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This Basebook reflects ®he concerted efforts of 11 scientists from 10 scates i0 a

compilation of household and demographle data on 2,580 rural families in the Souch. It
was a horrendous task for these sclentists of different disciplines and backgrounds to
develop @ unlfied model and procedure to conduct research in different geographical areas.
It was..indeed a rare opportunity for me to have been a part of the development and
1 condiction of this 'project from my Pnitial favolvement as a principal investigactor to my
) current involvement as administrative advisor. s
The sclentists should be commended for %he agony and hard work shared by atl in
¢« overcoming the _g(ltiplicity of problems {inherenc {n group ot tegional research. However,
the outcome of this publicatien represents reward for their perseverance, acumen and
dedication to a commitment.
It is hoped char Chis Basebook will serve its readers as a source of enlighteriment
concerning poverty in the rural South and the need and inspiration to dp further research
on the subject.

- *

Sidney H., Evans

s Administrative Advisor
. ) ACKNOWLEDGCMENT
_ ' Soclal scientists hfrom eleven institutions, all participants in the first 18%0

Land-Grant Reglonal Resgarch Project (RR-1), shared in the preparations of this Basebook.
As indicated in section nwo, specific responsibilities wetre divided among the institu-
tions, Iechnical committee work in developing this document was greatly facilizated by
the use aof the North Central Regional Research Publicatien He. 217: Patterns of Living
Related to Income Poverty in Disa‘dvanta'sed Families. With this document as a,common
reference model, we were able Lo concentraCe more fully on Cimely repotting of the survey
data. While final~ licatfon of the volume has been delayed nearly six months beyond the
- original schedyle, the ten state-level surveys have been compleced abour.‘18 months and the
machine teadab{e data tapes have been avallable about 12 months. During this period
' several computel runs and reruns were expertly processed by Alton Thompson and associates
of North Carolina AST University. Interprecations of these Tuffsiwere debaCed by section
authors and the coordinating editor before final interpretations and drafts were agteed
upon. Consistent with the comnlttees apﬁroach to analysis, edicipng has been asslsted
greatly by Marguerite Howie. and colleagues, South Carolina State College; Lina Godfrey,
University of Arkansas, Pilne Bluff; and Ruby Johnson, Alabama A&M University. The summary
was drafted in collaboratfon with Jackie Whitehead and Melvin Walker of Forc Valley State
College. Each of rthe sectlons has benefited from the dedic;ted checking of text and
¢ tables by Cete Bekele and the {fnnovation and endurance of Pushpa Sapra on the I8M
Displaywricer. Credit for formating the camera-ready copy, also goes to these two reseatch
assistants at Alabama ASM University., Finaily, responsibility for all remaining errors

and omlssions rescs with the cootrdinating editor.

a ' A
. W Gerald C. Wheelock
. Coordinating Editor
ERIC | ' 4 *
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Thee Historically Black Land-Grant Colleges,
though established under the Morrill Act of
1890, did nbt start receiving United States
Departme'nt of Agriculeure research and extemsion
funds until 1967. THER: funds became available
to the agricultural units at the respective
lcolleges. Most of these colleges allocated
these funds for the developtent of research
projects in pure agricultural sciences; only a
few colleges allocated small portions for
people-oriented research in rural development.
Under the influence of Prs. Edward Moe apd Paul
Jehlik, rhen Rural Sociologists with the Co-
operative State Research Service, USDA, the late
Dr. Cozy L. Ellison, former Dean of the School
of Agriculture, Fort Valley State College; and
subsequently Coordinator of 1890 Research
Programs with CSRS, encouraged a1l 1890 schools
to establish social science research projects.
At the sape time, Dr. Moe during his—wisit in—
February 1976, .to Florida A&M University, and
May 1974, to South Carolina State College
etphasized the need for social sclence resear-
chers at 1890 schools to es‘:ablish channels of
c nication among themselves. He suggested to
{ br. J.S. bhillon at Florida A&M University that

e

AN OVERVIEW OF THE HISRORY OF RR-1 .

’ - '
institutions. for participation. e sgcond
meeting of the committee was hedd ac” che
+University of Wisconsin, Madison, in September,

1977, 1in cohjunction with the Apnual Rural

Sociological Soctery Meetings. Dr. Gerald .

Wheelock from Alabama A&M University alse
participated in the deliberations, Dr. JI.S.
Dhillon was unanimously elected Chairman of the
formittee. Subsequent meetings were held at
$outh Carolina College 1in November 1%77, Port
Valley State College in January 1978, and Dallas
*in March 1978. During this period Dr. Alfred

€ parks of Prairie View ASM University, Dr. Sheng-

Yung L1 of ¥irginia Scate College, and Dr. Levi
Jones of Tennessee State University had also
joined the project. A proposal encitled
"Isolation of Factors TRelated to Levels and
Patterns of Living in the Rural Soutk" was
devefoped as a result of these meetings.

—--The research proposal was presented tO the
Association of 1890 Research Directors at their
spring meeting at Alabama A& University on
April 11, 1978, feor approval by Dr. Dhilloen,
Pr. Walker, and Ms. Yvomnne Beauford. After

considerable discussion the proposal was,

approved. Ur, Howard Robinson of North Carelina

e talk with Dr. Melvin Walker at Fort Valley /J&I State University was asked to serve as the

State College. Both brs. Walker and Dhillon
were studying rural pov:erty and there were
elements of similarity in the two projects.
Dr. Dhillon visited Fort Valley State College
later that year. After & 1/2 hours of meetings,
they decided to explore the idea of a regional
research project in che atea of poverty with
other 1890 researchers. Dr., John Moland of
Southern University and Mrs. Marguerite Howie of
South Carolina State College expressed interest
in collaboration. The first meeting to discuss
the tegional research concept was held at
Florida AsM University fnm July, 1577. In addi-
tion to the above referenced four social
scientists, Mrs. Kathleen Hanna from South
,Carolina State College, Ms. E. Yvonne Beauford
‘«from Fqrt Valley State College, -and  CSRS
representacives Dr. Edward Moe ‘and Dr. McKinley
Mayes participated in that meeting. The regional
research concept was defined and its signifi-
cance and relevance discussed. It was agreed,
that invitations be extended to other 1890

. ERIC 2
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administrative advisor to the Reglonal Research
Techndcal Committee.

In June 1978, at the resignation of
bPr. Dhillon as Chairman of the Technical Commit-
tee, Dr Walker was unanimously elected the new
Chairman, a position which he still holds. At
variols times between 1978 and 1979, the follow-
ing institutions also joined the regional
project which was officially designated by CSRS
as RR-1: !

Alcorn State University -js. M.S. Dhaliwal
) & Woong Kyu Cho
University of Arkansas

at Pine Bluff -- Dr. Lina Godfrey
North Carolina A&T

State University -- Dr. Alton Thompson
Tuskegee Institute == Dr. Avery Webber
Kentucky State 5 (
Universitcy : == Dr. Dinker Patel

The present membership of RR-+1 consists of
ten 1890 institutions.

3
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Across the nation, there exists inqualities
among»fa.miue‘s not onlty in income distribution
but in the ability to acquire the necessitfes-of_
life. Although much pPoverry reseirch has been
conducted and many programs have been establish-
ed as a result of such résearch, answers a
the causative factors of poverty are still-
elusive. However, we do know that, whether one
becomes rich Or remains poor, the values that an
individual. holds, the attitudes one possesses
towards self and otl;ners, betfef in oneself and
the community fin which one is fovolved, cne's
age, 3%ex,-race, and habits as well as one's
family and community environment are cohtri*
buting factors. This ld-state Southern regional
research project entitled "The Isolation of
Factors Related to Patterns and Levels of Living
in the Rural South," examined the retationship
of the above factors with one's sucéess {in
escaping poverty. ' .

Respondents selec;g\d were heads ofl house-
holds. In two-parent families, th® husband was
considered the head. To maximize response rates
and representativeness, sample data were collec~
ted by personal interviews, To minimize fiéld
survey costs and insure comparabiliry of dafa, a
two-stage cluster sample design was standardized
‘for all ten states, Stage one was a systebatic
random sample of three racially mixed (minimum
of 400 Blacks), tow-income (lower 35%, rural 70%
ar more) counties in each state.. Stage two'wdl
a rano{om clustef sample of eight houses per
cluster. + sind of thirry sapple <lusters
per state (240 hguseholds) was allocated among .
the three countiqs ip proportion to thefr size.
Each state's research staff traihed ingerviewers .
in their three "counties. During the, qurvey,
field supervisors kept close contact to ensure
that the proper procedurés weré beiog” followed.
Once «&the field work was completed, the intervidy
schedules_were coded and data dere transferred
to op scan ‘sheets, From these, c?mputer‘ tapes
were centrally processed at )lorth-Carouna AET
University and preliminary rups were pade.

;e -After final data clegping, tapes were distri-

buted. The anflysts . used the Statistical
Package for the Secial Sciences (SPSS).

IR 3&61%&1 the types of family characteris- * (Kentucky) vs. 0.8% {(Alabama) .

- " :
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SUMMARY

.ties examined were: demographic characterise
ties; P‘er‘;eptions of community and life
satisfaction; agency. utilization and client
satisfaction; attitudes, values and , beliefs
toward and the “commynity; and consumer
behavior. "“These characteristics were anglyzed
by using state-by-state percentagidistributions
and cross tabulations with the poverty'index.
Relationships were tested with Chi square,
Cramar's v and, garson's correlation
coefficient, /’ '

In this report, -descriptions for family
s{ituations are based on 10 separate state lével.
percentage distributions of sample data for more
than 150 attributes. For selected attributes,
sthe high and low percentages (by state) are
presenred below,

a .

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Male heads of household: 77% (Alabama) vs. 52%°
(Florfda) N

Household heads other: than white: 64% (South
Carolina) vs. 26% (Tennesgee) and less than’ 2%
{Kentacky)

Respondents 45 ygars of age and eolder: 66%

‘. (Mississippi) ws. Si% (Kbm:‘uckyz .

Married peads " of households:

82% fi(entucky)
vs., 52% {(Florida) ;

Nonfarm Tesidence:

91% (Florida) vs. 72%
(Mississippt) i
L q_ * .
OTCCIIPATION _CHARACTERISTICS ) .

Respondent ‘4 father.was a farmer:

48% (Georgia)
vs. 3% (Arkansas). - '

L
L3

' Respondent was a farmer: 16% (Mississippi) vs.

7% (Arkansas) . .
+ . /
Children, of respondents who are farmers: 5.6%

T U

-
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vs. 43% (Miss#ssippl) Rated, very good or good,

Civil Right Act has made 1ife better - agree:

60% or more {South Carolina, North Carolina,

82% (Georgia)

Vs,

Mississippli)

]

96% (North‘Carﬂ.ina and

-

Alabama, Mississippil, and Arkansas) vs.

42% or

less (Tennessee and Kentucky)

LY

Comnission on Aging:

Utilized,

‘l’
1% or.

less

. Blacks andSwhites ger along well here - agred:

76% or more
{Kentucky)

(ALl

except
"«

Rentucky} vs.

36%

(North Caroli.na Mississippi, Georgia, Virg‘fnia

L )

LY

g 5

=

[:RJ}:

" It may be noted that.all of these.commnitcy
satisfaction percentage distributions vary
directly with the -proporticm of the population
that is black. 4

[N

a

Tennessee an Ke;xtucky) vs., 4% (érkansas),_,
Rated, very" good or' good, B80% . (Arkansas) vs.
100% {Sou Cdrolina, North Caro lina,’
, Mississipp#}* * Georgia, Florida, Tennessee,
Kentucky) . - - .
Health Services: ~Utilized, 2% (virginia and

Kentucky) vs. 29% (Floridal); Rated very gzood or.
good, 75% (Virginia) vse 97% {ms"'isstppt and
Georglal)-

. o Yoo
] LA “’ ) M o ,:' L
spondents' fathers wfthaless than 8 years of  Respendents’ evaluations of their u.:‘ell-b&_i.q‘g{
sthooling: , 66% (Alabama) vs. 42% {Kentueky) using a ladder of one to nine: S ‘ :
- N - . ] - , g
. Respondents with less than 12 years of #ast week - seven to, nine:_‘ﬁ% (‘rennes‘se'e} vE.m L
-\ schooling: 74% (Mississippl) vs. 4% (Virginia) 52% (Alabama.and Kentucky) RPN -
Children above 18 ®ith less than 12 years of .uorst week - seven to nine: 1b% (Mississippi’ i;.
schooling: 44% (Kentucky) vs. 19% (Vtginta) vs. 3% (Kenl:ucky} @ ) ’ .«
’ "-
. Respondents' fathers with five or wore children: Most weeks - seven to nine \3@, {Tennessee) -.rs.
’ (Morth Carelina) vs. 55% (Arkansas wnd 21% (Kentucky) . 5 .
Virginia) ¢ . )
Future eéxpectation - five years - seven,to nine:
. Respondents with five or mor€ children: 60% , 76% (Mississippl and Virginia) vs. -756%
7+ " {Alabama) vs. 39% {virginia) T (Kentuclqi) 2 - L
. . % .
Respofidents, below the poverty line: 56% Father, when respondent was a child - seven fd"’*
(Mississippil and Kentucky) vs. 26% {virginia)’ _nine:+ 36% (virginia and’ Tennessee) ™ vs. 11%
. (Kentucky) v M .
./ VR ' : .
COMMUNITY AND LlF%’SATlSFAC?iON ) : : -
, " ‘ AGENCY  UT TION  AND LLIENT "
Most péople attend church, - agree:- 70% or more SATISFACTION < .
{South Cardfina, North Carolina, Alabama) and - . ' T
Arkansas) vs. 5% or less ({Georgla, Virginia, Employment Security; Utilized, 2% (Kentucky}
,Tennessee, ‘and Kentucky) vs. 23%- (Tennessee}; Rated, very good.or good,
. . 27% (Mississippi) vs. 100% (Georgia) .
Few people make the money - agree: G48% or more . ’ O
, (Ternessee and Rentucky) vs. 30% or less (South, Food.Stamps: Utilized, 11% (¥irginia) vs. 49%
Carolina and Morth Carolina} “ (Kentucky)}; Bated, gdod or very goed, ‘6.2% -
) - {Arkansas) vs. 89% (Virginfa) . .
Sdvise ¢hildren to leave community - agree; 66% o . . h 4 ” "
{Kentucky) 'vs. 32% or less (South Carolini and Fargle::s Home Administration:’ ‘Utilized, 5% At
labama) - (& )} vs. 16% (South Carolina); Bated, very .
‘) ] . A . good or good, 78% _(Nor.:r.h Carolina} .vs. 96% '
Crime 1s perceived as the main problem - agree: (Virginia) - LA » '
0% or more (Kéntdeky and Tennessee) vs. 14% to " " ’
27% {all other states) * Social\Security: Utilized, 26% (Morth Carolina) = -1




{(South

. Mental Healeh: Dbrilized, less than 1% ‘Virginia Lpoblem:
Carolina, ¢
Mississippi, end, Arkansas); Rated, verysvgood or i

and  Kentuck¥) . vs, 4%

- good, 50% {North C_aroli.na) va, 100% (Georgia,
.Florida, ' Virginia, Tennessee). Kenfucky pot
utilized. | B

Veterans  Administration: Ueilized, %
(Arkansas) vs. 15% (Florida); Rated, very’good
of good, &5% (Kentucky} vs. 96% {South Carolina)

- . - .

ATTITUDES, VALUES, AND BELIEFS

LY

Attitudes towards self,
Positive self esteem: 63% (Arkansas) vs. 40 to
43% (Mississippl and lcé.:ucky)

Fatalism tendencies:
28% " (KeQtucky)

11% (South Carelina) vs.

Future - time orientation: 49% {Tennessee) vs.
30% (Mississippi) -

Attitudes towards work:

A duty: 8%y (Kentucky) vs. 79% (North Carolina)

Burdensome: 34% (Georgia) vs. 16% (Tennessee)

Independence:  86% (South Carolina) ~vs. 65%
(Alabama) ""’—@

Limited gidob opportunities is a  serious
employment problem: 78% {Kentucky) wvs. 36%
(North Carelina)

'

Lack of training {8 & serious employment
problem: 50% (Kentucky) vs. 23%. (Arkansas)

Not knowing the right people is 2 serious
employment problem: 46% (Tennessee) vs. 20%
{North Carolina) :
Lack of Job information 1s a serious employment
problem: 38% (Alabama) vs. 12% {(Florida)} ~

. -

Lack of transportation i{s a serious employment

problem: 3% (South Carolina) wvs. 12%
{Tennessee} - - !

L]
Race discrimination 1is -a . serious employment,
Qo '
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26% "(Souch Carollna and Alabama) ve.
4% TRpntycky) - B

L4

. -

Age discriminatior is a sericus employment
problem: 23% (Alabapa) v$. 6% fArkansas)

1
Sex discrimination s a
problem:

serious en‘lployment_
2% (Alabama) vs. 3% (Kentucky)

CONSUMER BEHAVIOR AND INCOMFE

Grow wvegetables: 80% :ﬁxd. 81% (Virginia and
Kentucky) s, 66% (MississipPi and Arkansas)

Raise animals for meat: &7% (Kentucky) vs. 21%
(Florida} \ _

Raise goats and cows for milk: 25% and 12%
(Kentucky and Alabama) vs. 7% ot less (all other

states) .

Chickens
(Virginia)

for eggs: 40% (Kentucky) wvs. 10%

Buying groceries without food sStamps: 93%
(Georgla and Virginia) vs. 51% (Kentucky)

Look for sales:

97% (Kentucky) vs._ 84% (North
Carolina’ L

Buy groceries locally: 97% (Kentucky) vs. 75%
(Horth Carolina) and 56% (South Carolina)

Get falr prices: 9u% {Kefitucky) vs. 70% (North
Carclina) and 54% (South Carolina)

Fl
r

Rent homes: 2% (Florida) vs.' 9% (Virginia)
Residence vatues 525,000 or , less: 61%
(Kentucky) vs. 23% (Virginia) and 24% (South
Carolina) .

Homestead occupies less than ote 4dcre:  28%
(Kentucky) vs, 49% (Fiorida)

Residehce with five or less’ rooms: 68%
(Kentucky) va. &40% (Virginia) and 52% {North
Carolina) - . .

Income $B8,000 or less: 66% (Mississippi) vs.
36% (Virginia) -

13
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ISOLATION OF FACTORS.RELATED TO LEVELS AND.PATTERNS OF
* LIVING IN LOW-ANCOME AREAS OF-THE RURAL SOUTH:
. A BASEBOO o

. " .

<
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‘ 1. INTRODUCTION

Statement of the.Problen

- y

For more than decades, considerable efforts
and resourcgs have been devoted to programs

designed to improve the quality of life of

families having long histories of impoverish-
ment. While it is difficult to assess the
impact of these Programs on an individual's
ability to advance beyond the poverty threshold,
the use of income criteria reveals that  some
families have manasged to break the cyele of
poverty, while others with similar characteris-
tics, resources, opportunities, and environments
have not. This phencmenon raises the follewing
questions: (1) what are the soclodemographic
and econcmic characteristics of those families
in poverty? (2) what are their feelings,
with

beliefs,

aspirfations,

and expectations

respect to their life conditioms and possibili-

ties for positive change? (3) what are the t'las;c

E

factors influencing one's ability to eéscape the
vicious cycle of poverty? (‘&) how do those

persons escaping poverty differ from those not.
\ escaping? (5) what programs can be developed to

promote and 1increase the number ©f families
escaping from poverty?

Considerable research in this area has
tended to be unidirectiomal, focusing upon the
seemingly negative aspects , of the poverty
families to the neglect of yhe positive aspects.

A more fruitful approach tojthe study of poverty’

would be based on a holistic view, emphasizing
the multidimensionality of poverty and impoveri-
shed familfes, Furthermore, in addition to
focusing statistically on " the family at one
point in *time, an investigation of this nature
should focus attention on the longitudinal
career of the family system. Study in this area

should take i{pto consideration changes in the.

family over time with emphasis on the dymamics

of interaction in the family system gs related

to the larger soclal system.
Most poverty family research has been pure-
ly descriptive with little explicit reference to

3

.
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4 “Eheoretical problem. The most crucial volds
with respect to poverty family research are in
the soclodynamic familial ,processes which
include interaction among family members amd the
dynamics of 1linkages becween the family and
other social systems In the larger Amerigan
society. Studies of these processes - should
complement those of stractural .analyses by
providing answers to questions, yet to be under-
stood and researched. by social scilentists,
concerning the pervasive nature and causes of
rural poveri:y. The structural analysis o% the
characteristics and camposition of the niral
poor remains basic to such research and would
serve as the foundation to understanding the
sociodynamic processes which oceur.

To study the sociodynamic processes of
poverty in family life, one might follow the
lesd of Reuben Hill (1971) who 3dvocated the
integration of systems theory and the family
developmental framework for the systematie,

comprehensive study of the family.

In order to

relate the possible influences of the social
enviroument on the Internal operations or
functions of the family and to describe how
families cope with these influences, the family
can be viewed as.an open social system in an
interdependent relationship with its environment
which is cogposed of other interdependent open
social systems {(Gross, 19663 Thompson, 1967; and
Buckley, 1967). As a social system, the family
has goals, resources and mechanisms to achieve
these goals, and criteria for assessing output.
The family 1s also an economic unit cthat
acquires, allocates, and integrates its
resources. One of the fundamental problems of
the fanilf as an open soc{al systém is that of
coping with uncertainties and influences coming
from elements of its inputfoutput envirooment,
especially as they'relate to the family z3 an
economic unit.

General Oblectives K )

Given the present state of social science
research in rural poverty and the gaps chat need

¥
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to be filled, a cooperative reglonal project
with such magnitude zsx the one formulated here
should provide a more complete profile of rural
poverty in the south, This profile should serve
as a base upbn which researchers and decision=-
nakers could draw information Instrumental to
effective anq purposeful program plaoning. 1Id
otder to achieve this, the gemeral objectives of
this regional research were as follows:

1. to reexamine the extent and level of
poverty and income inequality in the
raural South;

2,  to study the soclal, behavioral, and
econrmic characteristics of

individuals and families in relation
to generational and intergenerational

poversy;

3. to identify rhose socletal, local, and
personal influences (including
national, state, and local programs)
which differentiate between those
individuals who escape poverty and

‘ rhase who do not

4, to generate policy recommendations and
define strategles for the redyction of

povertys; and

S. to refine, test, and develop methodo=
togles, techniques, and strategiles for
the study of low-~income populaticnms.

2. PROCEDURES

This Basebook 18 a product of the regional
research project entitled "Isolation of Factors
Related to Llevels and Patterns of Living in the
Rural South," otherwise known as RR-1 which is
the first regicnal project organized by 1890
Land~Grant Institutions., The original proposal
is funded by 10 separate 1890 Land<Grant
Universities and Tuskegee Institute. ca

Questionnaire development, sampling design,
interviewaer tradning, data collection, data
coding and cleaning, database tape production,
and, new, Basebook publication have been the
tesult of intensive efforts to do credible
regional research., Principal investigaters for
RR-l 1incluyde members of several disciplines,

Q
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primaqily socidlogists and economists, from 1890
Land-Grant Institutions and Tuskegee Institute.
USDA/CSRS sclentists, princIpally Edward “oe,
Ph.D; MeKinley, Mayes, Ph.D; and more recently,
David Brown, ."h. D; provided extensive adoinig-
trative advice and moral support. While no USDA
regional research funds have been available I3
.the project, coordination among 1890 Land-Grant
scientists and ctheir research directors has
evolved into cooperative state funding .0f the
project. Regearch directors, Howard Robinsom,
Ph.D; and Sidney Evans, Ph.D; of North Carolina
AAT Vniversity, and Melvin Walker, Ph.D; of For:
Valley State College, have been particularly

helpful to the projéqt. They served as Adoinis~’

trative  Advisors %nd Technical Committee
Chairzen respectively, for five years. While
scientists at all 0 Lland-Grant Instititians
were invited to consider Inplementing cthe
project, researchers at rlorida A&M, Fort Valley
State {Georgia) and Scuth Carolina State inipia-
ted the develcpwent. Ten contiguous scutheaster
states composed the final research sites. They
are Alabama, Arkansas, Floridd, Georgia,
Kengucky, Mississippl, MNorch Caralina, South
Carolina, Tennessee, and Yirginia.

Sampling

The objectives of the study called for 2
representative saople at regional, scate, and
county levels. To ipsure comwparability, the
sethods were standardized for all states, A two-
stage sample design wds used; one saxple was
drawn for each of 10 states. The first stage in
each state was a systematic randen sample of
three raclally ;ixed (mintmum 400 black popula-
tion), low-income {lower 35%), rural (7o%)
counties. The ¢econd stage was a random cluster
sample with clusters allocated in preporticm to
size of each of the three ccunties, The prioeci-
ples of equal probability of selection zethod
(EPSEM) and cluster sampling in proportion to
size were ysed Ln both stages (Kish, 1965: 82-

&

92). - In the first stage, probability of a .

county's gselection was in proporticem to 1its
population gize within each state's sampling
frape of rural lew-income counties., Further”
wTe, to insure 4 range of countiles with respect
to racial composition, the counties listed in

each gstate's sampling frame were ordered byt

percentage white, The three counties were
sampled systematically with a random start
located between zero and one~third of the total

15




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

*

: ~
population of all counties on each scate's list.
The sample {nterval was equal to one-third of
the total population. The sample frame of
counties for each state and data detailing the
selection of counties were included in Table Al

of Appendix- A {(Wheelock, et/ al., 1981).

