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AESTRACT : :
' The attitudes and opinions of rural Michigan
residents were surveyed on selected issues and policies in 1970. The
sample included 343 respondents drawn from 34 randomly celected
sampling points. Each point was a rural township from which about 10
“interviews were made. Responses of the 88 farm and 255 nonfarm
residents were compared in the study. Some major areas covered in the
interviews were farm policy, political tactics, strikes by farm
workers, and the family farm. It was found that meaningful
differences in attitudes on certain social issues existed between
rural subgroups, that including the respondent's sex as a control
variable led to additonal insishts, that farm males always supported
positions interpreted as favorable to agriculture, and that the
nonfarm female clearly reflected the consumer orientation. It was
noted that, while it was difficult to draw many generalizations from
‘this limited study, sex should be taken into account in future
studies of farm families. (PS) : AR
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Selected Attitudes and Opinions
of Michigan's Rural Population

Tom Koebernick am:l I. Allan Beegle
Department of Sociology

INTRODUCTION

In the summer of 1970, we surveyed the attitudes
and opinions on selected issues and policies of rural
Michigan residents. The sample comprised 343 re-

spondents. No urban residents were included, but

many respondents residing in rural areas had little
or no direct connection with agriculture. Eighty-eight
were categorized as farm and 255 as nonfarm.

On three nahfmal mes—palluugn abortitm re-

grmips diEl:l‘Ed, but not always as expected, While
185 of the sample agreed that pollution problems are
confined to urban areas, only 10% of the farm sample

B agreml with the stutement. As to the extent of ap-.

prcfm of hberaliz.ing abnrtion legglahan, 46% af the

no apmum In cﬂntrasf 41% of the farm gmup ap—
proved, 45% disapproved and 14%- had no opinion,
While 61% of the total sample agreed with efforts to
improve the economy and life in rural areas, cmly 52% o
- of the farm sample agreed.

. - Consensus as to the natmnal pmblem defngndmg:
' '_-gnvemmentnl nttenﬁnn was great fgr farm and nonc -

farm groups, and for most age groups. Reducing crime
and air and water pollution were considered top
priority problems. Each was mentioned among the
three major problems by more than 60% of the re-
spondents, Unemployment reduction, improved hous-
ing and slum clcarance, and conquering killer dis-
eases were less important.

‘A series of questions related to national farm
policy revealed substantial support for greater bar-
gaining power for farmers, but only moderate sup-
port for withholding produce from the market, and
even less support for strikes. Except for strikes, the
farm group felt more strongly than Lhe nanfann gr:mp

‘on thEse issues.

Our sample of respondents placed a high value
on the family farm. Nmety-one percent of the farm
and 71% of the nonfarm group strongly agreed that-
the family farm should be preserved as the basic uzit

‘in American agriculture, To the related question as

to whether la:gg ‘corporation farms, commercialized
family farms or small family farms are hest for
American agriculture, 555 of the farm but only 35%

~of the nonfarm respondents said the “small family
- farm.” Dnly 5% and B% Df these groups fnvaréd ﬂje‘ »

]a:ge cm'pc)rahnn fnrm
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THE SAMPLE

The sample included 343 respondents drawn from
34 randomly-selected sampling points i, Michigan,
Fach point was a rural owaship from which aboug
10 interviews were made. The farm apd non-farm
subgroups were defined by the extent to which 4
respondent’s family engaged in farming, A three
phase classification procedure was used:

1} The Census Burcau criteria of farm size and
dollar value of annual sales was applied to
each respondent;’

2) Those not chissificd as a fann family using

the Census criteria were evaluated in terms

of their reported occupations. If & respondent’s
occupation was “fatmer” or “farm laboret,” he
was added to the farm group.

Vo

3

et

Al still not classified in the farm group were
separated ac-ording to their spouse’s occupa-
tions. If the spousc’s occupation was farm.
ing, the respondent was added tg the farm
subgroup.

All respondents not included in the farm subgroup
were placed in the nonfarm subgroup. The subgroups
ﬁ‘imparéd mnsistﬁl of 88 resf;@ﬁdcms classified as
farm and 355

255 as nonfarm.

