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The following. report is based on the author's memory of events relating -
- to research activities in the South since his arrival at the University of:,]’ennessee
~in 1958, His memory has been aided by minutes of meetings, correkpondence in

his file;, and selected.reports from other rural socio!ogisfs*fh the South. As with gny

;:ﬂempf to write history, fherg:wi" be some é;hiskibr;s of events or personalities that
sqi;ie feel have hdd’o,significonf part. There inay also-be some n;isinferpreféfions
of events and for these the author accepts full responsikility, It is hoped that the.

~ report will serve to further the cause of rural socfology in the South.

S - 7Lfimiféd Personnel

!,),‘urg',ng?fhe early 1950's the number of ruyoi 7socio|ogisfs who were
pé:five in research in the region was fairly iimifed. This was the case at least for
those wiﬂli d}rééf ties to agricultural experimenfisfafio*ns. Harold Kaufman df
. Mississippi State was one of those 'mosfv vocgl and energetic in attempting to coordi-
- nate some of those research activities. His concern wa;'ond continues to be community
 oriented and it was around such an interest that i\g o"en;pfed to rally support. Alvin

Bertrand at Louisiana State also had larger than state interests ot heart and was very

supportive of regional cooperation even though his main commitment was to the teaching
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program.. Selz Mayo at North Carolina State also had some larger than state interests

-

but Glenn McCann of the same institution was the younger man who was willing to do
|

more ﬂ}m attend meetings to make regional research go. The University of Kentucky
had so;ne real strer;gfﬁ in numbers but ties with the North Central Regional Rgsggrch
group Qere already r;t;ong. Milton Coué’nenour did see the need for coordination and
cooperation in the South and so wasrwill.ing to invest some time and energy to pro-

moting the cause of coordination. William Folkman in Arkansas had a very real

concern with the small farm operators and tenants who were having such a difficult

time and he too felt the importance of a concerted effort in research in rural sociology

in the South.

Tﬁe;e were a r;umber of -agricultural economists in the South who were i
also sympathehc to fhe cause of those who were in difficult strolts becouse of the
social sutuohon and were wullmg t;: join w:th rural soclologlsts to try tc; work out
some regional coordmahon. Ben Lanhom who was at Auburn was one of these. At

,thot time Auburn had no rurol socuologlst on its stoffr Florldo was similarly situated
except Dan Alleger was makmg the transmon from being en agricultural economist.

At the University of Georgia at this time there were a number of rural
socuologlsfs on the staff but none had any connection with the ogrlculturol experiment
station. John Belcher, for example, had worked wuth Sewell and Shorp on farm family
level of living studies in Oklahoma. In Virginio rural sociology was given some

- emphasis with bon Fessler in extension work and Leland Tate in teaching but again -
there-was no tie to the agricultural experiment station for research. At the University

of Tennessee there were two agricultural economists who were in training to complete
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their doctorates in rural sociology. Howard Bonser was doing his graduate work at

Pennsylvania State and Ben Leubke was doing his work at the University of Florida.

They both left the University of Tennessee in 1957 and were replaced by Charles Cleland.

A

Efforts to Initiate Régic;ndl Research
" - USDA support for regional research in general at this time was fairly

substontiol by 'then current standards. There was increasing recognition that many of
“the problemls being st;Jc‘iied by the individual state experiment sfotiqns did not really
observe stoté, boundaries. There was the feeling that a significant Aincreose in efficiency
in reséorch efforts gpuld—be achieved by encouraging scientists in di,fférent states working
on related prqblems to coordinate their effortsv; The ’mecr:hani?.m set up for this was ther
rggidncll research pfoiecf,. The;e projects wore, funded separately froh the;usuol federgll
funds for ,ogriculturrol experiment-station work. - The regiénol reéegrch f,uncj;f. were allo-
cated to-the states as a supplement to the Hatch funds which provided the principal
" support. In tbe ofher, reéions the fuﬁds*aﬁocdfed to a particular regional project were.-
distributed,omiong the states involyed in ﬂ;e project according to deciéibns of the tech-
nical committee, ;[his op;;roqci\ encouraged station directors to have some representation
in virtually e\:/ery project in the region. In the southern region the directors decided
to allocate the regional réseou;éh funds to the various experiment stations on a formula
Basis (don't ask rﬁe what the formula wosl); This pgrmifted the directors to be selective
about which regional projects their states participated in. There was' no loss of funds

to an individual state because of lack of participation in a particular project.