Cluster Sampling, Size, and Household Listing

While cluscer sampling lowers the cost of
sampling and data collection per household, the
household '-;ari.ance {s larger, resulting from the
irregular homogeneity of households in cluscers
(Kish, 1967:148-151). Random cluster sampling
was selected as most practical and the following
procedures were devised.

Macional geologlcal survey maps (20 series)
with 2 15 minute by 15 minute grid superimposed
were used, to define the “open country" sampling
frame of clusters for eath county. Numbered
{ntersections on this grid consticuted the total
sazple frame of cluster starcing peints. An
appropriate sample of aumbers drawn from a list
of random mumbers was Bacched to starcing polncs
on the_ saople frame. Since the cluster area
sampling technigue assumed an equal discribu-
tion of the population, counties wit‘l_'lﬁ towns of
1,000 or more population were given s8pecial
treatment. The "town" strata and che "open-
country® strata were allocated <c¢lusters iIn
propertion to-their population share. Ihe town
strata were separat;aly defined with che use of
town maps from the U.S. Bureas of the Census.
Each streec {ntersection ~as numbered to éor_;s:t‘
tute the sampling frame and mumbers representing
the sample clusters were drawn from a lisc of
random numbers. .

From this point, all maps were cencrally
processed at Alabama ASM University using =z
systematic serpentine entry into sample
-clusters. The serpentine procedure insured 2
standardized method of defining entry¥ into each
sample cluster. The encry procedure was €O
rotate clockwise around the sample cluscer
starting points. Randomness of entry and EPSEM
were maincained by using che originsl randow
order of a cluscer's selection.

For esch county and 1980 census enu-
meration maps were secured ftrom the U.S. Bureau
of the Census. Starting polnts and openended
cluster outlines were transferred to each map.
Appendix A provides z wore detailed description
of the procedure.

Even with c¢luster sampling, considerable

Ll /

incerviewer training {n reading maps and loca-
ting hodseholds was dote. For econony {n the
daca colleccion scage, cluster size was fixed at
‘eight households. For simplicity in implementa-
tion, cthe first eighc householdss within the
defined, but open-ended boundaries’ of each
cluster were designated as sample households., A
minimum of 30 clusters and 240 households. were
sampled per state. To further minimize the
discretion required by several interviewers per
state “(approximal:ely 50 1interviewers region-
wide), 10 centrally trained sampling teans (one
for each state) locatad the clusters, listed the
households, and, in most cases, photographed the
sample homes. Inter¥lewers were cthen supplied
with verifiable descriptions and photographs of
the homes in whic¢h chey were to conduct inter-
views. The only discretion left to cthe incer-
viewer was to locate substitute households in
the event of refusal or evacuacion by the sample
households, The sample rules prescribed that
any substitucions would be cthe next household
adjacent to the open-end of the original
cluscer.

Representativeness of Sample Counties (Table
2.1) .

A total of 162 low-income rural counties
was defined for the 10 states. The rural
eriterion {at leastc 70% rural) {s fixed for 21l
states, but the economic criterion i{s rmelative
to the discribution of median lncomes for rural
counties in ea‘c\ state. Only 35%° of the rural
counties In each scate were iagcluded, those with

lowest per capita income.

S Before gampling counties, each stace's lisc
was stracified inco councies wicth all whice
populations (less than 400 blacks in 1960 or
1970) and pixed white and black populations.
Reglonwide, 97 counties had mixed populacions,
so the criteria were relaxed to include Kentucky
counties wicth any black populacion. Technically,
she Kentucky counties sampled were defined as
having a1l whice populatioms and the remaining
state samples included only counties with mixed
populations. In the remaining staces, the mine
sample frames included 96 counties - 27 sample
counties and 69 nonsample counties.

These two sets of counties were assumed to
te derived from a population of counties having
& common variance., In Table 2.1, populacion
megns for the two groups of counties are presen-
ted for (1) percént black population (1970),

“
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(2) per capita lncome (1974), and (3) percent
families by race below the poverty level (1970).
The 27 sample counties had an average of &4u.7%
black population in 1970 compared with 45.2% for
the balance of the sampling frame. Mein per
capita income of the two groups differed by only
$75, '$2555 vs. $2480. The means for percent
white and black fanilie$ below poverty were also

+ nearly didentical, 18.5% wvs, 19.3%- for white.
) +
families and 58.6% vs. 59.5% for black families
in the sample and oonsample counties,
respectively.

Lable 3.1 Sampliot Fragy of Rursl Countiee U10M ) Vith Low madian
Income (Lownr 33% of Rursl Count kes) for L0 Southern Statss
CromasClasalfled Wy Ypstal Coupasition of County and
Lconomic Satus.
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Using the t-test td compare peans of inde-
pendent samples from a population of counties
with 3 cdlmon variance, the two-tailed proba-
the means. for chese wvariables
di ffer, as they did, was less than .05. There-
fore, the hypothesis of equal means for the two
samples (H : M.sM_) is not rejected. Similarly,
although tﬁe data are+not shown, the hypotheses
of a0 differences in means for the percent
employed in'agriculture (1970), the percent over
age 65, and the percent under age 18 are not

cted. For the two samples,  only the means

fdr rtoral population and percent employed in °

anbther county in 1970 were significantly
diFferent at the .05 level. The 27 sample
copnties « had a mean population of 17,200
céopared with 12,400. The larger sample counties
had an average of 22.9% out-of-county commuters
to 29.6% On the average, samp

counties had larger populations and a smaller
percentage of copmuters. Thes differences -are
direct results of the sampling method, i.e., 2
county’s chance of being sampled is in- direct
proportion to its population sfze. Except for
the necessity to compute, this size difference
does not appear to influence economic opportuni-
ties available to residents in the two sets of
counties. At Jeast with respect to economic
dimensions, it appears that we can conclude that
the selected counties .are representative of
low-income, racfally mixed, rural .counties of

the region, '
The 62 all-white, rural low“income counties
in the 10 states were not significantly

different at the .05 level from tl?e,:@f»'smple- .

frame counties with respect to the 1970 percent
engaged in agriculture or Per capita income
(1974), The white counties had a significantly
larger percentage of white families below
poverty {35% vs. 18%). However, vhen blacks and
whites were taken together {n the mixed racial
counties, the percentages were azbout €qual. The
all-white counties had significantly more
residents over age 64 and fewer under sge 18,
While the all-vhite counties had 2 smaller mean
population {11,067) than either of the racizlly
mixed samples, they had only 24% out-of-county:
comuters 'in their labor force. 1n sum, the.
white counties apPeared to have' had an older,
more settled labor force thdn the predeminantly
black counties, but _with comparable Jnean
incomes. HNo attempt was made to gemeralize from
the raciauy oixed county sample to the all-

»
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) Representativeness of 10-State Sample (Tables
202 & 2-3) A .

Technically, the samples from -which data

were collected in this survey were two-stage
random cluster samples at the state level. This
section shows an attempt to evaluate the repre-
sentativeness of thbse samples relative to
Census of Population counts for the
- counties in each stateTl
This evaluation {3 based on the percentage
of the population which was black. The percen-
tage of!completed interview schedulés by the
race of respondents was tallied as the data were
* collected In each state during the second half -

. of 1981, <County population counts by race-for
. the 1980 Census of Population were also
' . available. Standard errors were estimated for

the ~ sample data. For example, random samples
with 2 minimum of 240 households {one state) and

an expectation that 43% of the sample wolld be
black would have a standard error of 3.0%.
Excluding Kentucky, standard errors ranged from
2.9% for Florida to 3.22% for Mississippi.
According to sampling theory,. 67% of a set of

. random Samples could be expected to fall within
"one standard error of the population mean, 5%

. within two standard errors, and 99% within three

" standard errors. Howéver, the random cluster
sample téchniques employed yielded larger errors
and variances than were expected with simple
random Sampling of households. AL the time of
this analysis, the data (within &luster and

*  between cluster variances) required to estimate
the staldard error expected of cluster sampling

- - were not available.
In Table 2.2, it may be observed that the
sample estimates. for only two states (20% of
samples) £all wichin + one standard error of
r their population means. They are Alabama and
. Tennessee, Estimates for two more states (40%
of samples), NHorth Carolina and South Carolina,
fall within *+ two standard errors. Finally, all
0 states have errors within 3.5 standard errors
the expected proportion. The Spearman'’s rho
(bank-order) correlation between the percent
black for the 1980 Census and percent black for
he survey. sample Was .87. In short, the
samples' fit with their population parameters
appeared to be very close in spite of the
greater varighces expected of random cluster
4ample techniques. )

Fultthermore, when all ‘10’ samples were
combined, 3I73% of the 2,554 respondents, were

Q
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black. This compared with 39.1% of the total
population (553,850 fn 1980) for these 30
counties, The 1.8% difference was within two
standard errors (+1 %) of the total population
proportien. . .
Table 2.2, R~ SurveY vy, 198G Cansua Councr of Fesoimu

™ Black dy Sture.

% Black - 1380 Adnk
Census SuTvey® (epsus Sutvey d %
Y e

XENTUCKY P 0 1 ! 6
FLORLDA ., i 363 b -; &
TENNESSEE T U e | ot
ARKANSAS 79 39 & 6§ = PR
VIRGINIA s 30 53t 2 Ry
ALABANA ' a5 " 6 -8 2 7
GEORGLA w3 7 5 : .
wsstssteer 50 39 8 . 1 )
©,3TH CAROLINA 54 48° 9 9 B o
SOUTH capoLina 60 5% 10° 10 o o .
Toeal 91 .t . 22

L

Spaaraan'y Tho rank-ordur correla:ion

v {a= §0) » .8

roin = 9) » (B2 (axcluaea Xencucky)

*fuabar of scandard arrors for which che survey I black
difface from cha Censua (1980)

.

At the county level {Tablé 2.3), it was be
observed that 11 of 30 counties had sample
estimates within one standard error of their
population parameter for percent tack. Another
nine for a total of 67% were within two standard
errors and five more for a total of 83% were
within three standard errors. As expected, the
standard ertors were typleally larger than would
be predicted for a simple random sample. Similar
to the state samples, the rank-order correla~
tions for tfe sample proportions and the census
percent black were .88 for all 30 counties and
about, .82 for the 27 cdunties excluding
Kentucky. “¥ .

There 1s a2 pessibility that prior knowledge
of percent black for 1970 1irfdfluenced field
selection of cluster sgarting points based on
map reading in the field or household substitu~
tion procedures. If this were the case, it would
be expected that the samples would yield percent
black éstimates more in line with the 1970 than
the 1980 censu‘s counts, While the differences
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are very slight this doves happen. Excludigg
Kentucky, eight of the cou'ﬁt_;'r estimates were
closer to the 1980 population parameter while 12
were closer to the 1970 population parameter.
Seven counties showed equal differences between
1970 and 1980, While it would be
satisfying togfind this comparison reversed; the
differences were very subtle and were unlikely
to affect analysis. The . preduct-moment
dorrelation for this sample and 1970 census data
were .883; and for 1980 census daca it was .879
(Table 2.3). This hypothesis may be. further

sted by age variables or family size variables
tak ! from both the survey and the census for
which prior knowledge was not_a factor.

Ls
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Until other populatien parameters can be
compared with sample estfmates it {s tentatively
concluded that the samples were generally repre-
sentative at the local, state, and regional
levels. while some individual samples, deviate
considerably from theic population parameters,
the high correlations between the two measures
suggest that correlaticn analysis will not .be
greatly distorted by a few deviant samples.

Training Plan

An initial "training of trainers" concept

was recommended and used to relax the logistical,

and financial constraints inherent fn cNe
attempt to standardize tréining fof 10 state
level interviewer teams. For that purpose, a
“training of trainers" workshop was held in
Atlanta during June of 1981, The trainers, upon
coopletion of the' program, were responsible for
~eraining all interviewers in thelr respective
statés. Researchers knowledgeable
project and with pafticular skills and interest
in the training area were selected as instruc-
tors for the workshop. This core group of
instructors dedigned the training manual and
curriculem and assumed responsibilicy for
‘.implenting the workshep.

Selection of Trainers

Each' of the ten participating states Sent
at least one representative from each college or
university. The following criteria were used in

selection of the trainee: 1) familiarity with
the reglonal instrument, 2) overall grasp of

objeccives, 3) previcus interviewer experience, -

&) prior experience in either teaching or con-
ducting workshops, 5) a general understanding. of
sampling principles, 6) good interpersonal and
communication skills, and 7) ability to run the
training progras’in their respective‘tstate#’.

Training Worksho .
The “"training of trainers" workshop was

limited to thirty people. This was critical to
the proposed approach of practicum work. A two-
day workshop was conducted.. A specially deve-
loped training manual prgvided structure and
curricutum for the workshop. Role playing exer-
cises for both the workshop and the fileld train-
ing were inciuded. Also, the manual served as an
interviewer's guide to the Interview

19
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Ample opportunity was provided for group discus=-
sion of assignments.

State Level Training of lnterviewers

Upon completion of the “training of
trainers”" session, the reglonal project had a
cddre o trainers equipped to train interviewers
in their respeEti.ve states. Each trailner was
thoroughly familiar with the content and usage
of the training manual and was judged capable of
organizing and providing interviewer training.

. support the interfewer training process
and to handle problems that arcse in the field,
a 10 state telephone network was established.
This mechanism was needed to .fix problems
identified in local training and fieldwork and
to disseminate the solution to all states.

! R
Data Codi sis .

_ Data from the precoded questionnaires were
edited and transferred to optical scan sheets by
each state research team. Each state's sheets
were sent to North Carclina AST University where
the sheets were check‘ed, and data cards were
punched. Subsequently, state by state disk and
tape filles were created and delivered to each
stat‘e in July, 1982. The 10-state disk files
were used at North Carolina ALT University to do
the state level frequencies atd cross-tabulation
analysis for this Basebook. Each state is ini-
tiating snalysis with subsets of the data files.

The data sections (3=4) cthat follow are
presented in the order found in the questi.on'
naire (refponsible state):

3. Demographic Characteristics {Arkansas)
= 4. Community and Life Sati.sfacti.pn
(Tennessee) .
* 5. Ageoey Ueilization and Client
Satisfaction (South Carolina)
6. Yilues Attitudes and Beliefs
{Mississippi) "
7. Consumer Behavior {Tuskegee, Georgia,

and Virginia)
North Carolina and Alab were responsible
for technical support in interpreting the data

RIC

and in compiling and editing the Basebook.

In each section,

were related to the poverty index.

the variables presented
In the case

of categorical or nominal level data, Cramer's V

measure of assocliation
significance

used tc evaluate the relationship.

.

and chi square test of

(Downie and Heath, 1974: 203) were

Cramer's V

.

H

-

K

I3

.
. . 4

may ranged from 0.0 (indicating no relaticnship)
te 1.0 (indicating perfect congruence) and thus
indicated the degi'ee of congruence among catego-
ries of the. two.variables.. Sinte congryent
categories mafr vary from state to state, the
crosstabulations with significant .relationships
were examined and compared to determine the
consigtency —of tfle relationships among and
becween states. These observations are made at
the end of ea section. For convenience, in
certain instances, standard product moment
correlation coefficients have also been used.

For most items in the interview schedule,
state-by-state percentage fre&uency distribu-
tions were included in sections 3, 4,5, 6, and
\7. The respolSe categories are usually mutually
,exclusive and exhausttvei therefore the percen-
tages usually total 100%. Exceptions are noted
in the text. ’nce nonresponses and erelevant
subsamples were excluded from some tables, the
base number (N} used for percentages varies.

-

.
-

A
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3. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

levels and patterns of 1living of a popu-
.lation may be conditioned or, indeed, defined by
the household characteristics, income, and other
social. and educational aspects of the environ-
ment. For this study, a 'household" was defined
as & sgocial unit, comprised of those ILiving
together in the same dwelling place. The head
of household was restricted to the householder
responsible -for income malntanance —for rthose = |
living within the household. The attributes of
the heads of households and their families in
the 10 southern states sampled in this regional
study provided a background for other pat:erns
of living dimensions. .

Descriptive tables were prepared to report
frequency distribution within each of the 10-
state samples. The states were ordered by
percent white households, in hope of seeing the
potential significance of race in this study.
Furthermore, the order of the states also

appeared to be wmeaningful ‘in a geographic

context.

together. Alabama,

South Carclina and North Carolinaz are

Mississippi, and Arkansas

are,adjscent states and the three lowest in the

nation in terms of per capita income.

Flerida,

Georgia, and Virginia are more urban and better

off than any other state in the South.

Finally,

Kentucky and Tennessee have more than a berder

3
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in common. Thus ordered,

each table should
reveal only ecological rela:‘ionsh_tps that eXise

between LMe race percentages in the samples and -

the state by state frequency distributions for
each variable. Also, a table at the end of each
section summarizes the relationship between the
vatriables presented and the poyerty index. *

*

Sex of Heads of Households (Table 3.1)

The extent to Q:;:_E%les ot females were
heads of households diftfered greatly in Alabama
(77%; 23%), Arkansas (73%; 2I%), Virginia (71%;
29%), and Tennessee (71%; 29%). Florida had
approximately equal percentages (52%; 48%) of
males and females, respectively, ‘as beads of
households, and more females (48%) than “any
other staté., Male heads of households ranged
from 52% for Florida to 7% for Alabama.

Table 3.1. Sex of Heada of Houaaholda -
—
States Hatla Pecale Total
S 1 1 B
South Carolins 35,4 bbb 100.0 a2
Hotth Carclina 51.8 42.2 109.0 249
Alabama 16.6 23.4 100.0 282
HisaiwaiPpt 3.7 6.3 100.0 248
« Arkangas 12.9 L2 100.0 258
Georgla  u 1.0 9.0 100.0 248
rlozida 51.1 41.9 100.0 140
Yirginta n.a 28.6 100.¢ %%
Tennagdes 1.0 28.7 100.0 247
Rantucky 58.4 &1.8 100.0 263
Wabls 3.2. Race of &m\ of Housshold
o ~
Statas Black Yhite Other ~ Total
1 1 1 il W
South Carolins bk B8 0.0 160.0¢ 3t1
Korth Carolins 41.0 81,4 5.6 [00.0 249
Alabams 43,6 52.8 1.4 190.0 252
Mimelanippy 8.7 60.1 1.2 [00.0 248
arkineas 8.8 1.2 6.0 100,0 233
Geergla 31.% 1.3 0.0 100.0 148
Florida 3t 51.9 0.0 100.0 240
Yirginia 3.8 66,4 0.0 100.0 2%%
Tennasaan . 5.3 H TS 0.0 100.0 247 .
Kantucky 1.3 34.3 6.0 100.0 243

-

Ract of Heads of Households (Table 3.2)

Ll * &

The percentage distribution of race showed

a range @f less than 2% blacks for Rentucky to

64% blycks for South Carolina. MNorth Carelina
had n¥arly equal percentages of both black and
white heads of houseliolds. There were more white
than black heads ¢f households 1in all othet

-

~
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states. .Only North Carolina, Alabata, and

Mis-
Lssippl had “other" groupings of race.
Age of Heads of Households {(Table 3.3)
. - - - W .

"« 1In all states, the median age for éspon-
dents ‘was 45 Yyears or over; the proportions 45
yesrs old and'over ranged from S51% in Kentucky
td 66% In Mississippi. Only Arkansas reported
more than 35% in the 65 years or older cafegory.
About 14% of Kentucky heads were 24 years or
younger. HNo other state sample reported more'
than 9% in this agg group. © -
o~ .

a

} .
Table *.3. Agw of Heada of Householda

Statas 17=24 2844 43=64 6% Total
< ] ] ] ] - H
Scuth Carolins s 3 36.% .0 1000 312
¥orth Carolina 5.6 40.6 3.3 21,3 100.0  za9
Alabama 2.4 3601 30.2 3.3 0.0 232
~  Hlesliselippt &%  17.8 385 30.2  100.0 248
ATkanesn 9.4 26,7 8.2 35,7 100.0 238
Georgls 4.8 3.3 32.3 31.%  100.0 248
Flozids 5.8 346 292 0.4 Moo 240
Virginia . ™ 36 378 7 Y 1900.9 5%
Ternesane 1.6 8.7 339 5. 1.0 288
Kantucky 13.7 380 .0 2h.3 100.0 W3
hl
Tabla 3.4, Haritgl Sctacus of Heads of Hougeholds
* + T, « Het .
Uidow. Har- Mar- Divo- Sepe-
Statwa ed { riad risd vced vated  Total
H ] 1 - IS I
South Caroline  24.7 5.8 3.4 4,8 5.1 100 312
Horth Caroline  13.3 8.8 4&1.9% 4.0 6,0 100 249
Alsbams 1.7 4.0  68.3 5.1 4,0 100 252
Hisntlanippl 23.4 .y 6l.3 4.8 1.8 100 248
Atkensea 19.2 5.1 61.8 5.1 2.7 Do 235
Gaorgli 19.0 . 4.0 64.3% 6.0 44 100 254
rlorida 23.3 7.9 M 9.2 1.9 169 240
Virginia - 20.% 5.0 710.3 1.9 2.3 inJ 259
=“Tannanave 1%.0 4.8 0.4 4.9 2.8 0 247
« Kentucky ] 11.0 1.3 szi} 3.0 1.3 ‘o0 283
~
L)
Marital Status (Table 3.4) "
Percentages  reported represented the
marital status of the heads of households.

Percentages for married heads of households
ranged from 52% for Florida to 82% for Kentucky.
Widowed heads of households ranged from 11% for
Kentucky to 25% for South Carolina. Small per-
centages of ‘heads of houskholds were néver
married, divorced, and separated.

.

Farm, or Monfarm Residence {Table 3.5)

Heads of households were categorized as

21
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having farm or nonfarm residence. Farm category
ranged from 10% for .Florida to 28% for Missis-
sippi. '
was nonfamer't:esidents in all states.

S

L

The majority of the heads of houseliolds

Table 2.5, Farm or Monfaom Resldence
A \ :
= -— O - » .
Scacas . Farm uonflra Tocal
' ' -1 iji . H ¥
Sguch Caraiina 24,4, 15,2 J190.0 30
.. ¢ Caroling ° 4.9 15.1 oo 237
Alabima 16.3 817 100.0 2%
- Misnizaippl 1.8 12.2 100.0 248
Ariansas 15.9 84a.1 130.0 246
GaoTgtia 14.3 85.1 100.0 238
. Florida - 9.5 90.5 100.0 231
ViTginia, 14.3 5.2 190.0 238
2 Tennsases . 11.9 *82.1 109.0 240
Kantucky = 11.% 88.% 00.0 243
.y =
Table 3.6. Humbar of Children by Raspondencs” Fachars
. A 1
Scacas e 5=9 1014 15~ Tocal
‘ z £ oz z H H
Seuth Carelina 30.4 9.6 18.7 1.3 100.0 299
Horceh Carolina 9.5 48.6 12.8 1.9 100.0 229
Alsbama 3G uB.3 15.2 1.2 180.0 244
Misalseippt 40.1 35.8 20.9 4 10p0 235
Arkansas &4.9 7.4 3] 2.8 10%.9 2%
Gasegia 1.3 47.2 14.3 1.3 10009, 239
Florida =~ . oM. 0.6 19.0 1.6 1060/ 237
virginia 4.7 "whl 9.9 2.4 1000 253
Tannsasse 3.1 [T 17.2 1.6 00.0 228
Kengucky" 3.2 3.9 16.2 0.8 100.0 240
-
b o
. ) ' - 3
- Number of Children by Father (Table 3.8)

\V

Heads of households were acked ,to state the
number of children thélr fathers had. Fathers
with one to four children ranged from 30% for
forth Carblina to 45% for Arkansas and ‘Jirginia.
Fathers wiith 10 or more children ranged from 12%
for Virginia,.to 24%sfor Mississippi. Fathers
with five ‘to nine children ranged from 36% in
Mississippi to 50% in South Carolina and was the
modal category for all states except
Hississippi Arkansas, and Virginia.

hY

Nug:ber of Childrert. by Household {Table 3.7}

-

Heads of households were asked for the
number of children born to them or  spouse.
Number of ci}ildren ranged from one to 18. While
. 30% to 45% of the heads "of households were rais-
ed in families with one to four children (Table
3.6), 40% (Alabama) to 63% (Virginia) of the
children Teported by households ire raised io
families with ome to four children. While_ 12%

ERIC g

"

. . 4
Educdational Attainment of Father {Table 3.8)

*© levels

.. ¢ 4

%E 24% of the state samples reported that their
fathers parented 10 or more children (Table 3.6),
while 6% (Tennessee) to 20% (Alabama) of .the
current households parented L0 or more children.
It should be noted chat current households may

t_!&_counting children by two parents. ) v
f v - .
- - .
Tabla 347, MHuzbar of Children by licusehold 4 -
s Total -
Scages [ 5.9 10+ Children
H 3 . 1t z N
South Carolina 4l.9 4.5 11.5 100.0 1048
Yorch Carolina ar.l 8.0, 6.8 103.0 60
Alabana 40,1 (1o 9.5 A100.0 910 V4
* Misalsalppl 2.6 42.5 14.9 100.0 168
Avkansas 56.2 .9 12.8 \00.0 690
Gaorala 55.6 7.0 1.2 100.0 660 '
Flotdda as.9 38.7 16,4 100.0 a2
virginla 63.3 30.9 5.8 100.0 611
Tegnessas 50.9 42.8 6.2 100.0 692
Kancucky 48,3 1.3 9.3 100.0 9
\ oH -'-3"
Ny %’faz
Tabla 3.8, Respondencs” Pirencs: Educacional A::aianen:
+of Fathat {Yaars Conpleced) .\ .
Scacas 0=7 =11 12+ l%{ Tocal
X . % A ! |4 ' '
South Caroline _ 5$0.0 29,1 -20.9 9.0 100.0 13
Horch Carolina 62.1 249 13.0 6.9 l0d.0 132
Alabama 64.2 17.6 18.2 5.9 100.0 87 .
Hisalawippi 54.8 245 0.8 10.6  100.0 106
ATkansss 6.8 6.0 17.3 5.9 100.0-=254
Geotgia 5%.8 « 7.4 12.8 8.5 100.0 164
Flortida ha.s 26.4 25.1 12.2 1000 LSS
virginia 5.0 3.7 25.% 6.9  100.0 -169
Tannaaaae 55.2 269 0.0 9.3 100.0 225
. Kencucky [T 3 46,9 * 12.6 1.5  100.0 189

{ 4

. Heads of households were asked to give the
highest grade of school completed by their
fathers. 1In all states except for Florida (48%)
and Kentucky {(42%), st% or more of Ebﬁmfamers
had seven grades or 1less of schooling. The
proportions ranged up to 64% for Alabama. The
proportions for high school educat_}ion ranged
from 13% for Kentucky to 26% for Virginia.
Florida had- 25%, and Alabama had 18%. . Higher -
of - education \(13 vyears and beyond),
ranged from 2% for Kentucky to 12% for Florida.