Demographic Characteristics

Selected characturisties of the sample of rural
Michigan respondents are shown in Tables 1 and 2,
A mmparisnn nf the two gmuﬂs by ngc sex, nnri'tal
groups of respnnduntg hm! larger pmpoﬂxzms nF n!der
persons than we cxpected to find.

Tiwenty-eight percent of the farm group and 27% 7

of the nonfarm group were 80 years old and over. The
farm group had a larger proportion 40-59 years old;
the nonfarm group had a larger proporticn under 40,
Females outnumbered males in both groups, bt the
difference was more apparent in the farm group. The

mid-summer. season, during which the survey was -

taken, probably affected the availability of mnlt:;
especially farm males, for mteﬁ'ievi‘s

‘ﬁm !‘am group mﬁid of 88 ramnd:nu Smhﬁ.iz Ilwd o &
R i
,hﬂmafm,inﬂsﬁmﬁiim. mpﬁmm&f@h;.m

rasidence was oot on & farm. ﬁflbimﬁ!hmmsﬁmm“;

' 38 were males and 50 fomales. -

BEST AVAILABLE CORY

farm; 7 reported famming s en Gtcubation, ket did met

TARLE 1. Selected Characteristics of the Sample by Age,
Sex, Ma.tal Statis and Lducation for Farm
and Nonfarm Kt:pundenis‘ in l‘emenlngu

Uhn:aclesiatin Balh Farw imt-m

ﬂ: Perrent)
Aga
{nder 80 i8 ] #1
-39 18 12 41
40 - 40 0 27 7
50:59 17 23 4
60 and over 7 28 br)
Sex
Male 48 43 49
Female 52 87 51
N 3 58 255
Marital Status
Married 82 82 81
Single 8 7 5
Divorced/separated 3 0 4
Widowed L 9 8
NA 1 1 1
N 33 88 255
Education
Less than 8 vears 7 & 7
8- 11 vears a3 as 31
H. S grudmte 31 a3 34
Some college, business or
technical school 20 18 21
College graduate 8 i 8
N 3 58 255

o

TABLE 2. Father's Ococupation and Own Occupation of
Farm and Nonfarm Respondents, in Percent-

ages
- - Flriu " Nomfarm
. Crwn Filhr’l Own  Fathet's
Oérupatinnal Oevupa- Orcnpa:  Derupa- Ovvups-
Categery tion  tien tien fr=4
= Pmu

Prolessional, technical and

kindred 7 2 8 3
Farming 21 81 0 27
Manager, official anﬂ

broprictor 3 2 7 13
Clerieal 12 3 7 4
Sales 1 1 2 2
Craftsmen 5 12 19 21
Operatives 14 é 18 19
Service/private houschold a 7 7 5
Lanrmﬁjminﬁi 2 2 1 4
Never mrkeﬂ Lrd 0 a7 0
*A 8 2 5 -3

‘Each group had a similar proportion marricd, but

only the nonfarm group had divorced or separated

persons. The farm group had a larger proportion fail-
ing to earn a high school “iploma, Furthermore, the
nanfarm group was more likely to be trained or edu-

- cated ‘beyond ‘high school. The number of persons

in each group with less than 8 years of education,

. with a high school diploma, and witha ¢ l!ege ﬂeyee
;,hﬂ“ever, was apgmmmgtely the same. .-
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By definition, those wh se occupation is farming Eighty-five pereent of the farm group resided on

should be in the farm group. Table 2, however, shows farms as defined by consus criteria. None of the non.
that two other major occupations were important in farm group rosided on a consus-defined farm, although
the farm group—cicrical work and manufacturing 8% lived on 10 or more acres of land,

{operatives), Mamufacturing was & major ~ouree of em-

plovment for nonfarmers {to an even greater extent), Attitades and Opinfons

Of the nonfarm group, 7% were emple:ed ps erafts. - o

men foremen and operatives, More nonfarry than Respondents were questioned about certain na-
farm respondents were employed in managerial posi- tional isswes ad problems, and agricultural policics
tiens and in service oceupations. and practices. Views on pollution, abortion law re-

form and governmental policy for rural arcas are given
in Table 3. Rural residents, particularly those in
farming, did not agree that pollution problems are
confined to urban areas,