The problem of how to initiate a regional project had not been satisfactorily

resolved. There was the requirement that a project statement be submitted to the .
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regional directors, the Committee of Nine, on{:li tb CSRS. fihis meant that some type
of contact hod to be made either at professional society me%’tings or at the researcher’s
; .
own expense to develop the statement for submission to the ‘\:/orious people needing to
approve it. The.Farm Fou’Bdﬁfion was assisting the process of getting regépnol projects
formulated by paying the expenses of researchers in various dlsc1p|mes to regional
commlﬂees whicn were oppomted by the directors in the region. Knowledge of such
support led Kaufman to make contact with Form Foundation personnel to explore the ’
~ possibility of such a committee of rurol sociologists-in the South.
The Fcu:m Foundution director (Joseph Ackermdn) was in favor of the‘

appointment of such a committee and indicated that the Foundation would provide

support if the directors were interested in having such a committee formed. Eventually

. the directors agreed to the establishment of a committee whose-express purpose was the

development of proposals for regional research in rural socic;logx.: This cbmnﬁttee‘ was.
designated as tiie SP'-é?—committee, which identified gt as a committee in preliminclr'yr
phases of becommg a techmcol committee for a regional project.. The request to the
Farm Foundation had been in terms of estoblushmg a Southern Rural Sociology Comml*tee
which could have had broader concerns than the one octuolly estoblushed by the southern
directors. Asa re;ult, when the proposol for a regioqal project de\_/elgbed by the
committee was accepted in 1958, the Farm Fouqdationxgroup simply wbnt-out of exis-
tence. The technical committee established to guide the progress of the regional
project had representatives fromr.Alaboma, Arkansas, Kenfuéky, Louisiana, Mississippi,
North Carolina, and Texas. At later points in time Tennessée, Florida; cma Gegrgia

became actively associated with the project.
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- Dean E. V. Smith was appointed by the southern directors to be the adm}n-

}Sfl’dflve advisor to the fechnical commuttee and Paul Jehlik served as the CSRS repre-

’ ; [

sentotuve. Whule Dean Smith had some interest in thus area, his technical fi f‘eldgwas

r‘
i

that of animal ht{sbondrys Dean Smith was concerned from the beginning that the rural

sociologists should make every effort to impress the sou nern directors with the results

of their research if they were to continue to be funded. He had observed that the
meetings of technical committees-could become mere social gatherings used to show off
the facilities or occomplishments of a given state or individual. Dean Smith was also

f
very strongly oriented toward making the prolect truly regional in character. The
t

- pattern of a "mother hubbard* regional project stotement wuth a number of more or less

1

relotedemdeper.dent state preiects did-not impress him very greatly. VWith his stirmulati'on
‘and semercommitment on.the part ot the technicdl'cdmmittee memberé, the proiect soon
become one which would permut some generoluzotuon to the region, at least to the par~
tucupatmg states,
This pattern was soon odopted by CSRS as the standard approach to regional
 research project statements. Insteod of having a very broad. reglonol project statement
. with individual state projects which could be accepted or refused by the technical

- committee, the format became a detailed regional project statement with a minimal

T

supplementary indication tht a particular state would be involV;ad.r The obligations
of eech of the states was spelled out in the :egiono! project proposal. The proposal
made by the SP-29 committee was designated the S-44 project which was a study of the
adjustment of families in low income areas. This project was probably the first southern
regional project involving survey research which would yield generalizations to the

region from the survey data.




The Southern Regional Rural Sociology Projects

The beginnings of the Adjustment Study designroted as the S-44 project
have been described above. The project itself was a study df,poVe,'rty in the}South:ot
a time when political forces were denying that th;m was ony'suchfthing as poverty in
the region. The interest-of the researchers at this time was pri ncipally one of desc;ibing
the situation of the familjes living in these low income rural areas. This interest included
setting the inform;:tion collected through a survey ixn the proper context with respec§ to
data from secondary sources and cher local information sources. Sfcime forces inrfhe
South had been infergstéd in the poor péople but their voirceAs vjel_'e few in number opd
their impoc‘; was Iimit'edf The Adjustment Study reséorchers ;ve(é ottemptiqé to c_io{::umen..f
living conditions in a way whichhcould 'not be easily refuteq *i)y the politician or othér
‘apologists ff:f Ebg;;egion. :