-

Educational Attainment of Head ©bf

{Table 3,9

Household

Heads of households wére ,asked to glve the
highest grade of schoo%‘ they had completed. In

1 y : ,
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all stateé‘except virginia (55%), fewer than 50%
of the heads of household completed”high school. -
Mississippi (26%) and Xentucky (3%%) had the
lowest percentages of-heads of households with a
12th grade education. Heads &f households with.
education beyond high school ral’fged from about
21% for Florida, Virginia, and Tennessee to a
low of 6% for Kentucky. Heads of household not
completing eight years of education ranged from
18% in Florida to over 30% for Alabama.”
i

- [
Respondsnts’ Charactarisrice: Educarionsl

t.baa;a.s.
. { Mul?af Heod of Houssbold guro

STales 1=7 3-11 12 13 Toral

1 1 1 1 N.

Soutb Carolims 24,1  M.2  4L0 12,3  100.0 37
North Carolins  24.1 y 33,2 42.6  14.0 1006.0 241
Alabans 306 35.6  L&).7 135 100.0 45
Hisalaaifpl 5.8, iy 5.8 9.0 100.0 244
Atkanass . 5 M M 117 1000 245
Georgla 22546 35,7 4l 16.9  100.0 24)
Florida 17.9 33,0 A%&  Z1.4° 100.0 234
virgloia [ 26.8 537+ 206.8  100.0 249
. Tonnesnes 9.4 L3 Ab. .6 loo.o 242
Esntucky 25,0 36,3 a7 5.9 100.0 5%
Tabla 3.10. FamilY Charactarietice: Educatiocas) Artsinment

. of Childran Abovs 18 (Yesrs Complatad)

Scages . 12+ 15+ Toral

- . 1 b ] »
South Carolics 75.0 18.0 ~100.0 &N
Horth Catolina 71.¢ 1.0 100.0 452
Alsbama 76.0° .0 sy 100.0 56

- Hisslsaippl 67.0 %.0 106.0 475

il Arkansss §5.0 12.0 100,0 511
GCeotgis 71.0 14.0 100.0 428

“ Flrorida 72.0 6.0 _100.0 426
virginias - 81.0 2.0 100.0 84
Tannesses .o 13.0 100.0 434
Xentucky 56.0 7.0 100.0 435

\ -

Educational Attainment of Children 18 and Over

{Table 3.1Q)

The range of children who/had high school
éducation was 81% for Virginia to 56% for
Kentucky, and those with 15 years or more educa-
tion ranged from 7% for Kentucky to 22% for
Virginta. 1In contrast, no more ~than 54% of the
heads of households or 26% of their fathers
graduated from high school.

- a

Occupat ional rﬁes of Fathers ({Table 3,11)

] 5

Each head of hs:»useho].d was asked the' occu-

o .
Q

RIC

)
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- fathers
. ranged from 34% for Arkansas to 48% for Ceorgia.

~ N
pation of his fatherf Farmer or farm manager
was the modal occupation reported for their
in all the states.  The proportions

Laborers --“wonfarm and farm -- wére § d and
third in average frequency of occupations for
fathers of .heads of households. Craftsman or

__foreman and professTdnal or technical workers

were fourth and fifth in average frequency.
Proportions of their fathers in _remaining
occupations ranged from ¢.3% (clerical and
service worker) for Floriga and Alabama to 7%
(operative) for Soyth Carolina.” Overall, &
majority of fathers in all states were engaged
in farming or '1abor, nonfarm.

Occupaticnal Types -of Heads of . Households
{Table 3.12) ’

Each head of household was asked his/her
occupation.
in professicnal, technical, and kindred work
ranged from 7% for Kentweky to 22% for Georgia.
This was the modal category for four states
although Mississippi showed a bimodal distribu-
tion between the professional and farmer manager
categories. Labor, nonfarm ranged from 3% for
Mississippi to 25% for Arkansas. This was the
modal category for Alabama and Arkansas. Farmer
or farm manager \ranged from 7% for Arkansas to
17% for Mississigpi. Operatives involved in

manufacture ranged "from 3% for Florida to 16%.
In spite of ’

for Georgia  and South Carelina.
empha‘sis on industriabdization in “the Sunbelt
durfing the 603 and 708 oni¥ South Carolina
respondents reported operative as the modal
occupational category for this I.f.‘n-ar income Yural
sample. Private household worker ranged from 3%
for Mississippl to 22% for Kentucky.

) In general,
households employed in the remaining occupa-
tional types were in-declining order: service

worker, - craftsman or foreman, manager or
administrator, farm laborer, clerical or $ales
transport equipment operator, or housewife.

Very small proportions were "other®.
Occupational Types of Adult Children Not at Home
{Table 3.13)

-

Professional, technical, and kindred worker
was the modal response given by heads of house-
holds for their adult children's occupation in
seven states. Percentages ranged from 17% for

-

. 4. 23

Proportions of heads of households

the _frequencies of heads of
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oTable 3.11. Respondents' Parents: Occupacionmil Type of Facher = 1‘_ 1 ’ .
v : A Y & . b ‘
- v — % * . _r'!' -
. Prof. Sales Crafes— Opera-  Trans- farmer .
Tech. §  Man. 3 msn or  tive Equip. Labr. &t Farm Farm  Serv.
Scates Kind. Adm. Clerk* Foremsn Manf. Oper. ~ NF MHgr. Labe.™ Wkr. Tocal
< x 1 1 N R oz R 1 T N
5C - 5.3 4.1 3.0 7.8 74, 2.0 5.1 LA4LLT 22.0 1.7 100 295,
NC 4.5 4.9 3.7 5.3 . 4fs 1.6 1.8 45,7 - 18.1+ 3.1 100 243 .
AL 8.1 2.8 3.2 8.9 2.8 0.4 20.2 45.2 8.1 0.4 100 248
MS 8.7 2.2 0.9 2.2 - 0.9 0.9 3.0 “45.2 3.3 4.8 100 230
AR 5.9 3.5 . 2.8 3.9 63\% 2.0 17.3 35 251 1.2 100 255
GA 6.6 3.7 1.2 _ 9.4 -~ &, 2.9 11.5 48.4 6.6 3.7 [oo 24
FL 12.3 4.3 0.4 14.5 0.9 1.3 22.1 40.4 0.9 3.0 100 235
va 10.0 5.2 2.0 10.4 2.0 2.€ 13.5 46.6 4.4 4,0 100 251
™ 11.6 5.4 1.2 1.5 ) t. 13.3 ~ 3.5 13.3 4.6 100 241
KY 3 1.6° 5.1 1.4 2.3 3.9 e 27.2 46.3 1.9 1,2 loe 257
* - "
/") L L‘ . ‘
Table 3.12. Respondents''Characteristics: Occupational Type of Heads of Households o
* [] £ ."
» Protf. Sales? LCrafcs- Opera~ Trans- Farmer .  Priv.
: Tech. & Man. 3 -wen or tive Equip. Labr. ‘or Parm Farm Serv:  Ree. Hae. N
Scates Kind. Adm. Clerk ¢$%oreman Hanf. Oper. 14 Mgr. Labr., Wkr. Wir. Wife ~Total e
1 1 - SRR 1 1 SR T 1 1 1 1 =N
' sc 15,2 8.4 5.2 . 6.1 15.5 3.6 6.1 11.7 13.3 5.2 9.3 0.3 100 309
HC 13.3 4,6 1.8 4,6 13.3 ' 1.7 7.1 14,6 6.3 12.5 15,0 3.3 100 240
AL 6.4 9.2 2.4 10.8 4.8 3.6 0.0 15.2 2.0 2.8 8.8 4.0 100 250
M5 . 16.5 2.5 5.5 4.6 8.0 2.5 3.4 16.5 12.7  13.9 3.0 11,0 100 237
AR o 12.2 5.5 4.4 7.1 8.1 5.1 24.8 A 9.1 3.5 10.6 2.4 100 254
GA 22,1 8.2 3.6 8,2 15.6 4.5 13.1 13.5. . 1.6 5.7 3.3 0.4 100 248
FL 19.2 5. 7™ 9.0 7.7 3.4 2.6 16.2 7.1, .0 9.4 10.3  B,4& 100 .23
VA - 18.8 8,2 2.1 15.2 7.0 2.3 7.0 12.1 0.8 10,9 5.5°. 0.0 100 256
™ 19.2 10,0° - 3.8 1.5 il. 2.9 10,8 12,5 3.8 11.3 3.8 3.3, 100 240
r-" KY 6.7 4.7 8,2 . 5.5 7.1 2.8 20,1 10.2 0.8 8.1 22,4 3.1 109 254
- ! ot -
Table 3.13. Family Characl:eris:!.cs:( occupational Types of Children Hot at Home® .
. Prof. Sales - Crafts- Opera~ Trans~ Farmer Priv.
‘Tech. & Man. H man or  tive Equip. Labr., or Farm Parm Serv. Hae. Hae.
\ States Kind. Ada. Clerk -+ Foreman Manf., Oper. NF Mgr. Labr. Wkr. Wke. Wifs  Total -
4 H 4 b4 4 b4 4 s X 4 7 H 4 I N
sc 19.8 . 6.9 l&,‘_cz:l\~ 5.8 . 9.6 4.4 15.7 t.1 0.8 5.2 1.1 9.1 100 363
NC 21.7 2.9 13. 3.9 12.6 2.6 14.9 3.5 1.9 7.4 2.3 6.5 100 309
AL 15.8 6.0 10.6 ' 11.9 9.1 34 20,2 . 0.8 0.3 ., 3.1 0.8 15,3 100 386
MS - 1.3 6,9 12.2 2.8 7.5 2.8 10.2 3.9 1.7 q.4 0.6 16.6 100362
AR w 17.3 2.8 9.6 6.4 3.1 1.5 34,3 1.3 0.8 4.1 12,9 6.4 100 388
GA 21.6 6.0 9.9 .27 7.3 6.0 17.2 1.5 1.2 9.4 1.2 4.5 100 )33t
FL 16.8 8.6 15.4 T.6 7T %2 3.5 8.5 »1.9 0.3 6.2 0.9+ 15.8 100 316
va 22.7 5.2 12.9 4.5 4.7 0.3 i.8 2.4 0.3 18.2 2.1 9.1 100 286
. T 21.5 4.9 15.0 5.9 11.5 2.1 12,5 3.1 0.2 9.0 3.8 5.9 100 288
kY 9.6 4.8 10.8 4.0 12.9 3.6 16.9 5.6 0.8 10.0 2.4 16.9 100 249
#Students, nilitary and welfara percentages uclud;d frow Table but included in total number.
P r
- ~p
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"Flor}da to 24% in Georgia. In alabm\'h, Arkansas,

+
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and Kentucky, the modal category was nonfam -
1abor with 20%, 34%, and 17%, respectively
“intergenerational — 'trenu_fo—wa.rd's "these cwo_
occupational categories was evident 1n these i0-.
state samples. Ihe number of samples reportihg
the profe!sioul category as modal increased by’
two, South aad North:Carolina, 'while Kentueky
became a nonfam, 1labor modal category.
Kentucky reported“an equal 17% as hdusewife,
While' the professionsal and fhonfarm labor
categories generally increased thelr share of
the labor force, other skilled or semiskilled
categories continued to increase thelr share at
the expense of farmer, farm manager, fafm labor,
and household worker categorles. Ad expected,
Yhousewife" wss listed more frequently for the
adult children group than the earlier household
head ggeneration. 1f these p‘roportions were
redistributed among the other occupations :he
trends discussen{ would be even stronger.
N
Age of Adult Children Living at Howe (Table

3.14) _

Among children dver 18 an‘d 1iving at ho
a low of 6% in Florida.to 82% in Arkansas were
24 Yyears or younger. For age group 25 to 34
the range was 7% for Arkansas to 28% for

Virginia. The smallest group was 45 Yyears and
over, with a maximum of 15% for Florida and 1% .
minfmum for Virginia. .
- p " e ) - -
Tabla 3.4, Age of pdule Childran Living s Homd
“Seates 18-74  25-38 354k 45« Total
. b ‘ 1 i ¢ X N
South Carolioa  64.7 12.0 5.9 1.3 100.0 11%
Noreh Carolina 68,2 4.8 'R 1.4 L1000 As
Alsburs 67.9 20.4 8.4 3.6 100.0 M
Misstpalppl | 646 e 10.1 3.9 loo.0 719
“atkaneas v ALY 1.2 5.4 5.4 100.0 98
Georgla 7%.3 . 1.6 3.2 4.8 00,0 62
Flotida 61.8 15,3 6.8 15.3 100.6 58
Vicginla 62.6 /1 e o L3 1000 75
Teunasaas 63.1 25.1 5.6 6.2 100.0 87
Kentucky 64.0 0.0 83 8.2 100.0 86
d
’,.-1'

Age of Adult Children Not Living at_Home (Table

3.18) / -
. N

?roportions- reported in Tabl repre-
sent ages of children over 18 ars and not
1iving at home. Children between che ages of 18

and 24 ranged from 16% for F da to 22% for

12 .

X

>

-

Kentucky. The 25 to 34 age level was the modal

- category for all-states, except for Arkansas.’

_For_a1l states the 45 and ovgr age level ranged
? fram 11% for’ Kentucky to 0% for Arkansas.
While about 2/3 or more of all adult children at

home were '18 to 2 years of age about 80% or

mord adult children in all states were 25 years

" 4 g -
, or older (Table 3.14). ° .
-
Table 3.15. ABe of Adult %hildfen Rot ot Home
b
States k826 25436 $5-4¢ 45+ fotal

X X X X X N
Souch Catoltnz 19.8 3.1 24.4 19.7 1000 S5i1
Horth Carolina 19.4 4.3 ] 4.2 100.0 367
Alabina - 11,3 350 23.6 1.4 100.0 452
Miss{saippl 20.3 36.1 22.¢ 1.6 .100.0 396
Atkanvas 17.6 8.1 23.8 ’3%)5 100.0 4ké
Ceargla L1805 3.4 30.1 00 100.0 366
Florida 16.0 3.6 - 24.9 4.5 100.0 418
Virtinia 16.9 0.2 26.8 Wl 1000 0%
Tenfesane 16.7 3.3 7.9 \7.1 1000 347
Fentucky T2 39.0 279 lo.8 100.0 339

Tabla 3.16. Total Reported Income of ALl Children Over

51,000 (Rounded to Hestese $1,000)
Stacen 1-9 10«19 1029 30=49 50-90 Total
1 b4 b4 z 1 |
Souch carolioa 42.1 35,5 10.5 1.9 3.9 100
. Horrh Carolipa 68,1 23.5 6.4 0.0 0.0 100 &7
Alwbama o 37,2 45.3 12.8 .1 07 100 L4
Hissleaippl 571.1 23.8 4.3 1.6 2.4 00 47
Arkanaaa 41,3 41.3 9.8 [ 2.1 100 184
Georgia 4.1 3.8 105 6.2 4.5 100 114
Florida 3.2 Nns B.O 3.4 3.1, 100 88
Virginia 38,0 3.1 18,5 5.6 6.5 100 Los
Tennessea 4h. L 40.6 0% _ 2.1 b L 129
Kanrucky 54.9 237 1.2 31 Lo 10 97
(J\

Income of Children Qver $1,000 (Table 3.16)

tleads of households were asked 0 report
incomes of their children. Only 42 Mississippi
respondents reported while a high of 229 Tennes-
see families indicated estind™s of ° their
children's incomes. About 38% of Alabame and
Virginis families ranging to®a high of 68% {n
North Carclina, reported sggregate incomes for
their adult children of less than $10,000, Only
Scuth Caroliuna, Georgla, and Virginia sample
househiolds reported eggregate adult children
incomes of more than $30,000. ’
Famiiy Charscteristics:; Poverty Status
3Aan

{Table

Using 1980 poverty guidelines based on
family size and {income, the percentages of
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states' samples below the poverty level ranged ficance using, chi, dGuare which 1s appropriite
from 26% to 29% for Virginia, Georgla, and  for usé with nomipal level dafa presented heren .. -

Tennessee to 5%, for Missssipph-and Kentueky!
The five remalnifig 'states showed &5%° to u?%'

‘-v'---

{Downie and ‘Heath,” 1374)° '
In 4ll states, househnlds wi:h male heads,

e -

Jelow poverty. - . ,' high educational attainment, high occupation;g 1 (;j
) . . _. ‘7 [’.gtatusy nonfarm residence, with few children afd’ °
r.bl..‘a.u. Family Povarty Stacas i ., ! of white race weére agre’ li.keljr' to be »above_\ )
' . . poverty Yoiseholrds. Only the Kentucky” sample .
. \ ’ Noovae. | Belov - relationshep  for white- heads of‘hqf;se‘ld and :
Scatas — Boverty Povarcy _Total the __aArkansas, ‘Georgj_a, Hfssismpi saﬁple" ) :

Ve i R Y 1 ¥ i-elationship for nonfarm \residence weréd not -

‘ ::::: o :;: :;::-.. 100.0 :;g» ' significant at the .05 level. Regarding age, in ) .
Alab 53.4 £6.6 100.0 251 all states but No:th carolina, where 45 to'é6h
by a 3-8 100.0 148 year olds were ‘pootesf, hquseholds With heads 65 *

" Geotgts 12.0 28.0 100.0 239 and over were wOst 1iké1y ko be in poverty. In
;::‘:;. " 2.0, ;.::.:: 1®.0 3¢ .six sgates; above poverty level households were - -
x::::::;. - n:: ‘é:: :{gg.g g:g more prevalent amgong 25°to .44 year-old heads.

— Ll - HoBever , ,in South Carqlina, Georgia, Arkangas,, r
- and m.ssi.ssippi, 45.to- 64 year olds Qere\Jwre
. ¢ prosperous. This age of head-povedty relation-
Demographic¢ Measures and the. Poverty Index ship was signil¥cant in all states. The satital
(Table 3.18) status poverty index was algo significant. for
i . all states. Specifically, the pergent married’ -
For eac!‘.‘state's sample, p_ovei‘l:y status was relatively higher 'tn all states fpr‘ above k
+ {Table 3.17) was ‘eross-tabulated with selected  poverty households~ Except fo %@Q,
variables presented above. Cramer's V {or phi Florida, Georgi.a, and Arkansas, the dIvorce rate -
in the 2x2 case), a chi square' based statistic, was higher also among ahove poverty level house.a- . 1
was employed to index the degree of assoclation.  holds, Below poverfy households were charac= °* -
Its magnitude ranged from ,00 (no association) terized by “widowed" pr "sepacated for “parital .
to 1.00. Cramer's V was used as test for signi- status" fn all 'states. : . ) - ‘
AN : - ’ *
Table 3.18. Summary of Chi Square Tests and PhUCramer sV Statistics to Id'entify Significanr. -
’ ‘ Relationships pf Demographic Measures with Poverty Index - s
- * "
B _ ( o ‘ ,
Demographic Measures 1 'NC -AL Ms AKX ;GA FL VA ™ K Lt
Sex i L28%  L16% L19% 6% 24% 21k L43% 3Lk v+ 20% 2w ®
Race : y A2 L4lx L32% 27 3p% L 3Le a7 Jdux 23 0L . «
Age Level L25%  L26%  L2T* L26%  L38%  ,22%  ,28% ., 35% M2k 10w ) )
Marital Status I - S32F 0 L20% L21% 24k L32% L25% L 53F _33% 93k L Q4%
Farm or Nonfarm Residence ¢ J*L16% L17F 13,09 .01 .05 L23%°,24* 19
Number of Children by Father JI0F LAl* L3200 L2600 L34+ L3l L35 (35 o et +33% .
Humber of Children by Household LI6F LLO* A8k L3Sk L 34* 28+ L 46% L 36* L4b* L3I0 :
Educatfonal Attainment of Father ’ . : “
of Respondents 40 38 4B 46 LB2% 35 B4 L7* 3T 6%
Educational Attainment of Head - _ . _ . ' . N
of Heads of Households <30%  L48% .47 W2k 43% 35%  L58%  L39%  L4TF 4% | 7
Occupational Iyve ofgFather of. ) - o . .
Respondents L33F L36% .30 .21 L38%  L29% L L35% M4 ,28% 2% K
Occupational Type of Heads of “ : . t.
Households CELINT LN L LTS LI LTS SR N N )
*Chi square test signiflcant at the 0.05 level of probanility oy W .
+Cti square test marginally significadt from 0.10 level of provab#tity. " 35' o
ERIC BT 6CP Aymtuapyg ’ ] » "
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4} COMMUNITY AND LIFE SATISFACTION

A focus upon community 1ife satisfdaction is
critical In assessing and 1isolating factors
Telated to levels and patterns of living between
and among Ppoverty and naonpoverty families.
Perceptions of and reactions to the socilal
environment of Iinteraction may influence current
and future levels and patterns, of living
__ (Thompson, 1967; Blau and Duncan, 1967).

~ - ' The following concerns are covered in this
séction: (a) a discussion of concepts used; (b)
‘a di#'cussgon of the instrument; (c) presentation
of data responses;.and (d) significant associa-
tion between responses and thg poverty index.
The material will proceed as tﬁtcated.

L]

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Soclal Environment: The Community

.

Much reSedrch based on the concept .of
cbmomunity-~space wherein a family 1lives and
theoretically . interacts--draws heavily upon

R Tonnles' Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft, publish-
ed in 1887, Since Gis dichotomy of community
and “soclety was presented, soclal sclentists
have numerous définifi:ons of “community" leading
to considerable confuston. According to Hillery
(1955), there are mofe than ninety (90) defini-
tious of community ranging from Gemeinschaft-
Gesellschaft and the often used terms of
rural-urban (Redfield, 1947) through the various
ecological approaches (Hawley, 1958) to the
discussion of local soclal systems (Stacey,
1959). The latter approach bypassed the enigma
of defining. community and focused instead upem
interrelationships of institutbons in specific
localities, - v )

Because of the proliferation of definitions
and various crittcisms of the term "community,"
this s:u‘dy focused,upon the social environment
in which the families 1ived“and coped, drawing
upon the theoretical positions and research of
the following: Thompson and McEwen, 1938; Bott,

v _1§71; Thotpsdn, 1967, The social envircoment of
interdction, ?ac'cordtljg to the literature, offers
a.wide range of soclal .situations--employment, «
education, crime, human relations, and religion="™
- that_influence levels and patterns of living.
within the soclal environment Iin which families

" 1ive and scope, they experience inmtegration or «

allienation and have specific notions about their

Q
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quality of life.
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*

Integration and Alienation o

Integration i3 the feeling of belonging or
being a part of the social enviromment and/or
comnunity; more cofcretely, integrdtion refers
to one's generalized, pervasive gense of "self-

to-others belongingness" (Srole, 1956), More-
over, Integration 1s a "barrier-free" system
(Kitano, 1974), where constraints are at a
oiloimm. . .

The concept of alienation, however, is at
the opposite end of the continuum, The defipi-
tion for alienation is courplex because the word
has been given so many Yenotations throughout
the last  two centuries,j changing from He
(1965) through Marx and Engels (1965, 1970, 1957
and 1962), giving the word a multi-dimensional
definition.

For the purpose of this discussion, aliena-
tion will be defined as perceifed constraints
and barriers that affect one's sense of integra-
tion inte htaft;er social environment, thus,
impacting the quality of life and patterns and
levels of living.

Life Satisfaction and Quality of Life

. One of the primary approaches towards
"understanding quality of 1ife, and 1ife
gsatisfaction as it pertains to community "or
soclal enviromment, and human interaction, is to
ascertain how an individual perceives his life
(past, present, and future). Consequently, the
selection of an appropriate imstrument, with .
which to operationalize, becomes an essential
element Iin the termination and understanding
of those facto used by an individual 1in
aesessing quality of life: HMoreover, the use
of soclal indicatora in reflecting various
aspects of the quality of life (Wilson, 1969;
Liu, 1973), is further representative of social
and personal ‘changes that occurred during atages
of an individual's life cycle. Cqughenour {1975)
suggested that circumstances occurring at
different stages of an individuzl's or famlly's
1ife ¢ycle directly influence thelr notion and
preferences of quality of 1ife. Derived from
this concept waa the fact that an individualts
judgement and identification of self are largely
= deternined by the relationship or status .he/she
has within soclety, and the values learned from
his/her environment (Sherif and Cantril, 1947).