Fathers of the farm respondents were usually
farmers or craftsmen (Table 2). Though the major
category for the nonfarm group was also farming, it
was less than half as great as in the farm group, Other

important occupations in the nonfarm group are The slightly more favorable attitude of nonfarm
managers, officials and proprietors, craftsmen and respondents toward abortion law reforms is explained
operatives, by the more approving attitudes of nonfarm respond-

ents and the large number of farm males (267%) un-
decided on the issue. When evaluated on the basis of
sex alone, the women disapproved of abortion law

Another difference in the two groups occurs when
we consider what state the respondent grew up in,
Ninety-five percent of the farm group as compared

with 85% of the nonfarm group grew up in the Nosth reform more than men.  Although the nonfarm group
Contral region. Among respondents raised in this favored Yberalized abortion kaws slightly more, an

region, those raised in Michigan were more likely to equal portion in each group opposed reform.

be in the farming group (87% vs. 72%). . Contrary to expectation, a smaller proportion of
_ As mentioned previously, questions pertaining to farm than nonfarm respondents agree with the govemn-
the tenancy status of respondents were also asked.? ment’s policy to imprave the economy and life in rvral
For the farm group, 88% owned their farms, 3% areas. The proportions agrecing are 52 and 64%,
rented, 1% worked the farm on shares, and the rest respectively. This variation is explained by the much

could not list their farm in one of these categories. lower percentage of farm women (46%%) who agreed.
They also had the greatest amount of disagreement

Zﬁﬂm‘ﬁ otk thls question of ench roipondent, et and uncertainty toward government policies. A
agricultural activity. Only 1% of the farm group was oot ssked the ‘Responses to the question, “Which three of these

qeastion vi. 79% of the woafarm group. In the urm group, 75 of ibe
residences could pot be classilied farms win the censos critenia {serege national problems (Respondent is handed a card)

ard talre}. Another the respondents could apply [
crheria 10 tbet mii of the re ot the would you like to see the government devote most of

Q\reshnn Ai Db}‘ﬁuiﬁﬁﬂrd a l.hat mﬂuﬁﬁn pmbiem: are mnﬂm!dlnurhﬁn m?
FAEE GEOLT HDRFAEH Gﬁﬂl\‘? BOTR
Male Female  Beth . Make Female Bslk Mals - Famale Al
" Amree 1 10 M 22 18 13 18 16
Disagree 87 a8 R [ &l TI 80 85 1] 82
No ﬁpinjm 3 2 3 c 2 3 2 . 2
] 38 5 B8 125 Iﬂﬁ 955 . 163 - 180 843
Qﬁﬂlﬁnﬁl Emw mﬂyﬁup&ueLeﬁmwﬁeﬁa;msppmtmdmpmﬂkhﬂaﬁmgxbwﬁmkﬁshﬁm :
CApprove . 40 43 a 51 S 48 48 i 48
Disapprove SR | 5 45 : 40 51 45 . - 52 - 45
Nnﬁﬁﬂm : 26 - 4 M 9 5 7 3 - 4 8
38 50 88 C 125 130 955 163 180 M3
Qﬁeﬂhﬂﬁ. mmmmiﬂmﬂml&eMsmkwlnimmmﬂm@mmdB&inmgglm? 7
Agree - - 8l 46 - 82 - 64 65 - 64 -6 %9 6l
- Disagres - : £9 50 - §8 Co 29 17 20 o n i 9
‘ Nnnphbn S 13 24 -19 R S | 16 . 14 - . -20 17
e -~ 38 . - 80 . -8§8 - . 7198 180 - §/E - 183 1800
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its attention to in the nex! year or two?™ are reported
in Tables 4 and 5. The card listed the following
problems:

1} trying to improve housing. elearing slums;

2) trying to beautify America;

3} trving to reduce pollution of air and water;

4} wrying to improve highway safety;

5) trying to reduce unemployment:

8) trying to reduce the amount of crime inthe US;

7} trylng to condgquet killer diseages;

B) trying to reduce racial diserimination;

9) helping people in poor areas;

10} trying to improve public education.

Selections are cross-classified by the individual's
farm ‘nonfarm status and his age. For all age groups
there is a consensus in the problems ranked first and
second® Crime and pollution reecived the top two
rankings by sizeable margins in cach age group
(Table 4). Some differences in the order of these two
problems did occur in the diflerent age groups. Only
farm respondents under 50 years of age ranked crime
and three other problems—public education, racial
discrimination and uncmployment second.