T Thr&ééh the enc;:uragement of D;ac;n Smith and the wi"ing;less of the
porfilcipo;lts in the Adjustment, Study to limit the exclusive pursuit ;f their individual
interests, the_study became truly regional w'/ithra systemotic'iy drawn somple and o
7corefui!y developed schedule of questions to bé used by the. interviewers in thé various

h A

states. The emphasis in the project became more explicitly sociological with o deem-

phasis on the economics as agricultural economists were replaced on the technical c-r:a
committee by rural sociologists. Even so the data collected included a large measure
of economic information which the sociologists had a little difficulty utilizing as

effectively as economists might have.

The Adjustment Study did provide for a great deal of interoctior; among




the rural sociologists in the South whi:ch engendered o strong feeling of commitment to
the regiort. This was reflected in their willingness to collect some data in which various
- individuals did not have a strong professlonol interest and to be responslble for certain
types of se‘rwce or data onolysls which did not contribute directly to one's own immediate
welfare. There was o complete exchcmge among the portlcrpotmg stotes of the survey
doto collected and a dwusuon of responslbzllty for its analysis.

The functronmg of the project as o truly reglonol effort was recognized
in the circle of the directors as well os in other groups due Iorgely to the efforts of
Dean Smuth ‘and Poul Jehlik. The project did prove to. be productlve in terms of the
number of- popers, reports, ortlcles, and bulleting. which were produced -The names
of the prmclpal reseorchers mvolved appears in Appendlx 1. Thls oppendlx also
mcludes a list of the officers who served in eoch yeor of the pro'ect's exlstence, the

month and ploce of each annual meetmg and the subcommlttees which were active during -

various phases of the project along with the chairmen of such subcommittees.

Transition From Adjustment To Mobility

The §-44 study of odgustment was scheduled fo come to a close inmid 1964,
The project was grcmted a one yeor extension to complete the analyses of the data A
collected and to publish the results of the study. This time was also used to decide
whether to.revise the project ond get o_further extension or to reploce it with a new
project. During this period approaching the transition, two very active rurd! soc;ologists

became part of the personnel resources of the South and were very influential in-the”

direction of the regional project werk. Bill G’Kovlesky moved to Texas A & M from




Pennsylvania State and John Kelley moved to the Umverslty of Georgia from San
Fernondo State College in California.
It was about this time that former President Johnson launched his "War on
Poverty" and created the Office of Economic Opportunity. Dean Smith felt fhat such
an organization should have the benefit of our research based knowledge and arranged
forro seminar of the Adwstment Stydy personnel and selected other rural social scuenhsts
with some of the top people resp;nslble for the OEO progroms. This seminar had about
- 30 participants and the need for the types of mformohon being provided by the regional
pr0|ects was brought home_very sharply. (See Appendux 2 for a llst of the participants. )
One of the prmcupol outcomes of the seminar wuth OEO was the publication .
 of two volumes which ottempted to pull together the nymerous reports. prepored in con-
nection with the Adlustment Study. Vlrlyn Boyd of Clemson who nad not been a |

7 porhcupont in the earlier study but who hed a real interest in the Mobility Study was

able to arrange for some free time to gather and publish an annotated bibliography of

"l
-

the: Adjustment Study materials along with a separate volume which was orsynthe.f,is, of 7

the voriours reports from the study. The experience of dealing with a governmental

bureaucratic office at the Washington level was educational for 5” of the participants.
The Mobility Study gofunderwoyveorly in 1965 in terms ;f‘ the p‘lens for

data collection and the general ideas about analysis even though officially it didn't

start until July. The project statement was the result of a number of different interests

on the part of rural seciologists who felt that regional research could be worthwhile.
S
In an attempt to incorporate the interests of each of those involved in the deliberations

about the project proposal, the final product essentially incorporated three projects
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under one heading. " The first of these ;was a fo’lrlovw-up of the Adjustment Study faarities
the second was to involve following the children who had mrgroted from the Adjustment
Study fomllres, and the third one was to concentrate on the aspirations and ex;oectohons
of high school students both with respect to their educotion and their future occupations
in the areas where the Adjustinent Study had been carried out,

The pursuit of the various ob|ect|ves of the mobllrfy study ulhmotely

depended upon the interest-of a given individual or at best a small group of two or

' three individuals. The interest in pursumg the children of the Adjustment Study families

rested prmclpolly wuth C Horace Hamilton. When Dr. Homllton experienced some

P

illness and found other areas to be of greater mterest, the leadership for this particular

‘part of the project vomshed As a result the technical committee, formally dropped that }(

ob|ecf|ve obout mrdway in the course of the study.