. comnittee concluded that

. each item ranged from one to five.
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It {s -on the basis of this learning process that
the individual defines elements of his oum
status and overall self-evaluation. |

The use of “each given theoretical concept”

(Social Community, Life Satisfaction and Quality
of Life, and Social Integration and Alienation),
was deemed essential 1in inteérpreting and
explaining the patterns of respense for this
segment of the study.

INSTRUMENT DEVELOPMENT AND RESPONSES

In development of the interview instrument,
gocial environment, integration, and alienation
Wwere operationally defined separately from 1ife
satisfaction. A twenty seven item Likert-type
instrument was developed to mezsure respondents’
perceptions of their community envirooment,
integration, a:;d alienation. The social environ-
ment according to the literature, offers a wide
range of soclal situations.

, lnstrument focused upon the social environment

of interaction in five areas: employment,
education, crime, human relations, and religionm.
These areas, according to the literature, are
important in the development of one’s status
level and pattern of living.

" The pretest instrument included items that
were both closed and open-ended. The Instrument
was tested in ome rural county in each of the
10 participating states. After critically
assessing responses to each pretested item, the
items from existiog
Likert scales provided better meadurement of the
sample's perception of their soclial environment
following appropriate medifications. The items
included were -taken from scales developed by
Guttman (1950), Likert (1967), Hill {1953), and
Neal and Seeman (1962). Scores for responses to
The instru-
ment was agaln pretested in 10 states. At this
point, several variazbles were eliminated because
they lacked dissimilaricy in their association
with other variables. The remaining 27 state-
ments, with. at least two items for each of the
areas of soclal environment,” cpmprised
instrument. The statements were ;'dbm
arvanged within a section of the total interview
Ychedule (Items 23-47, 77-78), The order is
indicated by the number 1In the Ilist that
follows, In an attempt to coptrol response
patterns, a few statements opposite 1in nature
were distributed randomly among the 27 {tems.
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Items in the regional instrument which fell
under the subcategory of religion were:
29 Different churches here cooperate well
with opne another.™ -
41 The churches here are a comstructive
factor for better comminity life,
44 Most people get thelr families to
Sunday School or Church on Sunday.
The development of these questions was
influenced by Laumann (1969) and ibelson (1954).
The second group of items in the Instrument
relating to employment, were:
40 A few people here make all the money.
17 Did or would you advise <your children
to leave tth community to be
successful?

78 There are enough jobs for young people
in this community. £
Publications from Aiken and Hage (1966) and
Tausky and Dubin (1965), contributed to the
consttuction of the employment variables. .
The 1items pertaining to crime were drawn
from Cohen (1969) and Merton (1938) and include

the following:

25 This community {s very orderly and
' peaceful.

26 The main problem in this cootdunity is
crime.
It is dangerous to walk down the
streets in this' community.
47 1 am often afraid that criminals will

A
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. break {n oy home.
The human relations items chat were’
included in the community  satisfaction

instrument were:
* 23 Friends are hard to find in the

community.
26 A lot of the people here think they are
teo nice For you. F

27 The Civil Rights Act of 1964 has made
life better for people in this
commnity.

28 Pamilies in this community keep their
children under control.

31 Some people can get by with almost
anything while others take the rap for
any little misdeed. a

33 Most people try to use you.

3 Blacks and Whites get along well in

- rthis comrunicy. *

35 Most pecple here show good judgement.

37 This compunity lacks real leaders.

42 1 feel very much that I belong here.
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You must spend money to be accepted in
this community.
I feel welcome going to public
activities in this comunity.
No one Seems Lo care how Chis community
looks.
In deaigning the set of human relations items,
regearch drew upon pertinent gpurces: (Srole;
Neal and Seeman). In addition, variables 27 and
34, relating to the Civil Rights and race
relations, were influenced by Myrdal (1962},
Bogardus (1928), and Kitano (1974).

Resources used i developing education
variables were Hack and Hawley (1971, 1968).

Variables related to education were:

24  Our schools do a poor job of preparing
Young people for life.

32 Cur schools do a good job in preparing

- students for college.

39 Our high school graduates take an
active {nterest in making this
commnity a better place in which to

* live. ! .

46

The 27 item, Likert-type scale w:as fntro-

duced to the sample by the enumerators with the
foliowing statements: -

Think of each of the statements that I am
going to read to You as relating to the pecple
of the entire community, both in town and on
neighboring {arms. If you think the statepent
fits this comsunity very well, respond Strongly
Agree, if it applies only partially, answer
Agree, if you cannot see how it relates in one
way or another to this particular commnity,
answer Uncertain, if you think it is oot true
respond Digagree, and {f it “definitely is not
true, answer StrotglyY Disagree.

Frequetcy distributions and factor analysis
of the responses are presented in Tables 4.1 and
4.2, A summary of the relationship of these
items with the Poverty Index is presented in
Table 4.3. . .

Another segment of this investigation
included . a series of inquiries developed to
determine a generalized perception of quality of
1ife. The measure used to‘acquire this informa~
tion was an intensi'ty ladder (ordipal scale),
adapted from a 1946 study by Cantril. The nine
step ladder, 1lowest to highest,° to whith
interviewees responded wgs reduced to three
response categories for each of the seven
self-evaluations presented in Table 4.3. ’
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Community Sstisfaction (Table &4.1)

-

The table presents the coabined strongly
agree and agree responses by state for each of
the 27 variables. The variable with the great-
est percentage of agree responses was "feeling
of belonging".

The responses ranged frow 88% agree for
Kentucky to 95% for North Carolina and Tennes-
see. The wvariable with rthe lowest agree
responde was ‘''enough Jobs for young people in
community. A low of 6% in both Kentucky and
Virginia and a high of 15% in Tennessee agreed.
In comparing the aggregate responses of each
state, Alabama had the highest mean agreement
score of 53% and Virginia the lowest of 47%. It
should be noted Cthat this agreement score
included responses to both positively and
negatively worded irems.

In cogparing the across state Dean scores
for each variable in Table 4.1, variables indi-
cating integration showed strong agreement; for
example, a feeling of belongingness to community
averaged 91%. Om other variables suggesting
nonintegration or alienation, such as ‘“some
peaple get by while eothers take the rap," there
was only 61% agreement. .

Compunity Satisfaction and the Poverty Index
(Table 4.1)

Table 4.1 presents the results of the
Pearsgnian correlation (r) of community and life
satisfaction by the poverty level index. Those
states where Pearsonien correlatfons are signi-
ficant at the .05 level are indicated. Varfa-
bles that are indicated by a positive sign, sre
significantly more agreed upon by households in
poverty than those not in poverty. Conversely,
where those variables that are indicated by a
negat'ive sign, are significantly less 1ikely to
be agreed upot by households in poverty than
those gut of poverty where no gigns are "shown.
The correlations are not significant at the ,05
level. - . T

A brief overview of the 27 variables
revealed 12 variables signifécantly related to

“the poverty index at the 0,05 level of proba-
bility in five or pore states. For analysis,
the variables were divided into £five sub-
categories - religion, employment, human rela-
tions, crime, snd education; delineation of .the
crime category. In eight of the 10 statsd, the

each sub-category will follew!
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Table 4.1. Community Sstisfaction: Pertentage of Responses "Stronmgly Agree” snd "Agree” snd the Direction of
Significant Corveletions (.05 level) Betvesn Communicy Sstiaféction sud the Povercy index
Veriables sC ¥ AL us AR GA FL VA ™ Fa:4
b 4 : : 4 b A : z
Different churches Tooperate well (29) 8¢ 82 83~ 75 86 18 78 17 82 31
Churshses are comstructive (4j) 84 85 93~ 85+ 30 84 86 87 §7 82 »
Mowz people sttend church or sunday echool (44) 707 70 75 61 71 59 &7 59 58+ 51
Tew paople nake She money (40) 8+ 0+ Q- it - 35+ %) 44+ 39+ 48+ 72
Advise childfen to laeve communtey (77) 32 3 0+ a8 &9 86 40 33 66
Eaough Jebs for Toung people ir comemnicy (78) 8 15 10 ¢ 12 £2 3+ é I &
Community i3 very orderly and pesceful (25) 76 82+ 83 Bl 80+ 85 82+ 85 85 56
uain probles in community i3 crize (10) 26+ W 20+ ry2d 13 20+ %+ 1+ 30 62
Dangerous atreety’ ¢o welk (J6) W, 20~ 17+ 20+ 17+ 17+ 120 17+ 17+ 37
Afratd criainals vill break {n home (47) & Gl 12 13+ 28 a9 7+ 29 ib> 73-
People chink they are too aite for you (26) 18+ 15+ 18+ 18+ il L7+ s 17+ 21 rk
Civil Rights Act has asde life Detter (27) 73- &0 76+ bb= b 48 56 49 a2 15
Famiiiee—children under concrol (28) - 6% 69~ FAl 58 68 .11 67 &8 7t 57
ecple getting by while othera tike the- |
zap (3i) R 45 5%+ 60+ Taw 54 60 57+ S6+ 65+ 86
HMoet people TtTy to use you (33} a0+ 42+ 37 8+ i2s 3o+ 39+ 6+ 37+ W
. 3lack snd wvhites get slong well here (34) 76 8s 9l 79 89 86 go 86 -8l 3
Pecple show good judgement (335) 7% 7% 86 §? 19 1 1~ 74 73+ 66+
Community lacks leaders (37) 45 , 47+ b+ 38+ is 43 52+ 39+ 42+ 16~
Feople 3ive bed asme 1f different (J3) 13+ il & &2 35+ 15 5l 39+ 13+ 57
Tenling of Selounglog (42) 94 95+ 94 89 90 9t 88 g9+ 95 1.4
Spend =caey-to be sccepted (a3 13+ L5+ 17+ 15 16+ 11 18+ 16 1t it
Teel velcomed st public activicies (45) 76+ 3g 83 77 %0 42+ 81 84s 86 86
Ho otie see=s TO care how communicy looks (46) 20+ 17+ 27 23+ ra B 25+ W6+ 18 16+ 44
Friends hard to fiad in commuaicty, (23) 40+ Js+ 284 wde &6+ 3T+ &le 30e Y6+ 42
Schoola do & poer job prepsring young : -,
pecple (28) n it ¥ 28 40 ag a5 dl1* N+ 4] a2
Schools prepare studente for college (32), 56 61 9= 51 67 42— 86 47- 81 52
Bigh school grsdusces teke an {ntereec (39) a5 49 58- 45 57 5 a5- 30 %9 33
»Mesn LX) 51 5)» 50 .5 49 52 [¥] 0 52
7

In the categery of religiom, items 29, &1, gerous to walk in the streets, and {n seven of
and 44 revealed little association wicth The the 10 states the 'poolr vere more likely to feel
poverty index. In Alabama, all chree items were crise was the main problem. Omly in Kentueky
negative and in Mississippl two were positive. the rich \Erere more likely to be afraid chat
Oaly one other significant positive sign wvas crinfnals will break into their hcmes. The
present (Tennessee). majority in all atates agreed chat thelr commi-

In the employment categery, item 40, ”few nity was vely orderly and‘ peacefyl. For at
people Dake the money”, six states -- Arkansas, least two of the three crime items (30, 36, 47)
Florida, North Carolina, South Carofina,. in all states but Kentucky and Arkansas, the
Ien;:essee, and Virginia +- showed a positive poor vere more likely to agree than were che
associacion with the poverty index. Iten. 77 above poverty households that crime s a
shewed poverty households in only one state probiem. In three of these states, hovever, the
(Alabana) to more often advise children to leave poor were also more likely to agree that their
the community for employment. Only in Florida, communities vere very orderly and peaceful (item
poverty households vere zore l.ﬂialy to believe 25). .'.u‘hf.le {t appeared that, in. some samples,
jobs were sufficient for young pecple (item 78). the poor tend to straddle the fence, sost of the

. Ttems 25, 30, 36, and 47 were grouped inte  evidence suggests that the above poverty
poor were Jore likely to agree that it was dan~ - households feel-much less wvulnerable to acts of

Tl ;L”.'UBLE ' ' w7
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crime, than do the poor in these low-income,
rural counties.

The next 14 frems related to human
relationa. In all states except Kentucky, rhe

poverty households were more likely to indlcate
alienation by agreeing that friends are hard to
£ind {n the commmity (23), that people think
they are too nice for you {26), and that most
people try to use you {33). At the other extreme
(integration with commumity) only two of the
state samples, Georgla and Virginia, found the
poor ro agree more frequently that they have a
feeling of belonging (42) and feel welcowe at
public activities {45). Tonnies' Gemeinschaft
aspect of community appéars to be more consis-
tent with the experience of the poor in rural
areas of these two urban states than in the more
Tural states. )

related

Varifables 24, 32, and 34 to
education. "Schools do a poor job preparing

young people™ (24) showed agreement to be posi-
tively associated with poverty income in two
states {Alabama and Florida). Conversely, agree-
ment with the ftem “schools prepare students

Table 4.2.

Susmary of First Factor Loadlug of Coemunity Satisfaction Scale

for college" was negatively as§ociated with the
poverty index in Alabama, Georgia; and Virginia.
Agreement with "high sthool gradustes take an
interest in making this community a better place
in which to live,” was also negatively associa-
ted with the poverty index in Alabama and
Florida. The pattern of dissatisfaction with
the schools among the poor, was consistent in
Alabama and Florida samples.

In general, the crime snd human relation

'item correlations with the poverty index were.

most consistent. In a2t least eight of 10 states,
low-income households, felt more wvulnerable to
crime and more alignated from others than did
higher income households.

Factor Analysis of the Community Satisfaction

Variabies (Table 4.2) 1

Principal components factor analysis for
the 27 compunity satisfaction variables indicate
that in five or more states 19 of 27 variables
rendered loadings of .35 or larger on the first
factor. These variables are considered Lo have

Variables ‘ . SC NC AL S AR GA FL VA ™ KY

. 1 1 1 1 1 S | 1 1 1
Different churches coopelate well .52 .51 .2 .35 .29 .51 I S ) S+ .03
Churches are constructive - .61 YA .29 .30 .38 47 b - I B 1 A ¥
Host people attend churzh or sunday achool .35 .10 .18 .22 .42 .37 Jd6 0 .28 20 .05
Few people make the money .46 .57 49 .55 .36 .39 48 .36 .53 -7
Advise children to leave comzunity .02 .26 .29 .19 .18 11 21 L0s 14 .23
Enough Jobs for young people in community .13 .10 .07 .11 .11 .17 A1 L18 -l020 (06 ¢
Comzynity is very orderly and peaceful ~ W87 .32 .36 ) - 47 47 28 LA .67
Main problec in community is crime .41 W44 .51 .45 k] W29 .28 44 L35 .68,
Oangergus streets to walk 36 W43 49 - % I .33 Y c I . S & .58
Afratd eriminals will break in home W45 .51 .4l .30 .22 .30 .29 .29 .37 .66
People think they are too nice for You L-60 .57 .66 .57 .37 .58 .61 .83 .59 .40
Civil Rights Act has made life berter .33 .16 .11 -.18 .00 - 06 12 -13 .05 .02
Families--children under coatrol .53 47 .4 .53 .42 .48 48 LS50 .M .66
People getting bY while cthers take che rap A5 L) A9 .47 37 .46 L35 46 43 .48
Most people-try to usSe you .67 .67 .58 .7l 32 .58 . .64 .65 .57 3o
Black 2nd whites get along well here .55 .39 .25 .42 18 42 3y .1 L2 .29
People show good judgement - .50 .35 46 .Jo .52 .61 NS Y T T 74 )
Community lacks leaders .55 .45 .37 3 L2 WJ4 48 36 Lk L40
People give bad name tf differenc .54 68 .62 L6 .54 .87 .66 .65 .64 .43
Feeling of belonging .49 Y 1 .15 .55 L&0 520 .39 L3 .
Spend money to be accepted .51 47 .49 N3 .40 .40 .52 .54 U5S .09
Feel welcomed at-public activities .0 .38 .27 .34 .59 .50 .38 .28 .50 .03
Ho one seems to care how community looks .56 .56 49 .50 .52 A4S 540 %6 L35 A9
Friends hard to find fn compunity i | .1 .41 .52 .46 46 Y - R .58
Schools do a poot job preparing young people 46 . =l .36 .26 .25 .28 .18 .3 .27
Schools prepare students for college .52 .2t .16 .08 .22 .20 22 .02 .24 .38
Bigh school graduates ctake an inCerest .37 .13 .13 Lls .35 .33 200 .09 .26 .32
I of variance $9.00 &47.80 &l.70 JI6.30 36.50 &1.70 395.90 39.00 42.20 33.30
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significant loadings. The percent of \ﬁﬁance
accounted for by the first factor exceeded 36%
in all 10 ‘states, with six states {Alabama,
Florida, Georgia, |North Carolina, South
Carolina, and Tennessee} thaving explained
variance of 41% and over. South Carolina had
59% of i{ts variance explained. }

Items not. loading on the first factor
include all three of the education variables,
two of the empl&yment variables, two human
relation variables, and one religion wvariable
(echureh attendance). These items constitute
second factors in several, but not all, states.
The education variables form a rather consistent
factor, as is evident in Table 4.1 where the
responses to one negatively and one positively
worded item evaluating the job schools are doing
complement one another in every state. A second
cluster of two items chat does not

Table 4.

fit in the |, scale adapted from <Cantril, 1946},

first factor imvolves race issuesa. "Blacks and
whites }?L\ aglong well here" {s one of the most
agreed upon item (76% co 91% in Table 4.1} 1in
each state except Kentucky, thus reducing the
varidnce to bde allocated by factor analysis.
Even so, four states exceed a .35 loading on
factor one. The other item, "Civil Rights Act
has made life better" 1is much more controver-
sial. No state's responses load on the first
factor, and the agreement scores (Table 4.1),
except for Kentuecky, ranged widely from 4#2% to
76%.

Life Satisfaction and the Poverty Index (Table
4.3} ?

In examining 1ife satisfaction the measure
used involved an intensity ladder (an ocrdinal
The ladder

3. Seif Tvalustion af Life Satisfaction: jJParcencags of asponaas on ToP Thten Staps {of 9) and the Diractiom of

Significant Cocrelations Batvean Lif¢ Sa¥iafaction and the Povatty Indax ’

Variablas s¢ NG AL s . AR GA L TA e
whecs vara you tow 1/ 9.8 6.0 6.9 6.1 1.3 5.1 7.7 & 3.8
en ladder during Madivm 2/ 36.8 2.8 42.0 &g 8.7 3.0 5.0 6.8 8.4
best vadi ia High 3/ 5.4 55.2 " 45%.0 57.7 60,1 6.9 57.2 59.9 67.8
paAt vaar? Cremer's ¥ A W3- .29 Li2- L26- 7= Lel- A2 L 20-
L] vecal (307} {232) {250} (239 {240} (237 (234) {239) S )
whers vare you Lov 45.9 6.2 67.8° 55.8 64.6 65.2 84.9 56,7 8.7
e laddar during Hadium 5.2 "0 3.8 3.3 5.0 9.2 7.4 346.2 3.8
verdt wenk in HAigh 8.8 7.8 B.5 13.9 10.5 5.5 7.7 9.2 5.5
past yaaz® Craser s v .20~ .03 .21 Li5- iD= 36 12 04 - b4
total €30} (231} (248} (238) {240) {236} {234) (240) (241
wWhafs 90 che Lav ig.0" 19.90 16.9 ° 158.3 14.2 5.7 i5.8 7.0 6.6
laddar vers you Madtua S4.8 $5.4 61.1 $0.2 9.2 9.7 $9.¢ 8.4 " 4.4
soat 9f tha High 1.5 &6 5.0 B.s &7 lo.s 5.2 J4.5 19.0
tiza” Cramaz'a ¥ 3T- 8= AT- L23- L25= .10 Lil- .18 22—
Total (306) (231) (27} (239 (240) (238} (23) . (1) (21}
Whate en this Low 18.3 3.0 19.3 2.} a3 1% 18.1 6.8 t5.5 10.8
ladder wara you Hadium 5.8 .8 LE-T Isg 40.0 491 g4 5.1 54.1
$iva (5} years Kigh 45.9 4.1 g2 “i.2 .y 3t 3.9 30 5.0
age? Cramer"s ¥ 19 12 2= .06 .07 .19 L lh- .06 .03
Tacal (304 £230) (243} (233} (260} (234} (232 (2422 {20
whate on this Lov 12.2 7.0 8.1 7.5 te.2 8.5 4.7 6.9 7.4
laddar do you Hadium 19.8 .5 5.6 16.7 18.4 it.4 F2 19 I 17.4 WS .
AXpact co ba Kigh 8.0 63.4 §6.3 75.3 &6.9 £9.5 72.3 5.7 8.1
Liva (5) yaaza Cramer's ¥ 2= s L23- .16 W14 23- L32- .13 -
froc nov? Total (28T) {128} (248) (2111 (239} {238 (231 {230} (241}
Whare oo chis Low sy 6.4 5.8 W.7 6.0 3. 8.9 1.4 20.7
1addat did yous Hedlum 44.1 46.4 8.0 35.2 0.9 9.7 W 0.1 1.8
fathe? stand vhan High 0.1 29:1 6.1 .2 N9 6.2 W.s .4 6.4
yov vate 3 Crazar's ¥ .23- .08 .15 16 16 A2 L33- B! 1%
thild” Tocal {274) (2:2) {(23n (199} (260} (229} nn {238) €236}
shafe on thia Lov 50.3 j2.5 5.4 LU 5.2 £).2 §9.3 5.2 1.2
laddas did your Hediua ¥ 46.1 7.1 2.1 5.8 1.9 4.1 5.t 46.90
grandfathar High 10.3 .2 17.5 L2 5.5 8.9 2.6 .8 .7
atand? Crasar's ¥ .22- =17 A2 .17 a7 14 Jble 09 19
Tecal {11y - {188} {206) (30} (2:0) {211} (199y [$E-F3 {213}

if Lovesc threa staps on laddar: 2/ Middle thtaa on ladder: 3/ Highase thran acaps on laddar
{ataps} and curvant povas

(=) Minus sign ipdicatas 3 significant {.05 laval) angacive covcalacion batvagn che o
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was incorporated co simply represent the range
of sociceconomic status for the respondents'
estimate of their own well-being (pasc, present,
and future) compared to earlier generations.
For "“the best week In the past year," 52

" (Kentucky) to 68% (Tennessee) of the respondents

indicaced the three highest steps on the nine-
step ladder. For “the worst week duriog the
past yvear," this range dropped to a low of 3%
for Kentucky to 14% for Mississippi. Within
these extremes, respondents were asked "where on
the ladder were you most of the timé, during
psst year? In eight states, 28% to 39% of the
respondents reported one of the top three steps.

high status and 10% to 33 rank their grand-
father at a high stacus. This compares with
this generation’s current high ranking of 21% to

39%. All state samples gave their fathers more
high raokiogs, than thelr grandfathers, but
Virginia, Florida, and Mississippi give their

fathers higher rankings than they did them-
selves. Only in South Carelina and Florida,
the father and grandfather rankings were signi-~
flcantly related to above poverty status of the
current generation household.  Simply, [this
suggests that intergenerational wmebility,

"measured in terms of respondents’ estimates of

present status, was not strongly determined by

Kentucky at 21% and Tennessee at 3%% were again {spﬁnder}ts' estimates of parents' statuses.

the extremes. In all states except Georgia and
Virginia, chese rankings were correlated with
above poverty status at the .05 level. Again,
’the urban states appeared te provide a Gemeins-
chaft sense of community for its rural poor that
was not apparent in the more rural states.

In all states except Tennessee, respondehts
estimated that they were eq‘ua}. to or higher on
this ladder five years ago than they were most
of the time during the past year. Estimates for
that time again excluding Kentucky (21%), .ranged
from 32% (Georgia) to &6% (South Carolina). Only
South Carolina, Alabama, and Florida respondents
showed a sdignificant correlation between the
“estimate for status" five years ago and turrent
Ygbove POverty status'. .

In all states, the expectation was higher
five years frob now than.estimates of current or
past status. fifty-six percent (Kentucky) rto
76% (Mississippi and Virginia) of the fespon-
dents expect to have high statuses in £five
years. In six states, these correlations are
significant with above poverty status. Those
above the poverty 1line more likely to expect a
higher status five years from now are South
Carolina, Alabama,” Georgia, Florida, T'ennessr.fe,
and Kentucky. Except for ‘Tennessee, those are
the states with the five lowest rankings most
times in the cyrrent ygar (1981). Not only de
higher income bhouseholds expect to lead the
recovery from the current depressed situations,
but future expectations are appearing to be
consistent with current statuses., Compared with
"most of the time during the past year," shows.
that about twice as many respondents expect to
be on the top three steps within the next five
years. ) -

Regarding estimates of gtatus for past
generations, 11% to 36% rank their fathers at a

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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5. AGENCY UTILIZATION AND CLIENT
SATISFACTION

The magnitude of this study made it virtu-
ally impossible to examine azl) facets of agen-
cles and their services relative to helping

*

" disadvantaged families or persens te alleviate

or to escape poverty. The existence of scores
of both public ang private agencies and services
forced the researchers to focus on elght major
public agencies. There were: 1) Employment
Security (job service); 2) Food Stamps; 3)
Farmers Home Administration; &) Social Security;
5) Commission or Council on Aging; 6) Public
Health Services; 7) Mental Health; and 8)
Veterans Administration. Attention was limited
in this report to agency utilizacion. If the
agency or services in question had not heen used
(Tables 5.1 te 5.8), respondents were asked why
service was never used (Tables 5.9 to 5.16). If
they had used the services, they were asked to
evaluate them (Tables 5.17 to 5.24).