Age group variations in perceiving national prob- -

lems ranking third, fourth and fifth in importance are
very slight among farm and nonfarm réspﬂndeﬁts The
muost often chosen problems arce killer diseases, un-
employment and housing /slums. Hnwm'@r, thc order-

ing of these problems does vary so that differences

Problone were ranked by compuling the peioent of respondents in each
suhgyonp elevtin & given problem oy one of their three choices, Using
these prreents tes, the problems wers ranked from highest to lownt baied
an the numbey of Fersons in the suhgroup selecting & problem. In the
o of tiny, those problems veceiving the wame perrentage of choleey,
were givew the same tank. The problem with the next highest percentage
received the mank appropriate to it ordinal position based on 11 pomi-
tioms (10 problems and "NA™ roponse), For emample, no ptthe'ms

- middle-aged.

TARLE 4. National Problems Considered Matt lmpm
tanit®* by Rural Michigan Residents, in Per-
centages for Sclected Age Groups

Preblem .

Eaber 38.3% 4840 184w (her AN
I0¥ms, yr.  Fr. yrh. SO yrR.  Apm
o . T {In Peremty

Heustngslums 34 bl bk 32 b o] a1

Berautify America 10 § i3 4 8 T

Follution B84 62 37 56 66 61

Higlhway safets 8 6 i0 1B 20 13

Unemployment 23 23 43 a7 31 a2

Ctime 43 62 67 74 65 62

Riller dissases 34 30 5 )Y bit] 30

Racial discrimination 28 27 13 21 15 20

Help poor 24 22 18 12 27 2

Public education 24 28 22 15 4 18

KA 10 4] 0 4 3 3

N ] 62 683 -

87 57 83 443

. 13 5gw footoote I3 on page 5.

bi'twcen certain age groups occur. For example, only
three age groups, the farm groups aged 30-39 and

40-19 and the nonfarm group aged 30-39, ranked pub-
lic education as high as fifth,

“Helping people in poor arcas™ was wmainly the
concern of the voung and the old but not of the
Nonfarm respendents under 30 and

ovor ﬁi rm’xLed this pmblcm fitth (28 md 207%, 10-

Raeial discnmmatmﬂ was mv:ntmﬂed unly by those
farm respondents under 30 (30%:) and between 30-39
years (18%) and by the nonfarm age groups 30-39
(29% ) and 50-59 (22%). - When the problems ranked
one through five were controlled by sex of respondents
only minor variations occurred—even when these sub-
groups were separated by the farm-nonfarm cate-
gories.

were ranked three, four, or five for the “under 30" farm subgroup b
dibgﬁgimuefﬁlm

*Unly two black males are included 1n Lh,g sample.

TABLE 5. The Five Mast Important I\ilfanal Problems Mentioned by Maley and Females in the Farm and Nonfarm

. Crime (625%)

: E‘uﬂuﬁaﬁ (BI%)

Unemplt{}ﬁﬁnt (32%) N

o Groups
7 ;hi-!l-u o Rank of Problem and Percent Selocting -
Nenfarm, Reagond- = = Im - ind e .. 4th 5th
B wmn S _ -
Farm 38  Ceime [71%) Pollution' (61 5’%) " Disease (4777) “Housiag (3445 Ummph}‘mﬂﬂt {26%%)
Nonfarm - 125  Pollution (85%) ~  Crime (627%) Unemployment (347:]  Disease (33 i:) "Housing (275%)
Bath' - 163  iPollution (845%) )Crime (64%%)  Disease (36%) Unemployment (324t)  Housing (28%)
Farm, 50 Pollution (647) Crime (605} _ Unemployment (36%) D;seasg {30%) Race (28%¢) -
© Nonfarm = 130  Crime (62%2) Pollution (58%) . Housing (37 ;g) . Unemployment (29%)  Poor & Diseasc (24%)
‘Both - - - 180 - Crime (6i%) “Pollution (59%)  Housing (33%) - - Unewmployment (31%:) - Disease (26%) :
TOTAL .- 343 n&;&(sxg; B

B ﬁsem(m ;)
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Farm Policy Opinions