B The produchvuty in terms of reports, theses, etc., for the Moblhty Study

“came mostly from the group interested in the high school students and most of these

were under the dlrectlon of Bill - Kquesky. The follow-up of the Ad|ustment Study

families resulted in very few reports. (See Appendix 3fora list;o’f the participants

and offices held in i:he technical c’ommitteé.)—

- During the course or' the mohilify study process, there was some concern
expressed om_ongr the members that there-was insufficient time to discuss matters of more
general concern to the participants in the project. Frorn 1965 through 1967 the only
opportunities for rurol sociologists in the South to-get together as a regional group
occurred throurgh the meetings of the regional project technical committee. The

Association of Southern Agricultural Workers did have a section for dgriculture

-
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economics and rural sociology but it vas clearly dominated by the agricultural ¢ zonomists.
Normally there was only a half day session devoted to papers by rural sociologists: While
this served the interest of mterdlsc:plmory contact, it did not ronk high in professzonal

prestige wuth the result that little cmenhon was given to such meetings.

\

There was interest in publicizing the results of fhe'regionol research and
dlSCUSSlon in the technical committee mcluded emphosts on publucohon in professional
~ journals as well as through the experlment station bulletin series. Both Dean Smith ,
ond Paul Jehlik encouroged such wide spread dlsemmcmon of the results. They were |
| interested both in letting other sociol_sci_enﬁsts know thot'osignificont bit of reseorehf
was being carried on in the- South and in gettin;(;'—fhe results to the pblicy makers to 7
- foculltote resolutlon of the problems |dent|f|ed and described. One of the problems
identified was the deloy in gettmg articles. publ:shed in professlonol journals because
of fhe bocklog of mcmuscrlpts which- had been occepted for- publlcohon. This was but
-part of the wide vcmety of topics which would come up for dlscusslon in the techmcol

“committee meetings and Dean szth occasuonolly had to get- the group back on the track

of concentrating-on the commitment made in the. project statemfent.

Given the limited opportunity for explbrfng'other interests in the technical

committee meetings, qgrenewed interest wes expressed in estoﬁlishing a committee
s;pported by the Farm Foundation wlrmichAcould range freely over the types of research
interests of rural sociologists. At the same time the ogricultural economists in the region
were feeling some of the same problems concerning cutlets for ﬁqbliggtion of research
reports and were in the process of organizisga Southern Agricultural Economics Asso-

ciation, Thls group took the place of the agriculture economics part of the ]ommeCflon

E
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" for a list of the Rural Sociology Section officers.)

with rural sociology in the ASAW, It appeared that the action was going to leave the
rural sociologists without a meaningful place in the ASAW,
;D:an Alleger was scheduled to become chairman of the joint agricultural

|
economics and rural sociology section when the secticn was dissolved.. With the

- encourag'emenf of John Dunk&lberger, Bill . Kuvlesky, and some others the decision was

m,odé to at least give a rural sqcif)logy section of the ASAW a chance ond Alleger was
asked to serve as chairman. An appeal was mﬁde to the Council of ASAW for recognitio;n
of a tentative section in rural sociology. The first meeting of the rural s<‘>ciology section
took place in February éf 1969. The meeting was well attended and the decision modé (
that the section should cr:onﬁpye. Subsequent ;ngeti‘ngs have vouched for the vitrol:ifry ’

of time group involved ond it is apparently serving a very rec'[l need. (See Appendix 4

At the same time the tentative organization of the ASAW section was

underway, there were contacis made with the Farm Foundation to determine the possible

interest in supporting a Southern Rural Socioiogy Committee. Cleland was asked to
make such contacts. The response from Joseph Ackerman of the Farm Foundation
indicatec their willingness to provide the funds but the actual organization would have

to be approved and appointed by the southern experiment station directors. The Farm