Yeilization of Employment Security (Table S5.1)

Of ‘the 10 states, the range for the res-
pondents who have ever used the employment
security or Job service agency was from 23% in
Tennessee to 2% in Kentucky. Mississippi had
the second highest percentage of users with 21%,
followed by HNorth Carolina and South Carolina
15% each.

An exeamination of the table showed a range
of 8% to near 0% for respondents who have used
employment security within the past year.
Tennessee, which had the highest

33
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those who have ever*used Employment Security,
also had the highest percentage of respondents
to use the agency within the past year. TFlorida
(7%) vas second, followed by both Alabama (6%)
and , Mississippt (6%).
were lowest {near 0%).
Cf the respondents presently using the
Employment Security or Job Services, the range
was 4% for Alabama to 0.0% for Kentucky. Florida
and Tennessee were second and third (3%). There
were no significant differences between states
with large percentages of black respondents
compared to those with high percentages of white
respondents. Considering that more than ont-half
" of the households were on welfare or retired,
these figures are consistent with official
unemployment figures at the timé of the survey,

o

Tabls 5.1. EaPloyment Sacurity Urilirarion
+ Have Evir Usad In  Arte You Prtasanz-

States Usad Pasr Yaat 1y Using Toral
. ] 1 . ] ||
Sourh Carolime  14.5 L% | 1.6 n:
Notth Corolina  l4.5 6.8 1.2 249
Alabama . 1.5 5.6 3.6 252
Mississippi 0.6 5.6 - © 2.8 48
Arkanses 11.0 1.7 1.6 255
Gaorgla 4.8 k.2 0.4 48
Florida l&.2 6.1 L] 240
Yirginia . 1.7 0.4 0.4 259
Tanneasea 3.0 A ) 3.2 48
Kantucky 1.% - - 63

»

Utilization of Foqd Stamps (Table 5.2)

Food stamps proaﬁced the greatest range of
respondefits vho have ever used the services, 49%
to 11%. Kentucky (49%) had the highest percen-
tage, while Virginia (11%) had the lowest.

Mississippl vas second with 46%, Florida,(34%)’

third, and South Carclina and Tennessee ‘were
both fourth with 33% eacli. AN
The range of the respondents who had used
food stamps within the past year was 39% for
Kentucky to nine percent in Virginia. Missis-
sippi was second with “34%,~4labama third with
29%, and Florida fourtmth 28%. Tennessee
showed the greatest disparity /between the "have
ever used" to that of '"uged in past year"
decreasing froam 33% to 18%.
' As would be expected, the state by state
rank for those who were presently using food
stamps was similar to the Yever used" category.

Again, Kentucky led a1l states with 37% of the’

respondents, Mississippi second (32%), AL aban® *.
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Virginia and Kentucky

.s5as, and Georgia clustered near %.

third ( and Florida fourth (25%), while
Virginia Was last with 7% With the exception
of Virginia, all states had double digit percen-
tages with a range of 37% for Kentucky to 13%
for Georglia. For these samples, there were ac
significant differences in food stamp utiliza-
tion between states with high black populations
and high white populations.

——

Tahla 5.2. Food StazPae Yellirerion
Have Evar Vaad In  Ata You Prasentc-
Staras Uaad Past Year 1y Uaing Totel
b R | ] o
Sourh Caroline 32,1} 24.4 21.5% 12
otth Cateline 31,5 3.3 0.5 59
Labame 3z 9.0 5.8 152
Hisalaaippt [ .5 1.9 4638
Atkansss 5.9 0.4 17.2 255
Gaotgla 18.5 13.7 12.5 H Y]
Plocide 3).38 8.3 25.4 260
Virglniax 10.8 5.3 7.3 259
Tannesses 2. 18.1 14.9 2.8
Kantueky 49.4 8.8 36.5 b
Urilization of Farmers- Home Administration.
(Table 5.3)

The range of respondents who have *‘ever

‘used" FomHA was 16% in South Carolina to 5% in

Alabama. Mississippi was second (15%), followed
by North Carolina {14%), Tennessee, and Georgia
(13% each). when the respondents were asked if
they .had used FuHA within the past year, the

range was 12% in South Carolina to 2% in
Kentucky.
Regarding present use of FoHA, the Fange

was similar with 12% in South Carolina to 2% in
Kentucky. _;1& three states Mississippi, Arkan-
As expec~
ted, there were no discernible differencer afong -
the states with regard to race.

Table 5.3, Farmace Home Adminiatration Utilizarion
Have Evar  Vasd Ia  Are You Presant-
"Staras Uaad Paar Yearx ly Vaing Total
4 4 b ||
South Catolina '15.4 12.2 11,5 nz
Hotrrh Caroline ~ 137 5.2 &.L F1% ]
Alabama 4.8 3,2 1.8 252
Missiasippi 15.3 8.9 6.8 28
Arkanses 12.5 9.4 8.6 55
Gaorgia it.s . 1 8.5 48
Flocida 1.5 3.3 3.3 260
¥irginia 9.2 6.2 5.0 59
Tannadsed 1.9 4.9 . 6.0 148
Kantucky 6.5 FI 1.9

162
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Utilization of Social Security (Table 5.4)

The data on Social Security generated
responses similar to those of Food Stamps, anc
was utilized by more respondents than any of the
other agencies. The range was &3% to 26%, for
who "have ever used" soclal security.

— ——MWississippi being high and Horth Carolina low.

E

Florida was second {(&41%), Arkansas was third
(39%), and South Carolina fourth (37%),
Kentucky, Tennessee, vtrgin'ia, and»,Geor'gta
« clustered slightly above 33%, Here again, there
were no discernible differences among states
with .high black populations as opposed to those
with high white populations. o,
Responses to "used in the past year" showed
little variation from the response pattern for
the "have ever used" question. In all states,
there was less than a four percentage point
chenge (decrease) between the two questions.
The data on present use of Socidl Security
produced a range of L1% to 24%, with Mlssissippl
“high and North Carolina low. The remaining
elght states ranged from 38% to 29%. There were
no significant differences when the percentages
were viewed by states with large black popula-
tions versus large white populatioms.

Table 5.4. Soctal Security Vrilitacion

Have Ever Vsed In  Ars Tou Pressnt-

ScatCes Vaed Paatc Year Ly Vaing Toral

. 4 4 I "

South Catolinma 37.2 35.9 5.6 iz
Yaotth Catalina  26.0 PR .7 %9
Alabama 35,9 5.7 357 152
Hisaisoippl 42.7 40,3 40.7 48
Arksnsaa 9.2 X .9 25%
Georgla 331 Ba 2. 48
Flotide 40.8 8.3 8.3 %49
Vitginia 3.2 9.7 9.0 - 59
Tennewsee 3.9 9.4 9.4 248
vantucky 33,5 il.e 0.0 7 263

/

Utilization of the Commission on Aging .(Table
5.5) :

A high of &% to a low of 0.4% of the
respondents reported "having ever used"” the
Commission on Aging. Arkansas led all states,
while twe states were tied for least usage
(Mississippl and North Carolina).
second (3%}, Alabama third (3%), and South
Carolina fourth (2%). As was expected, there
were no parked differences among the states with
regai-ds te race. :

RICC
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Florida was’

_ Queations on "used im the past year" "and
"present use'' of the Commission on Aging produ-
ced identical percentages for all states except
South Carolina and Georgla. The range of per-
centages was four percent to zero percent. In
both 1instances, Arkansas was high and Horth
Carolina and Mississippl were low.

Table 5.5, Covmission on Aging Utilizacicn .
Heve Evar Usad In  Arz You Pressnc~
Stace Usad Pesl Year 1y Using Total
k4 H k4 N
Seuth Cetolina L9 1.6 1.3 31z
Hotch Catolipa 1) - - 249
Alabama ﬁ\" 1.6 1.6 152
Mizslanipptl B - - 148
Arkanaas 3.9 3.9 3.8 155
Georgla 1.2 1.2 0.8 148
Florida 13 2.5 1.5 249
Yirginia 0.8 0.2 0.8 59
Tannesses 1.2 Q.4 L L 8
Xentucky 0.8 0.4 0.4 263
Utilization of Health Services (Table 5.6)

The 10 states sampled differed consider-
ably 1in percentages of respondents who 'have
ever used"™ the Health Services., The range of
percentages was 25% for Florida to a low of 2%
for Virginia and Kentucky. Three states had
percentages of 20% or more {(Florida, Tennessee,
and Mlssissippi), while the remaining states
with the exceptidn of Virginia and Kentucky (two
percent) had ranges of 18% to 10%.

0f the respondents - 'who used Health Services
within the. past vyear,’ Bhe range was 1% 1in
Florida to a low of twd percent In Kentucky.
There was a substantlial decrease from "ever
used" to "used {n the past year," with Missis-
sippl and Tennessee decreasing as much as 1l%.

*

Table 5.6. Healeh Service Urilization
Have Ever Ussad In  Are You Pressnc-

scate Used Past Yesr ly Using Total
k4 k4 N
Souch Carcline  14.1 1.2 € ss Nz
Horch Caroling 12.7 12.0 9.2 269
Alsbama 9.9 3.6 1.6 152
Hisaisaippi ir.2 16.9 i.? 48
Arkaneaa 9.8 6.7 5.9 55
Gaorgia 12.1 9.3 4.4 %8
Florida 5.4 19.2 5.0 140
Yirginia 1.) (183 1.5 159
Tennessee 1.0 iz 8.5 68
Fanzucky 2.1 1.5 1.1 63

The data on present use of Health Sethices
showed a range of 15% in Florida to_J}% in
Kentucky. Again, there was a decline f "used
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an average of 3%, North CarRlina was secopd
with 9.2% of the respondents 'presently usi.ng"
Health Serviced, follgwed by Tennessee (9%)
Mississippi -(8%), and Arkansas (%), HNo appa-
rent differences existed between States with
large black populations and .those with largk
white populati.ons.

in the past year” to those "p,r%sently using," by

(Table

Qrilization of Mental Heglth Servi.ce
5.7)

0f all agencies researched, Mental Health
had the lowest participation rate. The range for
those who Mhave ever used” Mental Health was &%
in South Carolina te 0% in Kentucky. Turning to

those who have used Mental Health in the past .,

year, Arkansas was .high {2%), followed by South
Carolina;—Florida, 'Mississ{ppi, and Tennesgsee.
Virginia and Kentucky were last with 0% of the
respondents.

The range of respondents “presently using"
Mental Health was 1.6% in Arkansas and Tennessee
to 0% in Virginia®and Fentucky. The remaining
states’ clustered near 1% of preéent users.
Except for a cotrelation between .percent black
affid percent white having Yever ised Hental
Health services,” no- aonsistent patterns were

revealed in regards to gtates with large black
populations as opposed te those with large white

populations.
Table £.7. Heural Realrh Ucilizacicon
Have Bvar Usad In  ire You Preeent-
Srate Uaed Past Year 1y Uetos Total
4 } 4 4 W
South Caroline 4.2 1.9 1.0 « N2
Harth ‘Clraliu 1.2 0.8 0.8 249
Alabama 2.0 0.3 0.8 52
Hieaisaippi 3.6 1.6 1.2 48
Arkgnaes 1.5 1.0 1.6 i55
Gagrgia 2.0 1.2 1.2 248
Plorida L7 1.7 0.8 - 240
Virginia 0.4 - - 2289
TanDasese . b3 S 1.6 1.6 4B
Yantucky - B - - 261

A

Utilization of Yererans Admiristration (Table
5.8) ' -

3

The data on "have ever used the Veterans
Admmst:ration"“ produced 2 range of 15% for
Florida to a low of 7%, for Arkansas.

There was a decline again, from "!}ave ever
used" to that of "used in the past year" catego-
ries, with Tennessee declining by almost 8%.

SRR T

F

The rangé‘ for the "used in the pest year"
category was 9% in Florida to 3% in Virginia.
The remaining states tended to cluster with less
than 3% separation. \ s
The range for those "presently using" the
Veterans Administration was nearly 9% in Florida
te below 3% in Virginia. Again, there was no,
significant relationshi.p among the gtates accor-

ding to black-white population. '
,’
Teble 5.8. Vererene pdminietrerion Utilizecion
‘ Have Zver Ueed In  ATe You Preeenc-
Stere LUeed Paer Yeer 1y Uelng Total
)4 4 4 N
South Cerolina 7.7 4.5 45 Mz
Horrh Caroline 3.0 3.1 .3 4%
Alabamp 10.3 5.6 4,0 152
Miseleaibpi 9.7 5.2 5.8 248
Arkanesa §.7 1.9 1.1~ 155
Georiin RN TSIV T 478 —269
?lerida 15.4 9.2 3.8 140 2o
irginia 8.5 3.1 .7 59
Teonesses 12.1 LT%] 5.0 T 248
Featucky . 9.5 6.5 4.1 261

Table 5.9 through 5,16 report reasons for
"nomuse" from those '"never having used". the
eight agencies or gervices, 1In al1 eight tables
reasons for nonuse have been grouped into five
categories: Income Foo high, Age or Transportas
tion (Mobility), Net needed, lLack of Informa-
tion, or other reasons. The lack af information
category included "do not know what it is" ‘or
where to go to get it",

.

why E:-nployment Security Never Used (Table 5.9)°

The range for "not needed" was 9h% in
Tennessee to 61% in Kentucky. The remaining
categories had percentages in single digite
except the "lick of informarion" category which
had a response range bf 34% in Kentucky to 1% in
Florida. Information problems were Wore fre-
quently reported by two other agencies. There
was no unique pattém in relation to percentage
black or white populstion of the states.

.

Table-5%9, Esployment Securiry - Why Servite Never Uisd
High Hot Lack  valtd
Stars 1nerme TAge Headed Infor. OTher Caswn
3 3 T T . 3 H
5C 0.4 2.3 B84.6 4.9 8.0 164
He - 1.5 83.2 . 9.8 LS 171
AL 2.] 1.2 6L.% . 4.6 2.1 222
MS 2.0 .5 79.7 12,3 2.% 197
AR 0.5 2. 73,4 21,9 2.1 188
GA 0.4 2.6 Bi.4 9.1 15 231
L - ‘1.8 94.0 1.2 3.4 167
YA Jo 7.2 ° 8.6 20.9 1.3 235
™ 0.5 1.0 94.2 h T T I 185
kY 1.% 1.6 , 6l.0 38,2 1.& 123
23
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why Food Stalips Never Used {Tsb1e 5.10)

The range for the "not needed" category was
8™ In Georgia to 69% in Arkansas. The second
highest response category waé "income too high"
with a range of 26% in Virginia to 6% in

'E

Q

MC 24 . ' ' -

a range of 28% in Virginisz te 1% in Kentucky.
thile "high income" was second most reported by
Kentucky respondents, This could be interpreta~
ted as equallent to "not needed”., Information
on Social Security was lacking for do more than
6% of the respondents (Arkansas).

‘gj:‘.

. Georgla, " "Lack of information'' was a problem
r 1
for no more than 3% in any state. '"Mobility' Tebla 5.12. Soctal Security - Wby Service Hever Used
{too old or transportation) was reported as a
- problem by .only ‘five respondents in the total Bigh o~ Age Hot Lack Yalid
10-state sample. State Income Teanep. HNaedad Ipfor. Othu. Casea
. H ;1 3 I "1 N
’ 14 - 0.5 9.2 1.6 6.7 193
NG - - - )
Table 5.10. Food §tupn = Why Service Hevar Uaed AL 2.7 1.8 ;g g L6 i:: :ii
' Hs 5.0 - 77.9 3.6 13,3 140
High Ags Hot Lack Yalid AR 3.9 - 83,3 5.9 6.9 101
Stats 1ncobe Trapsp. reded Lofor. Other Cases - 3 1.9 - ) 1.2 4.9 16
. — = T T = n - Ji.0 1.0 S50 10
—e= . S S 05— 1.8 201 va 5.5 = . 608 5.5 28.2 . 163
115 foat mr sl s e e e 4 — 3T -2.6 1ni
HE 14.% - 9o 2.4 &0 124 Xt 0.7 <. sz 1 10 a8
AL 15.3 1.2 16.8 L.2 6.5 168 ' '
s 22.7 - & 4.3 3.0 - 132 —
AR 25.3 - - " 68.8 .7 2 154 -
GA 5.6 - 87.4 30 3.0 197
L 15.5% 1.0 80.6 6.8 3.1 129 Why Commission on Aging Mever Used {Table 5.13)
va 25.8 0.5 n.s 0.5 1.4 221 = - .
™ 22.% % 06 3. 160 . .
Ky 10.0 2.0 86.0 » 0 50 The '"'mot needed" category was again the
most frequent response with a range of 88% in
. Florida to 48% in Kentucky. The "did not know
Why FoHA Never Uged (Table 5.11) where or what (information)” category was
¢ gacond, with a range of 4% in Kentucky to 8% in
Again, the most frequent response category Florida. The commission on aging service had
was "not needed,” ranged from 92% in Georgia to®™ the most wide-spread information problem of any
71% in Kentucky. For FmHA, the second category agency in the study. Information appeared to be
with a high response rate was the "lack of more often expressed as "a problen” in the
information" category with a range from 21% (n predominately white samples.
Kentucky to 5% in Virginia. Alabama was second -
with 17% followed by HNorth cafoum (13%) and Table $.1). Comisalon on Aging - Why Service Nevel Yaed
Arkansas (12%).
s * High ' Age Yot Lack Velid
Late lncoac wnap. Haadad Infor. Octhat
Tabla 5.11. FaHA - Why Service Never Vand i e o Cases
i H i T3 H N
s - 0.7 82.7 10.9 5.7 300
Righ Age Hot Lack Velid NEe - 0.5 73.5 211 4,9 185
Stats Income  Trensp. Needed  Infor. Other Ceans AL~ . - - “69.4 6.8 19 Mm
I T 3 T 3 T HS - 1.3 2.4 23,5 2.8 26
st 0.4 - 86.0 9.7 9% 132 AR 0.6 - 60.1 3.2 1. 178
e 0.6 0.6 82.2 13.0 & 169 GA 0.4 - 8.2 12.6 3.8 27
AL 0.5 1.8 76.2 17.4 %6 222 n - - 878 . &2 &0 147
Ms 3.3 1.0 85.2 8.6 LY 209 Ya .9 - 61.4 9.1 6.6 241
AR 2.2 0.5 1.8 1.8 1.7 187 ™ 1.5 1.0 65.3 28.2 4.0 198
CA 0.5 - 91.5 6.1 1.9 213 Y 6.3 - 4.4 1.3 4.0 126
FL - <1 5.1 6.8 8.0 175 -
Lt Vi 1.8 1.4 9.0 4.6 3.2 220
™ 5.0 1.5 8l.s 89 Lo 202
Xy 7.9 - 70.6 20,7 0.8 126
! Why Health Services Never Used (Table 5.14)

Why Social Security Never Used {Table 5,12)

The range for the “not needed" category was
]
94% - each in Florida and Tennessee to 61% in
Virginia. The "other" category was second with
~

.
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The range for the "not needed" category was
d4x in Florida to 55% in Kentucky. ‘'Lack of
{nformation" category was second with a range of
4% 1in RKentucky to 0% in Florida. "lLack of
information" on health services was seécond to
the * Commission on Aging's information problem.
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1
addressing client's satisfaction. The five most ‘
Tabla 5.J6. Haalth Service - Yhy Sarvica Hevar Usad € + '
. frequent responses were: 'very™ good"; *good-
f High Aga Yot Lack valid solved problem"; “good-did not solve problem";
Stata :ncju T.'n!:ap. Keadad Infor. Other Casee ufairn; and "poor". The Tresponse rate for
s¢ 0.3 s U o s "fair" ‘was combined with those of "poor" as the
ii ~ o— g:.? z;i ?; 154 "fair". category had, 1mosl:ly, low percentages.
- 4 . . . 216 2 *
g - 1.0 37.6 1.4 . 193 Aggregate responses to questions on age, sex, of
A} 1.9 - M. .l LB 183 in
GA 10 - 853 Wy 1 203 race discrimination were included brackets
. .3 0.7 91.3 - - 137 for each table.
TA £.3 - 7.6 9.7 1.1 s .
7: 16.1 - 4.9 6.7 1.2 179 .
K 4.1 - $5.3 . .
o, e ».8 0.8 in Tebla S5.16. va/ervice - Vhy Sarvida savar Ueed
I ) High Aga Hot | lack valid
- Stete [necne TranaP. Haadad Infor. uthar Caees
v h Se N Used (Tabl - ' : : R H
Why MHental Health Services Never Use able sC 0.4 -1 82.7 * 0.4 16.8 184
5.15) . . HC - - 7%.4 1.8 18.8 . 183
. . AL 1.4 - 80.4 4.3 A4 148
) s - 0.5 13.9 7.1 18.4 e
. The "not meeded" category ranged: from 99% 2‘: g-g ors :;: ;; ;;‘ ;ﬁ'
in Tennessee to 78% in Kentucky for mental fL - 0.8 93 . 1.7 - 121
health service. The second largest category was by “‘F A AF L S 4
the "lack of information" category with a vange XY 3 T I $1.7 - 192 130
of 12% inp Alabama to 0% in Tennessee. Mental
health services were most frequently reported as
not needed" among the eight services. Rating of Service of Employment Security (Table

- ) 5.17) .. .

L]

Tabla 5.15. Mancal Health Sarvica - Why Service Never Uo;d - Respondents were asked to rate “the service
. W

a1gh " Aga Hot tack Yelid - received" when they utilized the EZployment
Stata Income Tranep. Heedad Infor. Other Casee Service (Job Service in some states). The ragge °
¢ E : 9;_1-,- : of‘, l-:? z:? for the ‘'very good" category was 50% in Kentucky
:E : o :;-2 UE'E N ;3: (N = 4) to 4% in Arkansas, WNorth Carolina and
s - T v eels 9.1 - 138 Tennessee reported percentages of 25% or higher
b S 03 sl Tl e W and three states respolded lower. The Trating of
L - - e sy - 138 . "good, solved problem" category had a range of
o 2! o s M1 89% in Georgia to 18% in Mississippi. Three
xr 1.3 - 18.1 4.0 16.6 151 states had percentages of 50% or greater,
: Alabama (72%), Virginig (7i%) and Arkansas
. . (52%). Except for Mississippi (82%), and
why Veterans admini.strati.on Never Used (Iable Florida {(58%), 50% or more of the evaluations
% 16) . were in these rwo highest categories.
The response rate was again highest on the Table s.11. Zaploymant Sacurity - Sarvice Rating
“not needed" category with a raoge “of 98% in v
Florida to, 30y In fontucy. Toe second larsest L ERE O
category was wothet" with a range of 26% in State Cood Problem ' Problem  Poor Dlacr. Caass
Virginia to 0% in Flbrida. There were n unique T 3 3 T 3 i
; T 17.8 4.7 13.) 2.1 - . 4%
or significant patterns revealed among the e 3.7 .4 5.0 \7.9 (. 28
states h't'il:h large black populations versus those ol 1::; SR 1.1 (E;;; i
with large vhite populations. AR 1.7 51.9 15.9 18.8 © - 27
. Tables 5.17 through 5.24 depict the res- ‘3!: ‘::; . g::: ' s r69 (;.?) "
pondent§ rating of thé¥services rendered at the va 4.3 7.4 1823 e . 7
eight agencies. These ratings were used to ,g g:g ii:g ,m:t‘ ;2'.3 (1'5) ‘2
beasure the attitudes and perceptions held by ’
clients. Moreover, they were indiGators™ for ' , J .
. -~
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Rating of Food Stamps Service {Table 5.18) ’

The' range for the "very good™ category was
50% in Virginia to 7% in South Carolina. Four
more states hsd percentage above the A%
response level: North Carolipna (38%), Florida
(34%), Arkansds (32%), and Mississippi (3%).
The majority of the responses were in the "good,
solved problem" category with & range of 72% in
S3uth Carolina to 9% in Arksnsas. Arkansas and
Kentucky‘reSpondents give more than 10% of their
food stamps service ratings in the "good, solved
problem” category. The "fair to poor" category
ranged from 28% in Arkansas to 4% in Virginia,
"Fair to poo‘i'“ ratings were more frequent in the

states with larger proportion of black popula~’

tions. Also, fndications of discrimination were
more freguent fn these states.