Al sespondents were asked a set of six questions
pertaining to national farm pelicies and farm practices.
Opinions of the nonfarm group were generally less
mtense thar those of the farm group, Choices tend
to clinter at the middle of the opinion scale. Also
there was an incrcase in the number of respondents
vinithle to express an opinion. Farm males had a very
low proportion of “don't know™ responses (3% or
less per question). The level of “don't know”™ responses
for farm females was generally lower than for nen-

farm males, although there were uccx:tmns Non-

farm females had a bigh pmpaﬂmn of “don’t know”
responses, ranging from 10 to 1997 per question,

Not a single respondent in the farm group felt that
farmers did not need greater bargaining power {Table
B, question A). Nonfarmers did not feel as strongly
about the need for greater farmer burgaining power,
Only 605 strongly agreed in such a need as com-

pared” wx!h 75% of the farm group.

Political Tacties

The hnﬂ group had a consistent minority favoring
cestain “power polities” tacties by farmers for pro-
tecting their interests, When asked about three spe-
tific tactics for achieving greater economic power-
national crganization, withholding and strikes (ques-
tions B, C and D)~—less than half of the farm respond.
enty strongly supported any of these actions. Opposi-
tion to these tuctics ranged from 17%% (national organi-
zation, question B), te 247 (withholding, question C),
10 527 (strikes, question D) in the farm group.

The responses of male and female farm respond-
ents differed sharply. Most females were much less
supportive of power tactics. They were in moderate
agreement of the need for national organizations while
the males reported strng agreement. The moderate
'pi)silinn af Iem.ﬂes as mmpireﬂ to 'ﬁmles is cspgcia“y

on stnkes.

TABLE 6. Responses to Five Questions on Naticnal Farm Policy for Males and Females of the Farm and Nonfarm

Grnups, in Percentages(»

ngs!mn A. lu \\.lmt L\unl du you feo] tlmt mrmers shmzld havg gfl.l‘éf h arg: umng_ _power in nnfkumg thur pradu:ts?

PAEM GROUP ‘-ﬂl\FAR\i GROUP EOTH
Mlle Femsls Both Male Female Baoth Male Female Al
Strongly (57 agree ' 76 76 75 64 57 60 67 62 61
Moder.telyte) agree 21 18 18 29 30 29 a7 27 27
Do not agree 0 1] 0 5 8 3 4 1 2
DK a3 8 5 3 12 7 3 11 7
N ~ 38 50 88 125 130 255 ] 163 18{) 343

Q!ws!mn B. Sume Fann orgmizations opcrate on a national Imsxs Ta what cxtent do you thmk that praducers of cach mujor fnrm

prmluu -huuld bL urﬁ.uu.:z‘d mtmmlb?

Strongly agrev ) 61 36 48 5 4 ~24 88 27 a0
Muoderately agree 21 42 33 54 - 58 53 48 50 48
Do not agree 18 16 17 g 4 7 13 7 10
DK 0 8 3 10 19 15 8 18 12
N B 38 . 50 88 - 125 130 255 163 180 343
Question f‘ Farmers dmnld cl\tc'rmme what prices thty wﬂl aceept ﬂnd then i’nthhnid their pmducls until lhcse prices are paid.
‘atmngl} agree 55 26 a8 38 -‘307 3 42 29 35
Moderately agree 24 36 81 42 38 39 37 ar a7
Do not agree 18 30 24 18 - a2 20 17 .24 .21
DK ) . 5 8 7 3 11 7 4 . 10 - 7
N - ) 3 50 88 125 13() 255 - 163 180 - 343
Queshnn L Farm uurlurs should use strikes wht:n they fe::l they are receiving unf: adt rrcatment : E
Strongly agree L 10 21 3 17 35 — 35 I5 24
Moderately agree 28 . 18, _ . 28 - 84 - 85- -85 - 32 80 - 31
Du not agree _ 84 .68 52 25 a5 30 - 27 - 43 a8
: - , : -3 -8 5 : 7 . 147 10 -8 - 12 -9
S,, - 98 50— 88 - 125 - --130 - 0255 163 180 343
Question E, How nmpﬂﬂnnt dn you think it is to preserve lhE family farm as the basne unit in Ament*m ﬂgnculture?
‘Strongly agree T 87 94 9l T8 T 1.6 7 "7
Moderately agree 8 4 8 23 15 18 . 18 12 15
‘Do not agree . . g . C = 1 2 - Sz B 2 2
DK 3 2 2. L8 1 7 3 9 6
. N - . ... 88 . 50 - 88 - 125 - 7130 - - -955 - - -~ 1683 5 180 343