~ Foundation's willingness was positively expressed with an indication that funds would

be budgeted for a meeting of such a committee and would be available whenever its

formation was complete. A meeting was arranged for4July 26, 1967 involving Joe

Ackerman, Dean Smith, Paul Jehlik, Al Bertrand, Harold Kaufman, and Cleland to

discuss the spedifics of such an brganizotion. A list of nomes of those who might be

=
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appointed to such a committee was drawn up, a statement of purpose was p!'epared, and
a tentative first meeting date was set up. It-was decided ot this meeting that the
committee would be known as the Southern Rural Sociology Research Cor;1miffee
because the directors of extensi;m in the r si~» 2 not favorable toward e;tension
participation in such a group af this time. ine first meeting of the SRSRC was held
it Atlanta on February 15 and 16, 1968.

The SRSRC has continued to be an effective source of ideas about needed
research in t!'ula region. One of the spin-offs was in the area of demography. When
a group of the committee members went to see‘whot‘resources at Oak Ridge mighf be
used to facilitate fhexilf worl, the groundwork was laid for the establishment of/the
Southern Regional Demogrophichur'onrup which also continues to flourish. Appel:ldrixdhs‘

has a list of the officers and committee structure of the SRSRC.
Transition From Mobility To Institutional Impact

The Mability Study was scheduled to be t'erminated in the middle of 1971.
Again there was a great deal of discussion on what the nature of a revision or reploce-r
ment project should be. There was aclear recognition that the then current project
really ;Jos ;wo projects in one and that such a division of interests had interfered-with

the effective utilization of the time available for the technical committee meetings.

The decision was made to replace the single project with two projects. One of those

developed was designed to examine the instifutional impact on adjustment and to build

on the original Adjustment Study. The second project developed dealth with the

mobility of the young people who had been interviewed in connection with the Mobility
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Study. Dean Smith indicated that the regional directors would probably approve a
second rural sociology research project dus primarily to the increase emphn.si's in
USDA on social concerns. He suggested that the two project committees should keep
in close touch because of the related nature of their concerns.

During ‘calendar 1970 there had been considerable discussion in the
Congress about rural development and other enpresoions about the lot of people living
in rural areas. More than fifty bills deo;ing with the (urol development were intro-
duced into the Congress but there was some uncertainty about the funding of any of
those bills. Even;uolly one was passed but the qoestion of funding was still up in tne’
air until near-the end of the year when the l:'udgetrwos finollry adopted. Once the |
budget hod been adopted and it became opporent to USDA thof some funds for rural
development reseorch would be available which had to be spent dunng the current
fiscal year, that is June 30, 1971, the coll went out to identify projects which would
clearly fall into the definition of rural development. There was a lyasty reclassification
of a large number of pro|ects but there was also encouragement to submit pro|ects
which were soon to be submitted anywoy.

Some kind of record for cutting red tape in getting a regional project
approved must have been set with the Institutional Impact project proposal. The
proposal was sent to Dean Smith on January 11, 1971, with approval for the project
by the Southern Regional Research Committee, (for the southern directors), by the
Committee of Nine and by GSRS, obtained as of February 1, 1971. Dean Smith of
course was largely respon;ible for getting the approval through in such short order.

The fact that the project proposal had been in the discussion stage for nearly two
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years probably also had something to do with the very ready acceptance of the pro-
posal, that is, the propc;sal was not ‘something hurriedly whipped up just to take
;dvantoge of recently passed appropriations. The first meeting of the technical
committee occurred less than two weeks after the-proposal had been accepted.
One of the problems in connection with getting the Instiltutionol Impact
-stt;dy underway was that the nine states that were to be involved were also involved
in the Mobility Study which had fot yet« Terminated. Theré ‘was @ manpower shortage
at the moment. A number of the same people were involved in the SRSRC as well s -
the rural sociolpgy section of the ASAW with the result that the 'o;aportunities for
contact were excellent but the efforts to make real progress with the new project cut
into the carrying out of some o:ther responsibilities. (See Appendix 6 for a list of the
com;nittee person;nel and officers.)
The folldv; up study of Youth Mobility designotéd as S-81 had a li-ttle
difficulty éetting organized in terms of the specific objectives for the study and the
procedures to be followed in achieving th;m. Witi\' Bill Kuvlesky, John Kelley, and
_John Dunké{bérggr} assuming a great deal of the leocjership, a proposal was developed
which was occeptefi for approval as of July 1, 1971. The annual meetings for the two