Table 5.t8. Food Scambs - Serviee Racing
Good Good, Mot  Talr Age., Sex

Very Sclved Solvad to Rate  Valid

Scate  Good Provlen Peoblem Poor  Discr, Cused
H I H H H .|

SC . 1.0 12.9 1.0 18.0 {2.0) 100
NC ja.4 41.1 5.5 15.0 {6.8) 73
AL 5.8 63.t 6.6 14,5 (2.8} -
us 1.5 54.3 7.6 6.6 (3.2} 92
AR 32.) 29.2 19.8 .7 (4.8) 65
GA 11.9 62.0 7.1 t9.0 {5.8) 42
o toas 53.5 1.6 11.3 5.6} 1l
va 50.0 8.8 1.7 LN ) - 2
™ 18.0 10.0 1.3 8.2 - 61
XY 9.1 48.2 25.5 1.2 - 110
Table 5.19. FaMa = Service Rating
[ k Cood Good, Mot  Fair Age, Sex

Vety Selved ) Solved 1) Race Valid
Scate  Cood Probles Problam Poot' Diecr. Casad

H 1 1 3 - X ]

¢ 19.6 64.7 39 11.8 7 (9.8) 51
NC .8 L3.5 8.7 13.0 (5.8} 34
AL 8.3 83.4 8.3 - - 12
S 52.2 9.1 - 8.7 - fal
AR 48.3 5.2 - 6.5 (6.4) i
s 2.0 56.7 6.7 6.6 (3.3)‘ 30
138 T 50.0 5.8 r.l 1.l 14
A 6.6 .9 4.5 . 22
™ 13.0 89.7 4.3 1.0 (& ED R
hY 6.7 15,0 UL 8.1 {8.3) 12

»

- + w

ﬁ.}:mg of FmHA Servie (Table 5,19)

‘ . N

The range for the combined "very good" and
v'good, solved problem category ranged
in WVirginta to 78% in North Carolina. The
rémaining .States had At least B83% response in
these high service ratings categories for FmHA.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

om 95%

-

On the "fair to poor" category, the range
wds 13% in North Carolina and Tennessee Lo 0% in
Virginia. "Fair to poor" ratings in South

_Carolina {12%), Arkansas (6%), and Kentuckyl(8%)

were closely p‘aralleled by complaints of age,,
race, or gex discrimination.

s

Rating of Socfal Security ('rab‘lf_ 5.20)

The range of responses oh the tWo most
favorable social security categories was 96% in
Hississippi to 82% {n Georgta. The "fair to
poor' category had a range of 1% in Georgia to
1% in Mississippt. Age, sex and or race diseri-
mination was mentioned by an average of . less

than 1% of all respondents. \
Table 5.20. Sortfal Fecuriry = Servite Rating
Good Good: Not Fult afe. 3ex
Vary Solved Soived 11 Rete Valid
Stete  Good Problem Peoblam Poor Distr. Cases
1 ¥ H 1 N
5C 15.8 4.3 0.9 7.0 - 114
NC 61.6 3.6 - 3.5 - &4
AL i2.5 66.3 3.2 9.0 (1.0 a9
HS 63.5 2.8 2.9 1.0 (L.m lO:f.
AR 45.5 1.4 Tl &.0 (3.0 99
CA 31.3 51.1 6.1 1.3 1.2 80
L 5%.6 .8 .2 1.4 - a9
vA 2.4 5.7 - 5.9 . (1.2} 85
™ 20.8 2.7 - 6.5 =~ - 77
Y 6.3 51.2 1.5 5.9 (1.2} ag
Table 5.2, Copmission @0 .I\SLmr - Set:ti,c. Racing
¢ Cood Cgod, Hot Falt Age. Sex
Very Solved Solved 1.} Ruce Vvalid
Scees  Cood Froblem Probles Poor Diser. Cusus
1 H H H H N
sC 0.0 50.0 - - - [}
He - 100.0 - N o
AL 16,7 66.6 - 16,71 (16.7) 6
M5 100.0 - - - - 1
AR 0.0 10.0 - .0 (10.0) 10
cCA W 1.2 66.7 - - - 3
FL Y 8.6 - - - H
VA 50.0 50.0 - - - 2
™ - 100.0 - - - H
Y 100.0 - - - - - 1

.

. '
N +

*‘; L]
Rating of Commission. on Aging’ Service (Table
5.21) .

Ten or fewer resl':ondents per state rated

e Commission on Aging. Oply in Alabama and
Arkansas, 8 total of three respondents gave
ratings in the "fair to poor® category.

~
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Rating of Realth Service g:able 5. 22)
e R i T o, ¢

The range of responses for the tm:; top
rating categories was 96% n Georgia and Alabama
to 75% ‘in Virginia (N = &), Ironi.cally, these‘
two highly rated states were the only two states
with reports of discrimination by- the health
gervice, On the "fair, to. poor" category,
responses rafked from 17% in Kentucky to 3% in

- Mississippi. f

" »

L
L 1 L3
Tabla 5.32. Haalth SaTVvices - Sarvira l!lt!.as
Good Good. Wot Fatr Aga. Sax  »
T Vary Solvad Solvad to Race Valid
, Statea  Cood Rroblea Problan foor Dlecr. Caaae
. 4 H - 1 I 4
¢ 0.3 ] = 4.6 - 43
. HC Wl 58.3 - 5.6 - 5
AL 375 7 58 §.2 - (8.0} FIe
M5 4.4 %.6 - 3.0 - 33
- AR 40.0 4.0 -~ - 12.0 15
. 7 Gh 6.7 0.0 3.3 - (1.8 0
. hdoh 52.6 3.7 9.3 54
Vi 5.0 5G.0 5.0 - - &
™ 9.2 56.2 8.3 6.3 - ® 48
L4 654 16.7 - 15.7 - §
Table 5.23. Mental Health Satvices ~ SaTvire Rating
Good  CGood, Hot  Feir—Age. Sex
very solvad ~ Solvad to Kare velid
juu Good - Peoblea Probled Poor  Diecr. Cases
-3 I I, I I K
sC 15.4 - 53.8 7.7 3.1 - 13
NC 5G.0 - - - 50.0 - s
AL - 40.0 10.0 - - H
e 0.0 0.9 o 20.0 0.0 - 5
AR 37,5 1.8 3.0 - - s
CA 66.7 333 - - - 3.
18 0.6 56.0 - - - 2
Vi . N - - e T ‘.
™ 0.0 40.0 - - - 5
rY - - - - - -

L]

(Table 5.23)

Rating of Hental Health Services

* Only. six ‘state's samples had five or more
respondents who rated mental health service. The
range of responses in the Lop two categoriesg was

. 100% in Ceorgia, Florida, Virginia, Tennessee,
to 50% in North Carolina. States with large
proportion of blacks were™more 1likely to rate

the service "fair to, poor": South Carolina
{23%), North Carolina (50%) and Mississippi
(20%}. w
Rating of Veterans Administration Service

o (Tadle 5.26)¢ . . .

The range of high ratings for the veterans

ERIC 5 G5 "‘A%LABLE -

‘

T b’
administration was 96% in SouW to, 65%
in HKentucky. "Fair to, poor" ratinhgs ranged from
igh of 19% in Virginfa To &% in South
Carolina, ™ -
. v

- ]

Tabla 5.24. vatatan's Adoinistodgion + SaTvice R.lti‘:ls
* *Good Good: Nor Fair Age, Sex

Vary Solvad ¥ Salved to Ratey valid
Stare , Good Problen  Probles Poor .Dl.ctt. Casen

H 1 i AL
s¢ 25.9 70.8 - 4. s 7 oAl
KC 60.0 . 16.6 6.7 6.7 - 15
AL 26.2 60.9 6.3 8.6 - 23
MS 63.7 31.5 " . 6.3 12.5 - - W
AR 56.) 3.2 - 12.4 - r 16
GA. 41.7 61.7 6.2 AL - 14
fL 55.6 29.6 1.k 7.4 {11.0} 27
VA" 3.1 61.9 - 19.0 - 1
™ 4.0 66,0, . . = __slZb . = 7 13
144 40.0 15.0 5.0 0. . - " 20 .
" *
v ' e

L]

. Agency Utilization and the Poverty ¥ndex (Table

5.25) - -

- k4
Responses to three questions about agency * |

_utilization wére tested by correlation With the,

poverty index: first were the’ Tesponsés to the
question "have you .ever used" {(the respective
agencies)?y - secowd wasg thé question . “why
services were never used?” for Chose respbnding.
negatively te the first questign; and third, was
the question "how would you rate the eervice?"
for those respondi 3‘"yes" to the first question.
Those ﬁestions and” agencies that correlated
with the poverty index are discussed below.
- * .‘ . .
Ever Uged Employment SecdiTity: For Missi-
ssippi and Florida, the chi square test between®
householders' use of employment securi.l:br and the
péve::y index was statistically significant.at
P = .10; there was & Jow degree of, assoclationy,
between this variable and the povgﬂ!"'ifgdex.
Why Never Used Employment Security:
South Carolina, MNorth <Carolina, Hissiisippi,
Florida, and Kentucky, the chi square test
begween households' reasons for nonuse of
employment security and the poverty index was
statistically significant at p = .05, whil®™Va
was significant at p .= .10; shet'e was a low
degree. of association. 1In each, state, - the
prespcmdsu:e of households ab 'p.ovér:y who
never used the service said che ice was "not
needed,” while a siﬂgnifiaw%rﬁcendge of
households below poverty in each state expressed
a "ack of I-mowledge" as the i:son.\,

)
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Table 5.25.

Sumpary of Chi Square Tests of Independence and Phi/Cramer's V Measures of

<. Association to Identify Significant Relationships Between Agency Items and the
Boverty Index

B

Sy -
Agencies sC, NC AL MS AR Gy FL VA ™K g
Employment Security .
Ever lsed .05 .08 <07 L3+ W12 .04 L3 00 .02 .05
wWhy Never Used L25% .‘27* .38 L1 A8 3 w3 J2T* +23% +25 - L30*
How Service Rated +3 . 25 .29 +26 .38 +25 L u05 .45 +32 .58, v
FooﬁStamps hd . i
. EveYy Used g R 31 + 36> Jag* LIL* +92% +25% LJul* 3%
ver [sed +21% L35 . 27 L27% J31* L0+ ~39% “29% .25% 3
‘e How Service Rated +39% .29 21 .09 « 35+ +27 .15 .38 LI .23
FuHA '
Ever Used .03 .10 .05 11 Ob 08 .10 .02 .10 +12
wWhy Never Used +27 +26% +2h+ L3200 T30 +23% Sk T 9% .28 .23
How Service Rated .19 +96 .99 .38 .09 +43 T +40 .25 /
Social Security . .
~Ever Used +22% «25% +25% 27 31> «29% 0%, L 33% 32 21*
- Wﬁy Never Used i 2 2H A3 NAL +32* .29 + 33> .28% +20 .25 .19
How Service Rated <18 +26 +15 +26+ 26" +36 .10 +31* .21 .19
. 1 Y ’ - —
- Commission on Aging Eﬁ L,
" Ever Used A .07 01 %, Jos JAbx 06 .09 .15 09, 05
%‘_Wf'l]f Never Used «23* «33 1% . 27% .% L33% LT 020 i J30%  38% D
How Service Rated 45 - +39 = 7 45 - +20 - - -
- " ) - r &
Health Service . ) , a
| Ever Used .00 A7 L1 .07 11 .19 .04 L0 T.22% 10

Hﬁy Never Used +33% «20% +IT* +23* +26% L0* ~20 w19 | .2’3* .32*‘
How Service Rated +33 «35 «19 .21 7 3 +24 . Y39+ + 96 &Jﬂ* «32
oo Mental Health t . ' c )
Ever lsed 06, .07 +15+ .00 5% N .05 « 04 .13 .
. Why Never Used .09 .08 19+ +23* .16 <07 «07 «16 06 ¢ 14
~ . How Service Rated - .27 .58 - .76 b7 .50 - .50 .16 -
" . . .
. \- B " "
Veterans Administra-
tion . ' L ‘
"‘\f “ Ever Used .07 .06 .13+ .06 .02  .08. .02 .05 .02 .35
K . Why Never Used . .12 +16 +16 »20% +13 . 2204 +33% .16 .18% .05
‘\; ’ How Service Rated .27 +70 +30 .31 Ny +32 42 .09 «26 +34
: " *(hi square test significant from O. 0500 to 0. 0000 level of probability - ey \
© o +Chi square test marginally significant from .0501 to 0.1000 level of probability
, : - ¢
R . , 4
- ' =

- . O mETlEAE
- 41" .

ERIC - \




Ever UsedaFood Stamps: For all states the
chi square test between household use of food
stamps and the poverty index was statistically
significant at p = .05; there was a moderate
degree of association for South Carolina, Horth
Cérolina, Arkansas, Florida, and Tennessee,

while there was a low degree of association for .

Alabama,
Kentucky.

Mississippi, Gevrgia, virgioia, and

Why Never Used Food Stamps: For all states
except Georgia and Kentucky, the cht square test
between households' ressons for nonuse of food
stamps and the poverty index was statistically
significant at p = .05. 1In all states, nearly
90% of households above poverty indicated “not
needed" or "income too high'" as reasons for
nonuse of focfstamps. While the majority of
never user households below poverty also answer
in these categories. A significant percent gave

"lack of knowledge' or “other" r ns for non-
use of food stamps. %

How Food Stamps Service is Rated: The chi
square test between households rating of food
stamps service and the poverty index was
statistically significant at p = .05 for South
Carolina and p = .10 for Arkansas and Tenmessee.
There was a moderate degree of association for
South Carolina and 2 low degree of assoclation
for Arkansas and Tennessee. User households
below poverty in South Carelina indicate both
high satisfaction and dissatisfaction with food
stamps service while above poverty hoyseholds
rated the service "falir to good”. In Tennessee,
above poverty households were generally less

satisfied rhan below poverty households, while
in Arkansas the reverse was indicated.

Why FmHA Service Never (Used': For Virginia,
Higsigfsippi, arkar:sas, Georgla, Florida, and
Tentid$dee the chi squarg test between house~
holds' reasons for nonuse of FpHA and the
poverty index was statvistically’significant at p
= ,05. It was significant at p = .10 for Horth
Carolina, Georgia, and Alabama. There was z low
degree of association between this variable and
the poverty index. lLarger percentage of above
poverty usgers stated "not needed," while some of
the pelow poverty users mentioned ™"lack of
knowledge of the service" for not using it.

. Ever Used 3Social South
.Carolina, HNorth Carolina, Alabama,

Security:  For

Mississippi, J

¥

JArkansas, Georgia, Florida, Virginia, Tennessee,
and Kentucky the chi square test bé¢tween house-
hold use 0f social chrity and the poverty
index was statistically significant at p = .05;
there was a low degree of association for all
states except Florida, which had a moderate
degree of assoclation. The data suggested
households below poverty used the service more
frequently.

Why Social Security Never Used: For South
Carolina, Alabama, Mississippl, Georgia, and
Florida, the chi square test between households
reasons for nonugse of social security.and the
poverty index was statistically significant at p
= ,05; there was a low degree of assocliation for
South Carolina, Mississippi, Georgia, and
Florida, while there was a moderate degree Of
association for Alabama. 1In all states about
95% of the households above poverty mentioned
that the service was "not needed" while those
below poverty mentioned "not needed" or "do not
know" about service. .

How Social Security is Rated: The chi
squate test between households' rating of socisl
security and the poverty index was statistically
signifi'cant at p = .05 for Virginia and'p = .10
for Mississippi. There wag a low degree of

association. Suggest user households above
poverty were more satisfied.
Ever Used Commission on Aglag: For

Arkansas, the chi square test between household
use of COA and the poverty index Was scatisti-
cally significant at p =~ .05; there was a low;
degree of association, suggesting that the belew
poverty households were frequent- users.

Why Commission on Aging Never Used: For
South Carolina, Alabama, Mississippi, Georgia,
Florida, Tennessee, and Kentucky the chi square
test between the households' reasons for nonuse
of COA and the poverty index was statistically
significa‘nt at p = .05; there was a low degree
of association, More than 80% of the dove
poverty households stated that the service was
not needed" while those below poverty gave
either "lack of Xnowledge" or "not needed"” as
their reason.

Ever TUsed Health Service: For North
Carolina and Tennessee, t?e. chi square test
between household use of health service and the

ERIC 3 _42 | 29
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poverty index was statistically significant at p
= ,05; there was a low degree of association,

suggesting below poverty houséholds were
frequent users.
Why Hedlth Service Never Used: For South

Carolina, North Carolina, Alabama, Mississippi,
Arkansas, Georgia, Tennessee, and Kantucky the
relatiopship between household regson for nonuse
of healcth service and the poverty index was
statistically sigaificant at p =,05. There was
a low degree of assoctation for South Carolina,
Narch Carolina, Alabama, Mississippi, Arkansas,
Tennessee, and Kentucky, while there was a
moderate degree of aggociation for Georgia.
Above poverty households, except in Georgia,
find the services "not needed,” while below
poverty households stated etther “lack of
knowledge" or "not needed" as reasons. for nomise
of the service.

“ How Health Service is Rated: The chi square
test between households' rating of health
gservice and the poverty index was statistically
significant at p = .05 for Tennegsee and p = .10
for Florida; chere was 2 low degree of associa-
tion for Florida and a moderate'desree of agso-
ciation for Tennessee suggesting more above
poverty household satisfaction for Florida and
vice versa for Tennessee.

Ever Used Mental Health Service: The chi
square test between the households' use Of
mental health service and the poverty index was
statistically significant at ,p = .05 for
Arkansas and p = .10 for Alabama; there was a
low degree of association. " The data suggest
households below poverty were frequent users.

Why Mental Health Service Hever Used: TIhe
chi square test between the households' reasons
for nonuse ©f mental health services and cthe
poverty index was statistically significant at p
= .05 for Mississippi and p = .10 for Alasbama;
there was 4 low degree of associfation between
this variable and the poverty index. More than
90% and 80% of the above and below poverty
hougseholds respectively, reported this service
as "not needed". From among the below poverty
households in the states & significant number
stated "lack of knowledge" as the reason.

Ever Used VA Service: For Alabama the chi_

square test between household uge of VA servi]

£ .\ v

and ghe poverty f.ndex'uas statigtically sisﬁi-
fie at P = .10; there was 3 low degree of
association between this variable and the
poverty index, suggesting households above
poverty in the Alabama saople used the service
more.‘frequeﬁtly than Arkansas, Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, msslssippi. North Carolinma, South
Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia.
-

Why VA Service Never Used: The chi square
test betwWeen the households' reasons for nonuse
of VA service and the poverty index was statis-
tically significant at p = .05 for Mississippi,
Florida, and Tenpessee and p » .10 for Georgia;
there was a low degree of association. Except
for Mississippi, in these states more than 95%
of .the above poverty households said the service
was "'not needed"., In the other three states
f.e., Georgia, Florida, and Tennessee, about 210%
of the below poverty households indicated some
lack of knowledge.

AGENCY DIRECTORS QUESTIONNAIRE

The nine agencies surveyed with che agency
questionnaire were Employment Security or Job
Service, Food Stamps, Farmers Home Administra-
tfon, Social Security, Commission on Aging,
Health Services, Hental Health, Véterans Admini-
stration, and Vocational Rehabilitation. These
nine agencies in the three sample counties of
each grate were surveyed. In all, 270 question-
naires were mailed duripg the summer and fall of
1981, Serious consideration with field teaching
of both unobtrusive methods and the survey was
conducted prior to 1981 (Howie, et. al; 1982),

To assure a high response rate for the
meiled questionnaires, a series of foliw-up
techniques were utiliged, These incBuded gub-
sequent telephone c31%¥8 as$ reminders to ‘the
directors, additional mailing to replace ques-
tionnaires chat had been 1lost or misdirected,

and a- ired mumber of postal card finquiries
when thte prowised response date was expired.

of 70 questionnaires mailed to agency
ditectors, 217 or 80% were returned. In. some

AnSEances, responses were sent from the state or

Salstrift rof freed which encompassed tWo or moTe

counties for that agency {e.g., in one gstate the
Vocational Rehabilitation agency director's
questionnaire contained data for the entire
state instead of the three target counties).
Six of the 217 questionnaires were listed in the
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_ appropriate at this juncture.

Mother"  category (e.g., Children's Home
Shelter}. In the first instance, data were
extrvapo- lated for the target counties and in

the second case s$ix questionnaires were deleted.
This report, thevefore, .was based on the 211
usable questionnaires that comprised the £inal
data sel.

Agency Data Analysis

Descripeive analyses and {nferential stati-
stics were applied to the data set. When chi
square statistics were used, many of the cells
had insufficient numbers (less than 5 in a cell)
and, thus, did not meet the criteria for valid
¢hi square tests, ‘The debendenl: variable
(agency) was collapsed from large, medium, and
small agencies to a dichotomy of large (500
clients or more) and small (499 or less). This
procedure also produced far too many célls with
less than five. All of rthe analyses resulted in
chi squares witk 20% or more of the cells with
less than five.

An attempt to utilize analysis of variance
showed that the {nstrument was delfmiting in

that {t failed to diseriminate or produce
variance within agencied zmong the states. In
the case of federal agencies or agenciles

following specific guidelines, there was little
variation in responses to the {tems by the
respondents (i.e., Employment Security was
almost universally identical in answers recelved
from state to state),

Consulation with two statisticians provided
no additional zlternative inferential statistie
for whigh analyses of the data set would be
This gave posi-
tive re-enforcement to the decisions cthat
descriptive analyses be utilized,

-

Response Rate of Agencies (Tadle 5.26)

Qf the agencles returning the mailed ques~-
tionnaires, Employment Security in all states
completed and returned all questiontiaires (3
from each state, 10 states). Thus, Employment
Security had 14% of the total questionnaires
returned. However, two other agencies (Farmers
Home Administration and Eealth Services) were
almost equally vesponsive with 28 of 30, for a
vesponse rate of 94% which 13 a very high return
rate for a malled questionnai?e or survey
(Dillman, Mail and Telephone Surveys, 1978),
Farmers Home Administration and Health Services

b

3
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each had 13% of the: total
returned. L )

The Food Stamps ageécies returned 18 of 30
questionnaives they receilved, which represented
60% of the total, the lowest tesponse level, and
Vocational Rehabilitation, with a f@% response

rate, was Second lowest.

questionnaires

Reaponte Raten of Agensies

Table 5.26.
Questionnsires & Yumber
Agency Sant Responding Parcent
Employment Securicy - o 30 109.0
food Szampe N i8 60.0
Farmer's Home Adminiatraticon 30 18 94.3
Sozlal Securicy W 24 0.9
wemmission on Aging 0 1} 46.7
Healch Services 0 18 94.3
Mentul Health 0 24 80.0
vateran'# Administration b L¢] 0 §6.7
Yocational Rehabilitacioa k(] 19 §1.3
-
Table 5.27. Scaffing of Agencles aod Average Number of Full
and Part-tize Ezploryees
Ho. Averags No. Avarags
Full- He. of Part- Ho. of
Ageacy Tize full-Tice Tine Part~Tine
taployoent Secutlty 355 11.8 48 1.6
food Stenps k521 20.6 51 2.8
Fermer's Homa Ada. 106 3.8 19 0.7
Social Securlcy 2% 0.4 0 2.1
Commissicn on Aging 0/ 10.4 120 5.0
Aaslth Ssrvice 580 0.7, 28 A
Hental Health 8359 35.8 146 6.1
Vatarans Ada. 152 37.6 11 0.8
Vocatlonal Rehab. 1930 101.4 da 1.8
~

Staff by Agency {Table 5.27)

. It was revealed that the average number of
full-time employees by agencles showed that
Vocational Rehabilitation had the greatest
mmber of all agencies with 101.6 per agency.
Follewing Vocational Rehabilitation and ranking
second was Veterans Administration with an
average of 37.6 full-time employees. Mental
Health was ranked third with 35.8 .and Social
Security was fourth with 30.4  full-time
emplayees per agency.

'In contrast, Farmers Home Administration
had the least number of full-time employees with
an average of 3.8 per agency. Commission on
Aging was ranked eighth with 10.4 per agency and
Employment Sem:trity was seventh with an average
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of 11.8 per agency.
Analyses of the data on the average number
of parc-time employees reported by agencies

showed .that Mental Health was ranked first with

an average of 6.1 part-time eﬁployees. Commis-
sion on Aging was second with an average of 6
and Health Services was third with an average of
3.1 part-time employees per agency.

Veterans Administration had the lowest
average among the part-time employees at .06 per
agency. Following Veterans Administration was
Farmers Home Administration with an average of
0.7-part-time employees and Employment Security

was ranked seventh with an average of 1.6 part-

time employees per agency.

Tebls 5.28. Averegs Nuaber of Clistice Per Monch by
~Agstcien -
Ho. of AveTagt Mo. Cliemge/
Clisoze of Cllencs Fuli-Tioe
Agency Ha. Par Monch  Par Yonch Enplovas
f=playsant Secutizy )0 22,216 1l 62.5
Food Scaaps ia 46,120 2,562 124.3
Ferzet's Hoae ada, 28 6.723 240 63.s
Social Securicy % 44,900 1,871 61.5
Comiealon on Aging 20 16,480 8§23 79,5
Healch Servicas 8 34,911 l.267 0.1
Mental Healzh 24 17,471 728 0.2
VeTeTane Ada. 20 11,981 599 15.9
Yoceclonal Rehad. 19 9,90 521 5.1

Clients Per Month by.dgency (Table 5,28)

When the fumber of clients $erved by agen~-
cles per month was examined, the Food Stamps
client load was the largest. Food Stamps repor=
ted 46,120 or 22% of the 210,682 clients served

per month by the agencies responding. ZIhe mean
number of clients was 2,562,
Socfal Security had the second largest

client load or clients served per month with
44,900 or 21%. The mean number of clients
served per month by Social.Security was 1,871,
The third largest agency in this category
was Health Services, which serviced 34,911
clients per month. Health Services had a mean

" of 1,264 clients or 17% of the total clients

Q
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served by all agencigs.
~ Farmers —Home_  Administration served the

\

smallest clientele of 6,723 or 3% Of the total,

The mean number of clients for .this agency was
240, .

Upon examination of the number of clients
served Per month divided by ‘the number of full-
time employees revealed the following ratios:

32

RT3

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Food Stamps had the largest Clieat/full-time
eaployee ratio with 124 clients; Commission on
Aging was second with 80; Farmers Home Adminis~
tration was third with 63; Social Security was
fifch with 62; Health Services was sixth with
60; Mental Health was seventh with 20} Veterans
Administration was eighth with 16%; and Voca-
tfonal Rehabilitatfon had the lowest Cllent/
full-time employee ratio with 5%, The low ratio
for Vocational Rehabilitation and Veterans
Administration may be attributed to the need ‘and
quaiifications required of their clientele.

