group is brought into contact with a more complex world,
- L .

the occurrence of crises that the groups set of norms will not handle
increases greatly. The faét'that'fo:ty percent of those whoqretufned

- to the sending COthnity~gave'reaSOns for leaviug that .revolve éBqut prob-
lems faced by all relocated workers suggests thatsthey were not knowledge-
. E . ‘ . - A / - . ‘,; .

~able of the alternatives. Thus, tke returnee seems to react oat cf fear .-

while the successful relocatee reacts out of knowledge of the situation.

In fact, the sucgessful relocatee may submit himself to certain dis-

.pleasﬁrablg.situations in the knowlédge that he will attain his end.goal
. . atio F . . eat _
‘that way. ‘ .

Develqping pfograms that not only’ teach bésiclskills but. that also -

'teach'ways of responding to.crises. and anticipating-and ﬁhds.gvoiding

future trises is much more complicated. We need more extensive research

to-both ‘successful and unsuccessful responses to sudden. changes im".the
- . X oy . ) ) . . .
work systeins as well as composite information about the social structures

t
-

_of both receiving and sending communities. We know little about the dis-

N te

"¢ ) - - . . . . oot
tinctiOn‘betwe?n-sgbmission-or response out of fear and submission or °.

response out of knowledge: - :
w # :

sWith-an‘ﬁﬁdérstanding of both.individdal‘and.social goals with re~-.

gard to a specific situation, programs can be. developed to meet both:
- . N U . ‘ N

' ) " - N P
- . N o







“sets-of?goels.' The pdrt1c1pants preparedness to’ Shlft from.one cultural
subsystem to anokher can be tested through verbal re3ponses to hypothet—
B S /

ical crlses. (Thus we can in fact structure labor moblllty programs

A
,/where dlsorganlaatlon will not occur. =
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Table 5?\\§§@ulative Percent Distribution“oﬁ Stayervand Returnee Groups '
: by Difference in Perceived Status between Sending and Receiv-—
ing Communities : - :

Difference in Perceived A Stayers Returnees
Status in the Sending. : .
and Receiving Communities N=77) N=44)

based on a 10 point modifi
-Kilpatric Scale. ' :

- Cumuiative Percent
- . 1.3 .o
-5 B | 13, o0
R T o 7
-3 L 1.3 4.6
~2 - 3.9 11.4
-1 | 9.1 13.7
o ~ 28.6 47.8
1 L 41.6 .'_ 70.5
2 58.5 86.4
3 72.8 . 88.7
4 87.1 . 88.7
5 89.7 '.‘*~9i:o
’ 6 o 97.5  95.5
7 97.5.  95.5
8 98.8. 97.8
) 9 . - | 100.0 100.0
D = . 289
b < .05




~

‘Table 3. Percent Distribqtion of Returnees by Reasons fd;'leaving
the training program -

Reason Returnees
' N=44
Percent
- ) .

Not enough money or Overtime. 11.4
Rent Too High _ . . : 11.4
Poor Housir.z or mneighborhood - 13.6
‘Drive -to work too far o 4,5
Problems with job ‘ : - 18.2 ;
' Did not like area ' 9.1’
Personal Prablems _ 31.8

y
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. : » | Figure 1

Structure of successful and unsuccessful
labor mobility between communities
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