technical committees were held in the same hotel at the same time in October of

that year.
Conclusion

Regional research in rural sociology has made a great deal of progress

in the last decade and a half. The initial push by Harold Kaufman along with some




substo'ntial increases in the number of rural sociologists at Experiment Stations in the
region and very effective support from Dean Smith have resulted in some very significant
achievements. There have been some problems in continuity of personnel directly
involved with the regional proiec'ts but a small nucleus has provided some stability, -
The lists of officers and subcommittee chairmen over the years provides some indication
of just who these people were .) The continuing interest an;i support of others not directly
involved in the projects must also be recognized as important in the effectiveness of
these projects. Without the support of 7deportmer'1t heodr;, ex';eriment station directors

and the USDA (especially CSRS), such achievements would have been ‘extremely difficult,

I sincerely hope that the record of these efforts will encourage continued and increased

support for such cooperative efforts.
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Foothotes

“Paper presented at meeting of Rural Sociology Section of ASAW, Atlanta, Georgia,
February 5, 1973. . .

i .
**Ombudsman and Professor of Rural Sociology, The University of Tennessee, Knoxville.

1. Virlyn A, Boyd and Carolyn A. Morgan, Synthesis of Findings from Southern Regional
Cooperative Research Project S-44: Factors in the Adjustment of Families and Indi-
viduals in Low-Income Rurol Areas of the South, AE 290, Southf@-olino AES,
March 1966; and Carolyn A. Morgan and Virlyn A. Boyd, Annotated Bibliography
of Publications and Reports Resulting from Southern Regional Cooperafive Research
Project S-44: Factors in the Adjustment of Families and Individuals in Low-Income
Rural Areas of the South, AE 289, South Corolina AES, March 1966,
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APPENDIX 1

Principal professional personnel involved in the S-44 Adjustment Study:
(From S-44 Termination Report) .

State or Agency : Personnel )
Alabama ~ John E. Dunkelberger
| ' John M, Huie
Ben T. Lanham, Jr.
’ Herold L. Nix
: Arkansas William S. Folkman
X J. L. Charlton
Florida - ’ Daniel E. Alleger
;; B Georgia : John D, Kelley
S ~ Kentucky , )., Mangalam 7
; B : \ C. Milton Coughenour

A. Lee Coleman
Harry K. Schwarzweller

Lovisiana " Lee Taylor
J.V.D. Saunders

Mississippi Calvin Vanlandingham
Benjamin E. Haddox
Harold F. Kaufman
John E. Dunkelberger
Leslie J. Silverman
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‘North Carolina . Glenn C. McCann
Seung Gyu Moon
C. Horace Hamilton
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F ' Tennessee Charles L. Cleland




State or Agency Personnel
Texas Bardin H. Nelson

Williom P, Kuvlesky
Sherman K. Fitzgeraild
John R. Christiansen

- USDA, ERS E. Grant Youmans
Louis J.'Ducoff
CSRS Representative Paul J. Jehlik
Administrative Advisor Dean E. V. Smith

* ok Kk ok kK

- S-44 Committee Meetings and Organization
(From annual reports and minutes of meetings)

Month & Place

Year of Meeting Chairman Vice=Chairman Secret;:g
i —_— —_— -
’ 1959 - Ayril, Birmingham Kaufman -——— Folkman
£ 1959 Octobt:er, Memphis Kaufmen - Nelson - McCann
: - Subcommittees: Sampling - Nelson :
. I . - Classification - McCann
; - Schedule - Coughenour
B 1960 October, Birmingham Nelson Kaufman McCann
2;_ : Subcommittees: Basic Coding -~ Nelson
? First Report -~ Cleland
1 1961 October, Atlanta Nelson Cleland McCann
‘ Subcommittees: Environmental Data - Dunkelberger
Steering - Cleland ‘
T e {942 October, Atlanta Cleland —e--- Mangalam
’ . 1963 October, Atlanta Cleland Taylor Mangalam - |

Subcommittee: Project Revision ~ Taylor :

‘ 1964 March, Atlante . :
October, Atlanta Cleland Mdingalam Kelley
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APPENDIX 2