Client Satisfaction Survey by Agency (Table
5.29)

Agency Directors were asked 1Lf formal
client satisfaction surveys were conducted at
their agencies.” Of the total sample, 36% of the
directors responded positively. Vocational
Rehabilitation had the highest number of units
conducting client satisfaction surveys (79%),
By contrast, Farmers Home Admiaistration
reported only one unit conducting client satis-
faction surveys., Of the remaining agencies
surveyed, the percent of units conducting client
satisfaction surveys ranged from 17% for Food
Stamps to 54% for Mental Health.

\_)_,b\lc 5.39. Clienc Secisfsccion Surveye by Agancisa

Clienc Surveys

d Agency

Ha. Conducced Perganc
i . Yea H
taploysenc Sacuricy 0 14 46,7

Food Scampa 18 3} 16,7+
fatmar 't Homa Adm, 2 H 1.6
Social Sacuticy 4 5 0.8
Commission on Aglng 20 ] %0.0
Yealch Sarvices 2] 12 wi.9
Mancal Healch k11 13 4.2
Yecarans Mdue. n i 0.0
Yocagicnal Rahab. 19 - 15 18.%
Tocal zil ] 35.5

Most Pressing Needs by Agency (Table 5.30)

Each agency was asked to list its most
preasipg needs in rank order. Table 5.30
demonstrates that "staffing" was the most pres-
sing need for six of the nine agencies. For
more than 60% of the Employment Security, Food
Stamps, FmHA, and Social Security county
agencies responding., Staffing was the wmost
pressing need, Vocational Rehabilitatcion was
the only agency for which no unit indicated

IRPRRTSL ?ﬁ';

-

st le
that o %
ie b

eoT T
Mt v

45




E

Q

-

"sraffing” as the most pressing need. However,
76% of the Vocational Rehabilitation units
listed capital as most prassing. "Capital" was
also the most pressing for 46% of Mental Health
agencies. "Iransportation” was most important to
40% of the Commission on Aging units and 29% of
the Mental Health units.

L

Alancian Mowe Trameind Heeds by Agency - i

Tabla 5.30.
o
Batcar Trana- .
Aganty No. $caff Patilitfaa port Capless
H H H 3
teploymeat Sacuricy 0 46.7 131 3. 0.0
Food Stampa 18 61.1 0.9 11.1 » 1.1
Farmar'a fome Adn. 28 T1.% .6 0:.0 4.2
Sectal Saturicy 2.5 8.1 12.5 0.0
Comminaion on Agiag 20 15.0 5.0 40.0 0.0
Aaalet Sarvicaa ™ 2.1 < l.b 8.5 7.1
Mantal Healch FLI 0.9 20,8 45,8
Vataraga Adm. 20 -30.0 5.0 10.0  25.0
Vocational Rahad. 19 [} 5.2 3.4 na
Tabla 5.31, Ranking of Mods of Pyubliciey by all Aganciaa
Hoda of lat, Znd
Publicity lae nd  Ird Total  eor 3rd
B n n L] H
Newapapar 113 0 16 102 48
Radioftv - 16 ) 27 ] 41.7
Jrochuras i 24 36 L3 b1 N
Rafarral 22 21 26 I 1.6
Friende/Ralativas 21 17 17 b 26.1
Soc. Sar. Agancias 11 16 13 42 _19.9 -
Don't Pub. ] 3 11 25 1.4
Othar 7 4 5 16 1.8
Mo Answer 4l b1 58 153 12,6

Modes of Publicity Ranked by Agencies {ZTable
5.31) to .

Agency directors were asked to rank the
sources of publicity for their agencies. As
illustrated in Table 6, the newspaper ranked
first, second, or third by 48% of 211 agencies,
as the most frequently used mode for‘publi.ci.-
zing agencies and their services. Radio/TV
ranked second, while brochures came third.

Ttansportation Provided by Agencies (Table 5.32)

0f the agencies surveyed [wo égenci.es
provided no transportation for clients (Employ-
ment Security and Farmers Home Administration).
Commission on Aging agencies had the greatest
percentage (85%) which provided transportation.
Vocational Rehabilitation was second with 68%.
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Mental Health and Food Stamps agenciles were next.

with 63% and 61% of their agencies providing
triansportations. Cnly one of the Social
Security agencies Pprovided transportation for
clients.

Tabtla 5.32. Tumporcsuon Provtdgd for Cliencs by -
Agancien .
Transpertition
Aguncy Ha. Froviged Total
. : ,e‘p Yes . - X
Eoployeent Saturicy 0. I M N
Yood SCampa 13 11 .t
Farmar's Homa Adm. b2} . L] " 0.0
Soctal Sacuricy kL3 =0l . b2
Zommisaion on Aging 20 1? a5.0
Health Setvices - 28 e, st
Hental Haaleh W, g1 L 815
vatarana Ads. " 20 ' EN [3 s 0.0
vecationsl Rahad. 19 i 2 . 6B.4

- e

Summary of Agency Directars' Ques tténnai‘:lv )

The preliminary
variables of the agen

ata analysis on{ major
directors’ questidnnaire
revealed, that 270 queséion_ﬁaires iled
to agency directors, 217 iere returned. . There
were 211 usable questionnaires. iﬂ the data set.
Employment Security or Job Ser\rice was most
responsive of all agenci.es researched. All “of
their questionnaires were returned. By compari-
son, only 60% of the Food Stamps questi.onnai.rgs
were returned. " ° " -, =

The variable, staffing of agencies, showed
Vocational Rehabilitation had the greatest
nusber of full*cime employees (101.6 per unit
average). Farmers Home Administration had the
fewest full-time employées per unit with 3.8
average per unit. The clieat_ to
empl.oyea: ratig revealed Food Stamps had the
largest ratico (124.3 to 1), while Vocational

" Rehabilitation had the lowest (5.1 to 1).

For the variable, "client satisfaction™
only 3% of all agencies
responded that they did. Vocational Rehabilita-
tion had the greatest percent (79%) of agencies
conducting cl.i.ent satisfaction mrveys.

The newspaper was ranked as the major mode
of publicity by all agencies, while radio/IV
was second. -

Only 34% of all agenc.i.es responded that
they provide transportation for their clients.
Of agencies providing I:ran;pofl:ation, Commission
on Aging was first (85%), followed by Vocational
Rehabilitation (68%) and Mental Healch (63%),

3l
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the pajor variables analyzed Vocati.onal Rehabi-

. litation was consfstently it the forefrbat with

vespect tO intensicy of services to clients.

Although these data do fot lend themselves
to inferential statiscics, responses to specific
questions indicated merit o the types of
queries contained it cthe inscrumenc,

Regarding age!':cys' most pressing oneeds,
"staffing™ supercedes "capital”. This may fmply
cthat even wich budgetary cucs, agencies in the
rural southern region have problems securing
qualified or adequate staff with the funds
available. Finally, regarding publicity tech-
niques, referral ranked fourth €O the newspaper,
radie/TV, and brochures.
that chere probably were loophidles in inter- and
intra-agency communications (Howie and Phillips,
1981). . . '

-Furcher comparisons among' counties wichino
states may reveal sysctematic differences at the
local level cthat are masked by the agsregal:i.én
of state data Found here., Individual counties
in the state samples vary widely on racial
composition and client loads per agency office.
These differences may averagé out in the state

samples,

1

6. VALUES, ATTITUDES, AND BELIEFS

Over the past three decades, the heaviest
concentrations of ryral families deprived of the
esgentials of & decent living and suffering from
continuing poverty have been in the South (the
White House, 1979}, This persistence of poverty
can be atcrituted to multiple causes: physical,
economic, social, demographic, political, cultu-
ral, or psychological. The significance of the
role of psycilol.ogical forces “such as wvalues,
atticudes, and beliefs in the persistence of
poverty has been well expressed in a controver-
sial, btut once powerful noction, .that povercy
perpetuates itself due to the distinctive
cultural wvalues of cthe poor in capitalistic
societies (Lewis, 1966; Kaplan, 1967). In recent
years, alongside general economic prosperity, we
have seen many revea].i.ns studies of the poor and
concerted government efforts to deal with
persistent poverty; but poverty persi.st:s in our
sociecy., This suggests an icherent
in our understanding of poverty and efforts to
help the..poor. While in more recent years the
failure of poverty programs has been better

Q
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Which may indicate’

‘are low. self-esteenm,

shorl:comins '

understood io po'ii.ti.cal terms (val.enl:i.ne,‘19'63;
Leacock, 1971; Moynahan, 1969), thus shifcing
the blame away Erom the poor, a greater under-
standing of the psychological profile of the
people involved should still be useful.
Following Berelsen and Steiner (1967) and
Rokeach (1968: 1x), for cthe purpose of Cthis
survey, the concepts of values, actitudes, and
beliefs are taken together as a funccionally
integrated cognitive system. In practice, they

are used interchangeably for this study of
psychological profiles of respondents. )
More concretely, this study 1is needed

because a comparatively large number of rural
families live with disadvantageous social apd
economic conditions in the South (U.S. Bureau of
the Census, 1978, p. 5), To overcome chese dis-
advantages and tO escape from poverty, the peor,
in general, considers ic i.mporcénl: that ‘l:hei.'r
children get better educations and better jobs
(Ireland and Besner, 1948).
included peasures of parental expectations Of

education d job opportunicies for their
thildren.
In s ry, the psychological profile

studied here consists of two major dimensions.
First, there are certain cultural value traics
identified by advocates of the culture of
poverty thesis as distinctive of the poor. They
- fatalism, powerlessness,
alienacion, present-time orientation, and
dependence. Also included i a set of measures
to. observe general attitudes sbout work. Second,
personal, educational, and career expectations
by respondents for both themselves and ctheir
children are presented.

CULTURAL VALUES INSTRUMENI AND RESPONSES

The data used here to study the psychofo-
gical profile were collected from cthe heads of
households Sa'.mpled in each of the 10 southern
states., The respondents were asked the sape
questions on values, beliefs, and atcitudes.
The questionnaire included eight items regarding
cultural or psychological wvwalue ctraits, seven
items about actitudes towards work, three items
about educational and career opportunities of
children, and l4 Ltems concerning conditions and
problems closely};‘glated’:ﬁo work and . !
employment opporl:t"l‘ni.l:'i.es. Items for value
traits and attifudes toward work all conformed
to a five point Likerct-type scale, allowing one

5
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of five responses: "'strongly agree," "“agree "
"“uncertain," "disagree," and "strongly dis-
agree". The remaining ftems were all structured
as closed questions for specific responses among
fixed alternatives. .

Items compiled 4in this instrument were
selected through pretesting from several
instruments contaiped in those books edited by
Miller (1964), and Robinson, Rusk, and Head
(1968),

The eight items for wvalue traits listed
below were asked of respondents during the
interview with the following statement:

I am going to ask you a number of questions
that deal with you and your feelings about your-
self and your family. There are no rtight or
wrohg answers to these questions So be as honest
as you can in each response. After I read each
statement tell me whether you Strongly Agree,
Agree, are Uncertain about, Disagree, or
Strongly Disagree with ft.

1) I am able to do things as well as

other people.

2). The secret of happiness is not
expecting too much out of life
and being content with what comes
your way. .

3) It if important to make plans for
one's life and not just accept what
comes., )

4) T wish I gould have more respeck for
oyself.

5) certainly feel useless at Fimes.

6} al ng plans only brings ppiness
because the plans are hard to fulfill.

7) Wwith things as they are today a persen
ought to think only about the present
and not worry about what is going to
happen tomofTow.

8) When you are in trouble only a relative
can be depended upon to help you out.

About attitudes towards work, seven items

were asked in the same way as the above items.

The statements were as follows:
9} work is proof of an individusl's worth
to himself. .
10} A person sghould do a1l in his power to
earn a living.
If I had enough money to support
myself and my family, I would never
work.
12) When looking for 2 job a persen ocught
to £ind a position in & place located
near his parents, even if it means

1)
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losing a good opportunity elsewhere.
13) Work is something I do in order to
earn some soney,
14) If you have the chance to hire ap
agsigtant in your work, it'is always
better to hire a relative than a
stranger. .,
A responsible individual is one who
keeps his job.

15)

Factor Analysis (Table 6.1)

The value trait$s and attitudes towards work
statements were factor analyzed as showm below.
State by state frequency distributions of
indexes constructed for each identified factor
were observed. Also responses to the remaining
questionnaire statements were also analyzed apd
are presented here in terms of percentage
distribution of frequencies for each item. The
Pearson's correlations were. computed to deter-
mine the significance of association between
these fitems and the poverty index. In each
table, the .10 states are listed in order of
percent black households possibly to determine
any potential significance of race in this
study. Also, in all the tables except Table
'6.;0, nonresponses questionnaire , items were
treated as nissing datz and excluded from the
analyses.

The above 15 items were arranged randooly
in the guestionnaire rather than being grouped
by certain traits or orientations. Therefore,
they were factor analyzed to determine their
factor structure, As reported in Table 6.1, the
summary of factor loadings by facﬂl;.ﬁgr matrix
using the principal factor with {terations

indicated significant loadings on one factor for

eight of the 15 frems despite differences among
the 10 states, The dominant factors identified
as "low self-estéen” and "dependence" accounted
for, on the average, 47% of the total variation
in these items among the 10 states with a
standard deviation of ¢%. IThe items which have
corrélations of .35 or higher were considered
significant loadings, and tended
together. These fitems are Iidentified by
asterisks in Table 6.1. The rtemaining items
failed to load oo the infitial factor éxtracted
from the data primarily because of poor wording,
content, or the factor analytic technique used
to defipe the best linear combination of items.
To achieve theoretically more meaningful
factor leadings, the varimax rotation procedure

48 ’ - ' | 35.
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_Table 6.1. FPector Losdings of Itess Related to Velusss Attitudes. snd Beliefs

4

M5 AR GA

n'vw ™

Veriables sC NC AL
Selfi-Zstesn . -
T am sble to do tWITEw aw VALT 48 othet paople Ui 82218 35— 26— 37— %0 .76 18
» 1
T wieh'l could have more resgect for myeslf (4)# .50 53 .56 A0 45 5SS 48 .23 L3148
I corteinly feel useless ot times (5)* .61 .43 .43 53 .87 L8 40 L33 L3900 .s)
- ‘l -

When you ars 1n troudle only e relative can be

depended ugon to halp you out (8)* . 57 .44 50 .58 .48 59 .62 .4 .53 L3

s —

Fatoliem
The wecret of happlness ls not expecting too much

out of life wnd being content with what comes .

your day (2) - 20 2 Pk 3 ) N » S - S | Y - BN
It le important to make glens for one's lifs and .

not just sccept whet comes (3) 13 .18 24 I8, 10 37 29 10 26 .62
Present-time ) : !

. 4

with things as they ere todey e person ought to

think only about the present and not worry

sbout what 1s golng to heppen tommorrow (7)* .57 .82 .58 .53 .56 52 .70 .46 .49 .62
Making plans only brings unhapplness beceuse the ‘ ‘ - .

plans sre hard to fulflll (6)* .54 .85 66 66 .65 .52 .70 .45 .68 .79

Work as a movel dutY

sork 1s proof of an individusl’s worth to
himself (9) ———— -

A pevson should do all in his power to sern 2

TLlhL L1203 L3% .08 _ .30

~12.-05 02 . .48

1iving (i) A8 .24 .13 080 22 0t L1000 .22 L2 Lb
A responelble {ndividual ls one who keeps his -
job (15) -2 ~09 =,21 ~.10 =13 .25 -.24 =15 .1k .32
- 3y
(Hork a8 burdensone * /
If I had snough aoney to support myself end my
family, 1 would never work (11) | .39 .29 .41 P TN | S | T £ TS ¥ R T B 1
Work ls something I do in order to gern some . .
money (13) . A7 45 26 .20 .18 -0b 35 .28 .25 0L
Dl}&ndency ia velation to work ’ }
When locking for e job a pereon ought to find »
sitfon 1o a gplace loceted near hls pavents, o
on {f it meane loeing s good opportumity .
devhare. (12)* .63 .57 o84 57 .43 29 .83 .77 .57 20
T you heve the chance £0 hire sn sesistant in
your work, 1t 1s alwaye better to hire a
relative than s stranger (14)* .50 «52 .53 A1 0 .38 W W65 * .58 .63 .28
S. of v:rilncl Expleined 55.8  47.5 52.6 SM.B 45.8 139.5 A7.6 39.3 AS.6 A6.8

#*Ttems thet correlested strongly with the fivet grincigal fector with iterstions for the majority of the statwes.
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was utilized. This procedure yi.elded' six
different factors. Factor 1 (items 1, &, 5, and
8) seems to ,reflect a trait of®¥self-estéem.
Factor 2 (items 2 and 3) appears to characterize
a trait of fatalism. Factor 3 (items & and 7)
is concerned with present-time orientation.

3

rity...., a strong present-time orientation with
relatively little disposition to defer gratifi-
cation and plan for the future...." According
to Ireland and Besmer (1968: 7-8),"fatalism,
present-time orientation, authoritarianism, and
concreteness are major value themes prevalent .

Factor-4 (trems 9, 10 aed— 15+ —geems 0 TEPTa-
sent a view that work is a duty, a moral obliga-
tion, and a source of self-respect. Factor 5
{items 11 and 13) seems to indlcate a view that
work is a burdenscme and unpleasant way of life.
Factor 6 (ltems 12 apnd 14) appears to reflect a
trait of dependence on family and relatives in
connection with work.

To analyze these six tralts, responses to
all 15 items were converted into the form of 2
five point scale. However, since some items
were worded positively and others were worded
negatively, all the responses were scored in a
consistent way so that agréement with ope itenm
and disagreement with another could indicate the
same direction of traits, as was: also done for
the scores used in the two factor analyses
above. Thus the scale gives five points to each
firmly positive response, four to each positive
response, three to each uncertain response, two
to each negative response, and one to each
firmly negative respons¢. Then each respondent
was assigned six mean scores, based on their
responses to the respective 15 items represen=
ting the six different traits. Ihis procedure
provides summary statistics for each traif which
accounts for a three way distribution:5f the
responses. Average @ean scores gfe'a}:er than 3.4
indicate positive direction of a trait or
orientation, whereas average mean scores smaller
than 2.6 indicate: negative direction. In
addi.l:i.on', average mean scores between 2.6 and
3.4 are considered here as neutral or uncertain. ;
These three way distributions of average mean'
scores are presented tere. in terms of percentage .
distribution of frequencies for the purposes of
measurement, comparison and discussion.

Levels of Value Traits (Table 6.2}

Several studies of psychological and perso~
nality characteristics of the poor indicate that
low self-esteem, fatalism, and present-time
orientation are among several distinctive traits
dominant among the poor. Lewis (1966, 23)
concludes “the poor has a strong feeling of
fatalism, helplessness, dependence and inferio-

.
-

90

dmong the pdor_."‘ _kaplan"(1%%67s :.Du-us} eds
more light oo psychological conditions of The

"poor, and argues "most of the poor do not feel

hope, futility or even °~despair with any
i.ntensity....%e is little feeling of accom-
plishment, little feeling of confidence, or
belonging, or fulfillment...."
¥

Self-esteem: The concept of self-esteem here
means that the individual respects himself,
considers himself worthy, but recognizes his
liﬁitat_ions and expects to grow and Lmprove
{Rosenberg, 1965). Conversely, low self-esteem
can be characterized in terms of inferiority,
helplessness, withdrawal, or  retardation.
According ta Singer {1964), "low self-esteem is
the central dimension in the éjndrome of
depression.” To measure self-esteem on
positive, middle, and low dimensions, the
concept is here operationalized with four items
clustered together by factor analysis.

A close examination of the self-esteem
column in Table 6.2 reveals that more than a
half of the rural population ig all the astates
but Mississippi and Kentucky have very positive
self-e?teem. The sizes of the respondents
having such high self-respect ranged from 63% in
Arkansas to 50% in Florida, whereas in Kentucky
and Mississippi the percents were only 43 and’
40, respectively. Conversely, low self-esteem
13.ex;ggssed by 1less than a ‘quarter of the
respondénts in all states but Mississippi and
Kentucky. The smallest frequency of 1ow
self-esteam were observed in Virginia with nine
percent. while Mississippi and Kentucky reached
27% edth. Throughout the South, a relatively
greater number of the rural population appeared
to respect themselves, consider. themselves
worthy,;and useful, and believed that they were
as able as others in doing things.

! . A .
Fatalism: A trait of fatalism is widely assumed
as another notable characteristic of the poor.
Fatalism is defined here as a resignation to an
uxfconﬁrolled. future in the face of yhich one
feels helpless, because he believes all events
are predetermined. Therefore, people Hi.l:l:l a,
fatalistic ‘.'i“ of the world tend to see no

«
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Table 6.2. Levels of Self-Esteem. Fatallsm. and Present-time Orlentatlon
- i - -
Self-Esteen . Fatallsm ' Present-time Orlencacion
' —Kean—5cotd— ) Mesn' Score Hean Score
0.0=- 2.6- 0.0~ 2.6- ) 0.0~ . Z.b% =
. State 2.6 kY T Y 7 Total 2.6 1.4 ‘3.4%  Total 2.6 3.4 3.4*  Total
" X X X y . X 4 X (W} X X b4 {N)
sC 18.3 25.6 56.1 N 10.6 39.1 50.3 {312) .1 24.0 §4.9 (N2)
NC 2.1 24.5 5.4, (249) 15.] 57.4 27.) (249) »- 30.9 21,7 45.8 (249
AL 26.0 23,6  52.4 (254) 12.6  51.6 5.8 (2%4) S T T OV S TN (254)
MS . 271.0 2.7 40.1 (248) 19. 48.0 12 (2&8') 42.1 27.4 30.2 « (248)
AR 11.0 25.9 63.1 (255) 20.4 45.1 4.5 (25%) 32.9 25.5 41.6 (255%)
GA 18.1 2646 55.2 (248) 15.3 41.5 41.1 (248) 26.6 27.8 45.6 (248)
L 20.0 0.0 50.0 (240) 21 41.7 1.1 (240} 42.9 . 16.7 0.4 (240)
VA 2.9 .5 57.5 (259) 16.6 53.] 0.1 (259) 3z 0.1 - 42.9 (259
H 14.9  32.) 52.8 (248) 13.7 58.1 28.2 (248) 28. 22.2 49,2 (248)
XY 27._0 0.0 4.0 7 (26)) 28.1 47.9 24.0 (263} N ‘18.6 47.5 (263)
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Average 19.1 28.5 52.4 17.4 8.6 3.1 . EER 2.0 43.2

. . *

Table 6.3. Attltudes Towards #ork 1n Rural South

Work as a Surdensome Dependency in Relatlon
Work as a Duty +Hay of Life to Working
Mean’ Score Mean Score Mean Score
0.0-  2.6- 0.0- 2.6~ 0.0~ 2.6~
State 2.6 3.4 3.4 Total 2.6 3.4 d.4s Total 2.6 3.6 3.40  Total
x 1 x (W) 1 -3 x (0 x S x (%
8C .3 18,9 80.8 (312} 3.1 ¥5.¢6 40,7 () 6.1 7.4 86.5 312)
NC 4,0 17, 1.7 (249) , 20.9 4)1.8 35,3 (249). 8.8 8.8 82.3 (249)
AL .2 11,3 B8lLS -{254) 26,0 44,1 1.9 (254) 16.1 18.5 65.4 (254}
HS 1.2 11,3 81.5, (248) 26.2 46,4 21.4 (248) 18,1 12.5 69.4 (248)
AR 1.6 17.6 80.8 (255) 1.6 46.7 n.8 (255} 1.8 17.6 10.6 (255)
GA 1.2 11.3  871.5 {248) 3.9 I8 7.4 (248} 9.7 14.5 15.8 (248)
FL .8 1.3 8.9 (240} 20.0 44.6 5.4 (240) 18.8 9.6 71.7 (240}
Va 40 13,1 86.5 (259) 31,3 40,2 8.6 (259) 6.6 ° 9.3 84.2 (259}
™ 1.2 13,3 85.5 (248) 16.1 44,0 19,9 (248) "10.5 8.1 81.5 (248)
KY P 9.1 88,6 (263) .2 46.8 22.1 (263} 9.9 22,1, , 68.1 (263}
Average X 1.7 14,3 84.0 26.9 4.1 2.t 11.6 12.9 15.6
-
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-point in plmniﬁg and to accept whatever happens

to then. The opposite of the fatalistic out-
look 15 the value trait of control which charac-
terizes a person‘'s confidence that he can exert
influence over his future, and that he can make
things happen as he planned,

. A P Ta
r
present-time oriented pegple than  future
oriented people.
Table 6.2 also reveals that among the

negative aspects of the three value JXfrailts
discussed here, the present-time orientation was
the most widely shared #alue among people 4in the
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As reported in Table 6.2, a considerably
large number of the rural people in all the
states except South Carolina, fell fnto the
middle range of the fatalism scale, ranging~fxgm,
58% in Tennessee to 42% in Florida. An interes-
ting finding is that South Carolina appeared to
be the only state in.which half of the respon-
dents {s0%) felt that they can exert influence
over events in their lives, while 4in other
southern states ooly about one-third of the
respondents shared guth a strong confidence in
themselves, on the average. The opumber of
people with the value of control was consider-
ably larger than the number of people with the
fatalistic outlook in every state but Kentucky.
In Kentucky alone, people with the fatalistic
outlook (28%) cutnumbered people with the value
of control {26%), and the 28% was also the larg-
est among the 10 southern states. 1In the other
nine states, the percentages of the respondents
with the fatalistic view ranged from 21% in
Florida to 11% in South Carolina. '
Present-time Orientation: Frésent-time orienta-
tion is also considered by many as another out-
standing cultural trait shared by the poor. This
orientation has been known as just opposite to a
value of the middle-class society which empha~

sizes "deferted gratification" -~ saving income

and postponing pleasures today in order to reap
greater benefits tomorrow. 1In this regard, the
present-time orientation can be conceptualized
as a manifestation of "instant gratification" =-
spending one's money and enjoying what one has
while 1t lasts. Furthermore, the orientation
refers to one's tendency te defér plans £ot the
future and think only about the present.