‘!’Thc choices offered the resmndenu acre "vr:ry gﬁﬂt o gﬂ‘st, 5
stituted for Hgreat.” - - T
1 Strangly agree™ eumhme; the *very gr:at and "'gfeat“ responses,

“some,” “slight,” "not n,gy. and “dont hmw * In Questinn E, “impgﬁmt“ is sub- ‘




Nonfarm persons also supported the use of “power”
tactics. They were somewhat uncertain about the
necd for national organizations of farm producers
(15% have no npimnn) yet those totally apposed are
fewer (76 v, 17t) than in the farm group. They also
favored withholding products from market more than
the farm group (737 vs. 89%¢). Only 30% of this
group opposed strikes by farm workers.

Opinions of men and women ir the nonfarm group
were generally similar. However, women had less
action-oriented outlooks and more “don’t know” re-
sponses. Nonfarm women were least likely to strongly
agree to a need for greater bargaining power by

farmers. Except for farm women, they had the great-

cst opposition to a withholding tactic to raise farm
prices. On the strike issue, nonfarm women taok a
position similar to farm males, falling between the
greatest and least action-oriented subgroups, nonfarm
males and farm females,

Strikes by Farm Workers

Most farm respondents, when classified by occupa-
tion, were located at the extremes of the attitude seale
in regard to strikes, Only 22% of the total farm group
took a middle-of-the-10ad position -n strikes by farm
workers, White collar workers favored strikes slightly
more than blue collar workers (33% vs. 28% strcngly
supporting this tactic). Seventy percent of the “non-

workers” (primarily housewives and students, exclud-:

mg thL umzmpiayed and retired) were opposed to

Nonfarm blue collar workers favored strikes by
farm workers more than nonfarm white collar workers
(36% vs. 15%). This is opposite of the farm ‘group
pattern. Also, there was a shift in the category of
“nonworkers,”* from an overwhelming opposition to
strikes (70% in the farm group) to a much lower oppo-
sition (20% in the nonfarm group). The lower level
of strong support among white collar workers was a
shift in the intensity of the attitudes, The proportion

in the nonfarm group opposed to strikes. was still less

_(87% vs. 43%) than white collar workers in the farm

_group. Thus, among the norfarm blue: collar ‘cate- -
gories - the intensity of support increased and dis-

“approval - decreased.” Furthermore, craftsmen and
fargmen showed the strongest support for- strikes,

32% of the nﬂufﬂﬁ‘i group.

%Only one excepti
: wurkers nnd

decreases (4(3% v5,-15;) from f
tutnl d;au als

5The categm-y "Nanwafkers. Eh: eampﬁses -'31% 'uf' the farm group and

fo" this- pitttern - oecurs, Strnﬁg support by ‘service
‘to nonfarm - -

% vie 40%). -

Nonfarm operatives had equal proportions at hoth
extremes, while the pereent of service workers op-
posed was less than in any of the farm blue collar
occupational categories.

Variation between farm and nonfarm respondents
is explained by sex ag well as oceupation (Tuble 8.
Approximately 5047 of the farm: female respondents
were classified as nonworkers, This subgroup is almost
ane-third of the total farm group. Comparison of the
three remaining subgroups (farm  males, nonfarm
males, nonfarm females) shows a more maderate varia-
tion by sex. Thus, farm-nonfarm status produces
variations between occupational groups independent
of a respondent’s sex.

The Family Farm

Two farm policy questions dealt with the family
farm as an ideal in American agriculture. There was

- overwhelming support for preserving the family farm
“as the basic unit in American agriculture (Table 6, -

question E). Support for the family farm was strongest

~ among farm females (94%) followed by farm males

(87%). The male-female differences in the nonfarm
group (73% vs. T1%) were very small,

Farm and nonfarm groups were subdivided by
the occupation of the respondent’s father, which was
designated either as “farming” or “nonfarming.” Tn
the farm group, only slight variations in importancc
of preserving the family farm resulted from differences
in fathu’s Di;g.upiltiﬂns Surprlsmgly, tlmsc whoag
tha,n those \ﬂth DDﬂf;l[n] f’ﬂhers (94 ] d!ld, 100% gw—
ing affirmative answers).