Participants in Joint OEO~-CSRS Seminar
(From meeting minutes taken by John Kelley)

Participants present:

Alfeger, Daniel E., Florida Agricultural Experiment Station, Gainesville

Boyd, Virlyn A., South Carolina AES, Clemson

Bradley, George, Rural Community Development Service, USDA

Byerly, T. C., Administrator, Cooperative State Research Service, USDA

Cleland, Charles L., Tennessee AES, Knoxville )

Cravitz, Sanford, Community Action Program, Office of Economic Opportunity

Day, Lee, Economic Research Service, USDA

Droke, Chad, Community Action Program, Office of Economic Opportunity

Dunkelberger, John E., Alabama AES, Auburn :

Hausler, Richard, Director, Rural Affairs Task Force, OEQO and USDA

Hill, Howard, Economic Research Service, USDA )

Hjort, Howard, -Staff Economist Group, USDA

Inman, Buis, Economic Research Service, USDA _

Jehlik, Paul J., Cooperative State Research Service, USDA

John, M. E., Pennsylvania AES, University Park

Kelley, John D., Georgia AES, Athens -

Leighday, Jim, Research Policy Planning and Evaluation, OEO

Leonard, Olen, Economic Research Service, USDA

Mangalam, J. J., Kentucky AES, Lexington

Mayo, Selz C., North Carolina AES; Raleigh )

McNamara, Robert L., Missouri AES, Columbia

Moon, Seung Gyu, North Carolina AES, Raleigh

Nelson, Bardin H., Texas AES, College Station

Niederfrank, Evlon J., Federal Extension Service, USDA

Slocum,. Walter L., Washington AES, Pullman

Smith, E. V., Dean, Alaboma AES, Auburn

Sperry, |. V., University of North Carolina at Greensboro

Sugarman, Jule, Deputy Associate Director, Title II, Community Action Program,
Office of Economic Opportunity :

Taylor, M. Lee, Louisiana AES, Baton Rouge

Vanlandinghem,” Calvin L., Mississippi AES, State College

Weidenheimer, Peggy, Statistical Reporting Service, USDA

White, Bennet, Cooperative State Research Service, USDA

Youmans, E. Grant, Kentucky AES, Lexington .
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APPENDIX 3~

Principal professional personnel involved in the S-61 Mobility Study:
(From S-61 Termination Report)

State or Agency

Alabama

Arkansas
Florida

Georgia
Kentucky
Louisiana

‘Mississippi

North Carolina

South Carolina
Tennessee

Texas

L4

Personnel

John E, Duni<elberger
Calvin L. Vanlandingham

Geraldine B. Terry
Daniel E. Alleger

John D, Kelley
Melvin Knapp

J. J. Mangalam
A. Lee Coleman

Pedro F. Hernandez
George Wilber

Elizabeth J .'§Sf'6i¢a:13"vic
Calvin L. Vanlandingham
Gerald O, Windham
Arthur.G, Cosby

.Glenn C., McCann

C. Horace Hamilton
Virlyn A, Boyd
Charles L. Cleland
William P. Kuvlesky

W. Kennedy Upham
John T, Pelham

i
’
i
+
1
i
e
3
H



3

H
B
‘
:
-
1
®
H
3
t

- Year

1965

1966

1967

1968

1969

1970

State or Agency

USDA, ERS

CSRS Representative -

Administrative Advisor -

* %uk k %

-

5-61 Committee Meetings and Organizatian

~ Persannel
E. Grant Youmans
James H. Copp
Lovis J. Ducoff
Paul J. Jehlik

Dean E. V. Smith

(From annual reports and minutes of meetings)

Manth & Place
of Meeting Chairman

Vice~Chairman Se;:retory

February, Atlantq

-October, Atlanta Cleland

. Subcammittees: Restudy - McCann
Youth - Kuvlesky

October, Atlanta Kelley

Subcommittees: Restudy -~ Dunkelberger

Youth ~ Kuvlesky

-October, New Orleans Dunkelberger

Subcommittees: Restudy - Cleland
Youth = Kuvlesky

October, Atlanta Kuvlesky
Subcommittees: Restudy - Cleland
Youth - Hernandez

October, Houston ~ Kuvlesky
Subcammittees: Restudy - Cleland
Yauth = Kuvlesky

October, New Orleans Cleland

* % % % *

Dunkelberger Kelley

Cleland Kuvlesky

Kelley Kuvlesky
" Dunkelberger Boyd
Dunkelberger Boyd

Kuvlesky Dunkelberger
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‘Year

1968-69
1969-70
1970-71
1971-72

1972-73

APPENDIX 4

Officers of the Rural Sociology Section of the
Association of Southern Agricultural Workers
(From the section Proceedings)

Month & Place

Secretary,
Chairman  Program
-elect  Chairman

of Meeting Chairman
{(February) -
Mobile . Alleger

- M'e'mphis 7 Alleger
Jccksonville Kt;vlesky

Richmond Dunkelberger

Aﬂg;{m Sollie

Secretary, Prog.
Chmn.,,elect

-—-- Kuvlesky

Kuvlesky Dureberger
Durikelbergér : Sollie

Sollie Voland

Voland Boyd

LR,

Voland
Boyd

Cosby




APPENDIX 5

Officers and Organization of the Southern Rural Sociology Research Committee

Year

1968

1969

1969

1970

1971

1972

(From meeting minutes and personal notes.)

Month & Place

of Meeting ~ Chairman  Vice-Chairman Secretary
February, Atlanta Cleland  Tate Skrabanek

Subcommittees: Delineation of Development Areas - Be:trand
Institutional Structure and Change - Kelley ‘
Poverty: Dimensions, Causes and Alleviation of - Sollie
Demographic and Migration Patterns - Skrabanek

February, Atlanta Cleland Dunkelberger _ Sollie
Subcommittees: Poverty - Sollie
: Demographic and Migration Patterns - Skrabanek
Development Areas and Institutional Structures - Knapp

November, Atlanta Dunkélb(;:rger Sollie Kelley

June, Knoxville (Officers Continued)

Subcommittees: Poverty - Sollie -
Demographic ~ Pendelton
"Education ~ Kaufman
Development ~ Knapp

June, Atlanta “Sollie Kelley Boyd

oot Sollie Kelley Boyd

Subcommittee:  Factors affecting rural sociology in the South - Kuvlesky
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List of SRSRC State Representatives for 1948

Algboing -
Arkansas
Georgia

F lorida
Kentucky
Lovisiana
Mississippi
North Carolina

Oklahoma

South Carolina

Tennessee

Texas

Virginia
" At Large
Representing CSRS

Administrative Advisor

Dr."John Bunkelberger
Dr. J. L. Charlton
- . Dr. John Kelley

Prof. D. E. Alleger
/Dr. James S. Brown

~ Dr. A, L. Bertrand
Dr. Carlton R. Sollie
Dr. Selz Mayo

~ None

Dr. V. A. Boyd

2.Dr, Charles L. Cleland
Dr. R':L. Skraban
Dr. Leland B. Tate
br. Harold Kaufman

- Dr. Pqul J. Jehlik

Dean E. V. Smith

-
-
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APPENDIX 6

Principal professional personnel invalved in the 579 Institutional Impact Study

(From various letters and memory)

State or Agency

Alahama
Georgia

" Kentucky

Lovisiana

Mississippi
North Caroling
South Caroling s

Tennessee

Texas

CSRS Representatives

" Administrative Advisors

ok k k kK

B
1
K

Personnel

Calvin Vanlandingham
Wayne Curtis

Max Miller

James Tarver
A. Lee Coleman
C. Milton Coughenour

James Brown-

Pedro Hernandez
Virginia Steelman

Gerald Windham
Glenn C. McCann
Edward Miclean

Charles L. Cleland
Ying Nan Lin

W, Kennedy Upham

Kenneth Wilkinson
Harold Capener

Dean E. V. Smith
Jarvis Miller
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Year

1971

1977~

1972

$-79 Committee Meetings and Organization
(From meeting minutes and personal notes.)

Month & Place
of Meeting Chairman Vice-Chairman

Secretary

February, Atlanta Glelang: McCann

Subcommittees: Knowledgeables Survey - Miller
Household Interviews - McCann
Secondary Data Needs - Vanlandingham

October, Atlanta Cleland NMicCann
Subcommittees: Census Data - Upham
Other Secondary Data - Van!andingham
Knowledgeables Interviews - Coleman
Household Interviews - McCann

June, Atlanta McCann Coleman

Windham

Miller

Miller