Ck:f:u'patinns of fatﬁe’rs of nanﬂrl'ﬂ respﬂndents
the famlly fa,rrn Generally, the nnnfa,rm gmup was

favorable, though the feeling was not as strong as'in
the farm group.. Only 71% of the former as opposed

to 919 of the latter strongly suppdrtcd prEseerg the
- family farm. - '

. When asked, “What is best for A'rﬁérl'i;‘ﬂﬂ agrichl-
ture?”, farm group respondents who were children -

- of farmers favored the large family farm to a greater -

" extent (39% vs. 35%) than did “children -of non-
farmers. The latter were:more favorable toward large
~ corporation farming (9% vs. 2%). Both had the same

proportion (56 %) WhD t:ﬂnsxdered the- srnall family .

~farm best

DxEErEnees by father’s occupation were found also

- inthe nonfarm. group, Children of farmers favored =
T (46%.
. farms. “Those with | nonfarmer fathers preferred .(50%
.{vs 36%) the largg-if '

vs. 32%) the small farms over the large E-.mnly '

nily f: farms over. the smsll -ones.
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As a whole, the nonfarm group favored (485F vs, 3577)
the large family farm. The “don’t know” respondents
in the nonfarm group was six times larger (129 vs,
217) than in the farm group,

Sex as as Variable

Thus, meaningful differences in attitudes on cer-
tain social issues existed between rural subgroups.
Including the respondents’ sex as a control variable
led to additional insights regarding the attitudes of
rural Michigan's population. The sex variable was
most evident in this sample’s attitude toward abortion
reform laws and withholding farm products from
market. Farm females were surprisingly consistent
in their position vis a vis the other subgroups (i.e.,
farm males, nonfarm. males and nonfarm females).
They showed the greatest opposition to activist strate-
gics and the strongest support for traditional family
farms,

- Farm males always supported positions interpreted
as “favorable to agriculture,” The male and female
nonfarm respondents fluctuated, sometimes showing
greater support of activist tactics' than farmers, but
at other times showing less enthusiasm.. Much of this
ambivalence seems to depend on the issue. Does the
issuc have direct implications for the nonfarmer as
the consumer or is it directed toward more abstract
social values? Most nonfarm men had a low coinmit-
ment to traditional agricultural values, but accepted
certain principles of economic activism (i.e., strikes).
However, they were cautious regarding the farmers’
need to gain more power in the marketplace. This
may be a conflict between their economic values and
their social status as consumers.

The nonfarm female clearly reflected the consumer
orientation. She combined a relatively low commit-

ment to agrieultural ideals with n consumer’s appre-
hensicn toward increased farm power. These indi-
viduals were more tolerant of activist strategies than
the conservative farm females, but the incompatability
of activism and consuinerism toned down such sup-
port. We can hypothesize that these women were the
family shoppers and more conscious of the food mar-
ket and its impact on the family budget. But the non-
farm male had a work role in our industrial society,
as well as a family role. Most were blue collar workers
and union members. They recognized the advantages
of organizing for cconomic betterment,

RESEARCH IMPL:CATIONS
Of all respondents, the farm female presents the

most interesting case. Her attitudes on farm issues
are quite paradoxical. She strongly believes in the

traditional values of American agriculture as sym-
~ bolized in the “family farm” .ideal. The need for

greater bargaining power by farmers in the market-
place is clearly recognized. Yet, she remains a con-
sumer at heart—opposed to national organizations,
withholding strategies and strikes,

It is difficult to draw too many generalizations
from this limited study, However, we cai make a
strong case for the need to take sex into account in
future studies of farm families. This need may be
particularly acute in areas where part-time farming
has been introduced recently. Perhaps the husband
in such families is being socialized into a new social

milieu of the factory, learning new social norms and °

values but his wife remains on the farm and in her
traditional role.. This social isolation may be rein-
forced by physical distance. Thus, the last exponents

of the more traditional farm values are farm women. -