As Table 6.2 dindicates, Lo every skate
except Missigssippi more than 40% of the
people showed the value of future planning
their life. On the othe?‘hand, however, it
interesting to note that a somewhat sizealjle
mumber of people in all states were, stronglly
oriented to a 1life style emphasizing the
present, In fact, more than 30% shared
present~time orientation in all the states bat
Georgia (27%) and Tennessee {29%), More interep-
ting, in Mississippi and Florida there were mofe

13
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sense, Given the fact that in the rural South
there are a considerable pumber of people who do
not have money to save and who have to werry
about daily subsistence, it seems understandable

to see such a Strong pattern of present-time'
Furthermore, a'

orientation ameng rural people,
cursory examination of Table 6.2 shows 0o
distinctive patterns of racial and geographical
correlations with cultural value traits Of
self- esteen, fatalism, and present-time oriénta-
tion.fn che rural South.

Attitudes towards Work (Tablé 6.3)
'y

In the American tradition, work has been
largely viewed 35 a moral duty and a fundamental
basis of social and economic life, This tradi-
tion was deeply rooted in the ideas of puritani-
sm. Puritanism, Max Weber (1958) argued, had
exalted the meaning of work from a painful, nece-
ssity. to a moral duty, making it a valued
activity and a source of self-respect. In our
society, therefore, the emphasts has been on the
virtues of a good, hard day's work, not just as
a means Of supporting .life but also a rewarding
experience for the individual in terms of one's
dignity and self-esteem.

In recent Years, however, the old Protes-

tant WoTk ethic on labor, seems to be fading in '

the face of an increasing and persistent feeling
of alienation many workers.feel in thelir working
lives. In this respect, the HWork in America
report (1973, pp. XV, 'xvii) stated: "Significant
numbers ©Of Amfierican wprkers are dissatisfled
with the quality of their working lives, -Dull,
repetitive, seemingly meaningless tasks, offer-
ing little challenge or autconomy, are causing
digcontent among workers at, all occuypational
levels." Particularly, people 1in low-status

johs are ikely to feel that their work 1s not
satistying, rather, 1s degrading and
debumanizing, so at\th;y feel 2 sense' of

alienation and frustratic an fmportant

part of their lives.
t@u that
towar \E!le

Furthermore, in view of the}n
most of the poor are antagonist
larger culture's values

52 ‘ ‘ 39

(Lewid, 1966), it may




tlso be safe to assume that many socially and

reconomically dfsadvantaged individusls are more
likely to consider work as a painful necessity
to stay alive than a8 a moral duty conceptu-
alized in the Protestant work ethic.

South in relation to :*.he general attitudes

towards work.

¢
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Work as¢ a Moral Duty: Of the three sets of
general attitudes towar work generated by,
factor analysis, the fir set includes three
Atehs representing a view that work 1s°a foral
duty. As Teported in Table 6.3, niore than 80%
of the res%w in every state except North
Carolina see to value-the old Protestant work
ethic, ranging from 89% in Kentocky to 81% in
South Carolina dnd- in Arkansas . as well.
Slightly less than 80% of the sample sMared the
view in North Carclina (79%). 4

Work as 2 Burdensome Way of Life: When they
were asked 1f work means no more than a tool of
earning money, approximately one quarter of the
tural gopulation in the South, on the average,

. was likely to accept a view of work as a pdinful

Q

necessity for living or as an unpleasant way of
life. As shown in Table 6.3, the proportions of
the respondents having such a negative view,
however, vary extensively from state to state,
ranging from 3% in Georgie to 16% in Tennessee.
Of the 10 states it 1s {mportant to note that
Tennessee was the only state which had less cthan
20% of the people with.such a negative view.

Dependency in Relation to Work: The third set
of general attitudea towards work reflects
dependent feelings towarda family and relatives
in comnection with employment opportunity and
biring employees. As shown 1in Table 6.3, the
percentages of mean scores of 3.4 or bhigher,
indicating 4 sense of independence or autonomy
were much lar;er than the percentages of mpean
scores of 2.6 or leas which represent a feeling
of dependency. The range of independence from
tbeir parents or .family, when accepting employ-
"meént or from their relatives when. biring someone
to help their work, ranged from 87% in South
Carolina to 65% in Alabama. On the other bhand,
dependent feelings rangéd from 19% in Florida to
6% in South Carolina. Florida, Mississippi, and
Alabama appeared to have had almost twice as
many people with dependent feelings as the other
statea.

Fitkily, as snticipsted, it was observed in
Table 6.3 that no distinctive patterna of racial
and gepgraphical influence appesred in the rural

RICe .

. .

Next, educationmal and employment opportu-
nities of children were examiped. While present-
tide orientation tended to dominate adult values
in this study, it {s widely aseumed that econo-

.wically underprivileged families tend to empba-

slze values of education and better iobs for
their children as means of  {mproving their
r.\rd of living, Therefore, it is interes-
ting“Mto learn abour their views or feelings.
about educational or employment opportunities
for their thildren in their community.

Parents' Expectations for Children's Educational
Attaimment (Table, 6.4)

Respondents were asked sbout how much scho-
oling they think most of their children will

'complete. ?able 6.4 shows an interesting pattern

of the respondents' realistic estimates of their
chﬂdren 9 educational achievement throughout
the rural South with few minor exceptions. In
almost all states, the most frequent responses
were, in decliniong order, "high school diploma,"
"college degree," "some college,” "not finish
high dchool," and ‘“graduate or profEE"sionfi".
Noticeable exceptiong from this genéral patteg
sppeared in Arkansas and Kentucky: the formw
had "college degree,” "high schéol diploma,"
“some college,' “"graduate or professional,” and
*"not finish bigh school," whereas the latter had
*high school diplome," "some college, "mnot
ﬁnis‘q high school,": "eollege degree," and
vgraduate Or professional" in descending order.
As reported in Table 6.4, the percentages of
people only expecting their children to compl.gte
bigh school ranged from the highest of 58% 1in
Kentucky to the lowedt of 29% in Arkansas, with
an average of 45% among all the 10 southern
states. On the other hand, the proportions of
the respondents expecting their children to
cosplete college rapged from &44% in Arkansas to
12% in Kentucky, with an averagy of 26% through-
out the rural South. In-contrist, the percent-
ages of “some high school respohges only ranged
from 2% each for Virginia and Alsbama to 9% 1in
South Carolina with exceptions for Mississippi
and Kentucky where the percenSage was 1l4% and
13%, respectively.
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Table 6.4, Percentage Distribution of_ﬁ_gs_nnnd.znu—'——ﬁwzmﬂﬁ‘o? Educational Achievement by their
- Ertidren— ' ' :
. h' . e d -
Hot Finish . liish $chool Seme College crsgua:e Or
States High School Diploma College Degree Professional ' © fTotal -
- E
: : el .
B 2 2 ' 2 P
Souah Carolins 8.8 4.6 ¢ 18.6 Y225 " 6.6 - J06.0 206", %]
North Carolina 8.7 46.5 . 4.0 . 25.D 5.8 .= 1000 172
Alabama . 1.9 48,1 23.1 231 . 3.8; - H0D.D 56
Mississippi 14.4 48.5 15.2 21.2 Ly 0.8 % T C100,0.5482 g -
Arkansas 5.3 29.2 3.3 44,2 . F s 103.0 145 - kP
Georgla 5.0° 41.9 22,1 26,5, 7, 4,3, - 100.0™- 139 4y e
Florida “ 6.8 " 2.5 201 ° 49 100.0 13 ':c" %,
virginia 1.9 19.4 19,4 32,5 i 5.9 . 100,0 1 Ny A
Tennessee 1.0 " 62,7 16,6 , £29.9, %" 57 . 10007187 P4 —‘
Kentucky 13.0 57.8 15.5 5 12.6 4 ‘1,2 "100.0 16t~ - -F
¥ - . k e * Y
Average % 7.0 5.7 18.1 v 25.5_ LN B o
. . . . "" _ - o 2
‘. Toe T » . -’ ) et o,

Parents' Perceptlons of Thelr Children's Futuré
in Comsunity (Table 6.5) .

Respondehts were asked whether tlu’.y,l-rach.ri.s:eﬂ
their children to leave thelr com'unitv in orde‘l'
to be “successful.

bost frequent résponses of "y;!'s, 'to a great
‘extent" «fere in Arkansas (30%), Ceorgla  (21%),

Keqtucky (22%), apd in the remai.nﬁ\g sta'tes, d
vanged from 20% to 13%. Iq_;bntragc, parents .in
Mississippl (42%), ‘South Ca{olﬁu and-$-North.
Carolina (37% each),. Alabama {34%), and Virginle

In each of the 10 states,’ ps - .
‘reported in Table 6.5, more than 13% of the par-’ e (28%) were much. aore prong fhgnm other stateld T,
ents définitely wanted their childrew bo leave, to say. they were dg\ﬁni:ely not advising their.-
, their community, Comparing all the stal:es, the phﬂdreu 66 leave thelr commynities gor a 4
. 1
o e &uccassful ‘career, c,e et L

. ;§ . i oot e . LY ) . s h‘-,
. ' : - - - --2 L '. .\ . .Eo i . . “'
Table 6.5. Parents' Parception of tf\. Future of %ﬁur Children in the ‘Commuriicy ‘ ) . ,, ) T
Sl S e i
. o ;e @ Not ¥éry ° Oefinttely’  2° R
States Great Extent - Someghat . . . .Unsure. Huch- * Mot Total Lt
. R ) r ..x o on, g BT
South Carolica A3 o e BT 5.7 Ae9 273 - 10,0, 268 .. -0
North €arolina 16.4 PCo18,) * 1.3 .0 37.0 100.9 Qs . Co
Alabanma 16,600 . e 12,60 - NP T 11,6 3% .1 M100:0 222 RN
Mississippi 19.6 4 ¢ 136 6.2, 20.6 .1 - 1800 24, 7 G
Arkapses . Jo.2 ’ 18,0.-- " 7 3.4 221 LD - 100.0:° '-}05 ~r e
Georgla 2.1 - 26,1y 13.57 « T 26.2 A3 100.0 Ny 3o*r;,‘.
Florida T19.9 ¢ it 264 3.9 2.5y 21 1000 216 & .

Virginia 6.3 L T 26,3 *.10.6 20.7 c28.1 106,021 T
Tennessee & ' 1569 17,37 mgf 36.9 CCazev- 100.0% 218 T
* Kertucky BRI 0E SRR C'S NI 6. 15,8 T12A 0 - 0.0 228 DL
L . -7 oL L - *on - P oo - ™
Average % 15,1 RS 1.9 o 70 \ ST
. R - . K . - - _ 3 S - “ﬁ g'%a
g .. - A " . oa R L g o ol
. - . - a o - vA o
NS _ L N T {f," R
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Table 6.6. Parenta’ Estimets of Job Opportunitiss for Children in the Community -

* .
-

Mot Vary Dafinitaly

. States Great Extent Somevhat - Tnsurs Muth Not Total «
2 R 2 Yog I 2 8
- South Carolina ~ 0.7 6.9 6.3 13.5 12.7 100.0 04 .
o Rorth Carolins k 7 B 1.8 2.9 3.3 47.9 © 100.0 245
) Alsbana 5.2 5.8 2.8 24.0 63.2 - 100.0 250
) HM{sslssippl 0.8 9.4 1.3 23.3, 59.2 100.0 245 ..
L Arkanaas 5.6 . 5.6 3.2 10.8 14.7 100.0 249
£ Crorgla L3 - - 10.5 7.5 20.0Q 52.7 100.0 239
| 7w " Florida 2.1 5.5 4.2 30.0 58.2 100.0 - 237
o virginia 2.8 3.1 9.1 21.6 51.5 100.0 254
. Tennessee 1.2 14.8 3.3 < 45,9 34.8 Y 100.0 244
Fantutky 0.4 3.9 1.6 22,0 12.2 100.0 255 ’
ST Aversge 1 2.3 1.6, 4.8 . 25.9 39.3 = 4
- :
- “ .
Table 6.7. Intarest in Training for s Bettar Job (Head and Spouse) -
r - !r
Tes . Mo Total :
Staten Head Household Spouse Head Household Spouse Read Rousehold Spoums
2 . 1 2 T 2 W T W
South Carolina 39.3 25.6 60.7 34.3° 100.0 (295) 100.0 (254)

. North Carolina ) 42.5 35.5 57.5 43.5 100.0 (200) 100.0 (177)

. Alabana 6.4 30.8 55.6 29.4 100.0 (241) 100.0 (201)

. Mississippi 40.0 25.2 60.0 36.3 - 100.0  (240) 100.0° (234)
Arkanass 29.0 26.3 71.0 42.6 100.0 (252). 100.0 (251)
Gaorgla T 352 23.2 64.8 41.2 100.0 (236) 100.0 (233)

. Florida 33.8 20.2 66.2 38.8 100.0 (234) 100.0 (183)

s Virginia . 32,9 20.¢6 67.1 45.0 100.0 {243) 100.0 (238)
Tenreasee 35.7 29.6 64.3 40.8 100.0 (241) 100,0 (213)
Kentutky . 2.4 15.9 71.6 75.0 100.0 (254) 100.0 (220)
Averaga 3 35.5 25.8 64.5 418

. . - . «

Table 6.8. Job Typea Interested in Training For (Head snd Spoums) . e
Profeasional - N
Tethoical Macager or . . /\
& Findred Worker Administrator ~~ Salea Worksr Total
- - b
Head Head * Head Head
¢ Statm Bousehold Spouss  EHousshold Spouse Housthold Spouse  Housshold Spoum
2 ' T 1 : : 2 "R n
South Carolim 82.9 . 92,8 14.3 0.3 |, 29 6.9 100.0 (35) 100.0 . (29)

\! ‘North Carolina 8z2.9 03.3 12.2 13.9 4.9 2.8 100,0 (A1) 100.0 (36;
Alabama 17.4 82.1 20.8 12.8 1.9 5.1 100.0 (53) 100.0 (39
Missiaaippl 92.5 15.9 5.0 17;:2 2.5 6.9 100.0 (407 100.0 (29)

. Arkansss 90.% 85.7 4.5 14.3 4.5 - L0 1000 (44) 100.0 (35)
: Georgla . 189 65.7 ~ 20.0 17.1 2.0 17.1  100.0 (50) 100.0 (35)
Plorida 78.6 69,2 16.7 .0 4.8 30.8  100.0 (42) 100.0 (13)
- - Virginis 9.2 82.1 , 11,0 15.4 3.8 22.6 loo.0 (53) 100.0 (39)
.. Tennessee 17.6" 87.1 16.3 6.5 6,1 6.5 100.0 (49) 100.0 (31)
o Kentutky 15.9 ‘1.4 13.8 - 14,3 10.3 4.3 100;0 (290 100,0 (1l4)
" Average % Bl.6 78.5 BTW 12.2 4.4 9.3 '
. ) - - ' K 55 " APy LA QEL
El{[{c . f.ST CUI' Rintbt E -
: ‘) ' .
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Parents' Estimates of Job Opvortunities for

Children in Community (Table 6.4)

Respondents were asked whether there were
enough Jobs for the young people in their commui-
nity. Generally, the responses were extremely
nesa'tive in each of the 10 states as revealed in
Table 6.6, When the responses of "definitely
not" and ‘'not very mch' were collapsed, it
appeared that in every state more than 80% of
the respendents believed there were not enough
jobs for the young people in thelf communities.
For all states except Tennessee (35%) and North
Carolina (us%), more than a majority of the
respondents answered the question.with the "no,
definitely not” response. The highest frequen-
cles of this response were in Arkansas (75%),
South Carolinma (73%), ¥entucky (72%), and
Alabama (63%). On the other hand, no states had
more than 6% of the respondents reporting that
there were eaough jobs In their commynities to a
great extent. WNext respondent perspectives on
their job mobility was observed.

4

Interest in Training for Bétter Job (Table 6.7)

" Respondents nd their 3pouses were asked
whéther tbey were interested in training for 3
new or better job. The percentages of positive
responses were higher among heads of households
than their spouses in every state. The positive
responses ranged among the heads of households
from 44% in Alabama to 22% iIn Rentucky, whereas
among the spouses, from 35% In North Carolina to

L Y
16% Iin Kentucky. Interestingly, Kentucky had
the smallest number of heads of households as
well ag their spouses interested in training for
a _new or better job when compared with those of
the other .states. :

Types of Jobs Interested in Training for {Table
618)

¢nly the respondents and spouses who
expressed interest in "training for a better

" job" were asked to name specifically a kind of

job for which they would like to be trained. &
relatively small number of houseliolds responded.
Therefore, caution should be used when interpre-
ting the distributions by types of job for which
they would like to be trained. Hore than three-
quarters of heads of households in every state
mentioned professional, technical, or kindred
jobs, while more than three-quarters of spouses
indicated the same type of }obs except house-
holds for Kentucky (71%), Florida (69%), and
Georgla (66%). In general, the frequencies of
octcupational types mentioned by heads aad
spouses yere In declining order: "“professional,
technical or kindred worker," ‘“manager or
administrator," and-"sales worker".

Distance Willing to Travel for a Job (Table 6.9)

Respondents and thelr spouses were also
asked about how far they were willing to travel

_from their home to the job, if employment for

which they qualify was not available In their

4

Table 6.9. Maximum Distance Willing co Travel for the Job {(Head and Spouse)
3
Less Th_an 19 Miles 20-39 Miles 63-1&9 Miles Total
Head Head Hea Head
Staces Household Spouse Household Spouse Houaehold Spouse Household 3pouse‘
X % 3 I % 4 3 N 3 H
South Catollna %4.0 536 45.7 44.2 10.4 2.5 100 (232) 100 (120)
Horecn €arolina L8| 52.2 45.3 66,5 10.6 3.5 100 {170} 100 (117}
Alabama 42,5 47,4 23.4 33.1 34,1 19.5° 100 (205) 100 {118)
Mississippt 56.8 54.5 21.4 26.3 21.9 19.2 100 (169} 100 ( 99)
Arkansas 41.3 44,0 52.2 49.5 ™ 6.5 6.1 wo (213 100 (127)
Georgta 47,4 54.5 . 5.1 29.7 11.5 15.8 100 (171) 100 (i0l)
Flotida 2.1 34.8 5.1 .2 3.8 27.0 100 (171) 100 ( 89}
virginsia 38.6 51.1 344 33.3 +26.9 15.6 100 (145) 100 ( 96)
Tenneasee 47.8 48.7 30.2 3t.l 22.1 20.1 100 (199) 190 (119}
Kentucky 55,7 54.3 31.9 32.6 12.5 13.1 100 (169) 100 ( 92)
LY
Average 1 45.0 59,5 35.5 36.3 19.5 1a.3
QE?T p"!!\ ‘ 2
- 'Y ] ‘
*f AVAlLABLE 56 “
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Table 6.10. Prefirence of Child Cere While Working ; .
Nci:he-r
Status Grandpsrent Others - Day~Care Uncertain * $hould Total
1 R 1 1 1 4 N
South Carolins 23.0 45.9 17.6 2.7 10.8 100.,0 74
Hotth Csrolina 29.3 26.7 5.3 6.7 32,0 £100.0 75
Alabsms 20.8 41.6 6.5 6.5 24.7 100.0 77
Miselselppl 27.0 27.0 . 12.7 6.3 27.0 100.0 63
Atkansss 29.2 36.9 LR 8 | .0 30.8 100.0 65~
Georgis na 0.8 16.1 6.3 22.9 100.0 48
Florida 23} 26.7. 25.6 1.2 : 23.3 100.0 as
Vicginie 29.3 | 15.5 .0 8.6 46.6 100.0 11}
Tennessee s 33.3 154.3 2.4 23.8 100.0 a4
Kentucky 24.1 41.4 1.2 9.6 21.7 100.0 a3
Aversge I 7 26.6 3.8 10.3 Ség 26.4
[

Table 6.11. Oplulon on Responsible Party fot Providing Jobs for People

Governzent & Caly Only Privete -

States Private Business Governnsnt Bueiness Uncercain Neither Totsl
b4 b4 b4 b4 X 4 N
South Catolina ™79 6.5 4.5 15.2 « 1.9 100.0 310
North Carclina 65.7 9.9 6.2 15.7 2.5 100.0 242
Algbama 6.9 9.2 10.0 7.6 9.2 100.0 249
Missiesippi 68.1 12.1 9.7 9.7 0.4 100.0 248
Arkansas 55.5 17.7 11.8 9.1 5.9 100.0 254
Georgla 69.4 . 2.8 7.7 12.1 a.1 10D.0 248
flotida ! 68.2 1.3 19.9 4.7 5.9 100.0 236
virginie 55.4 9.6 11.2 18.3 . 5.6 100.0 251
Tennesees 70.0 5.3 13.8 5.7 5.3 100.0 247
Kentucky 54.7 5.9 4.3 21.3 9.8 100.0 254
Aversge I 64.) 4.0 10.3 11.9 5.5
}
B va
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immediate area. As Table 6.9 shows, "less than 1% in Florida was observed. Whereas, for the
19 miles” responses ranged from 57% in Missis- “only private business" response, the range was
sippt te 32% in Florida among the heads of from 20% in Florida to 5% in South Carolina.
households, and from 55% in Mississippi and Some people felt neither govermment aor private
Georgia to 35% in Florida among the spouses. business was responsible for providing jobs,
vhereas, "20-39 niles" responseés ranged from 52% ranging from 10% in Kentucky to 0.4% In Missis-
in Arkansas to 21% in Mississippi among the sippi- .
heads of households, and from 50% in Arkansas to Ne.‘it, problems {n securifig employment {in
26% in Mississippi among the sSpouses. In the comminity were explored. Respondents were
general, "40-up miles" were the least frequent asked to evaluate the extent of the following
Yesponses in all states except in Alabama and problems:

Mississippl where the "40-up miles" responses 1) Discrimination by age
were more frequent than the "20-30 miles" ", 2) Discrimination by race
responses. Finally, it is interesting te point ) 3) Discrimination by sex
out that the differences between the heads and &) Linited job opportunities °
the spouses were almost unnoticeable, as shown 5) Lack of transportation
in Table 6.9, even though the spouses were 6) Hot enough training or education to
somewhat Tore prone ta pre fer shorter distances get a good job
to travel than the heads of households. 7) Knowing whete to look for a job
8) Knowing the right people
Preference of Child Care while Working (Tabl They were asked to tell whether they
6.10) thought each of the problems was a "serious

. problem,” Eomeuhat of a problem,” or "not a
Respondents were asked how their children, problen” securing employment in their

{f any, were cared for if they were employed. community.

On average, more than cne-quarter of the respon-

dents throughout the rural South expressed their  Discriminagion bY Age (Table 6.12)

preference for grandparents as babysitters while .

they..were working away from hope. An almost In general, age was not perceived by many

equally large number of the respondents mention- as & serious problem in securing employment.

ed "others” as their choice for babysitting The percentage distributions of ‘“serious

their children as réported in Table 6.10. "Day problem” response ranged from a high of 23% in

.care” was cthe least frequent respense fn all Alabama to a low of 6% in_ Arkansas, with an

states except in Florida where this response average of 15% throughout the rural southern

(26%) was more frequent than "grandparent" and states. However, the percentage of “somewhat of

*neither should" responses (23% each), but less a problem™ response was more than double those

frequent than "others" response {27%). of "seridus problem" résponse in every state

except Alabasa. More than half of the respon-
Responsible Parcy for Providing Jobs (Table dents {n Arkansas and Mississippl felt that age

6.11) was "pot a problem” in securing employment.
d a
h Respondents were asked whether the govern~ Table 6.12. Zpinien on Discrimimacion by Age in Seturing
ment OF private business should be responsible Eaployment
for providing jobs for people. More than half
of the respondents in each state felt that both ’ Serlous  Scoewhac 2 Ho .
Probi Tota
the goverument and private business should be Seaces Probles fobies frodies ety
v . o H 2 2 TN
re‘sponsible for providing jobs. The frequency South Carolina 18.} 9.9 2.1 160.0 299
distributions of this response varied from state yorth Cateltna 16.1 38.) 85,6 ico.0 240
. Alabasa 3.4 9.8 i6.4  100.0 48
to state, ranging from 72% fn South Ca'rol.i.na te HisslasipPt 1.1 9.1 56.8 1000 234
- 55% in Virginia. On the other hand; a rela- ATkansas 4.3 2%.9 £3.8 100.0 2354
: - Georgla 15,5 41.2 41,3 100.0 248
tively small number of the respondents felt that Florida ;2_3 100 .t 1000 23¢
ve ent enly private was res - virginia 156.46 j& . &7 &9.0 100.0 2353
governa ot 7 P bus.iness pon Temessee 1.4 6.1 12,2 100.0 244
sible for providing jobs. In the "only.govern- Kengucky T 1.3 45." 100,60 25
ment® response, 3 range from 18% in-Arkansas to AVeTage § 15,3 78,2 1)
L] *
45
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Discrimination by Race (Table §.13)

Fxcept in South Carolina (28%), Temnesgee

(u5%) and Alabama (47%), more than half of the’

respondents felt thst rsce was not a problem in
securing 8 job. Conversely, "serious problem”
responses ranged from a low of 4% {in Kentucky
where almost all, respondents were white to a
high of 27% in Alsbama. When "serious problen"
and "scmewhat of a problem" were collapsed, more
than 70% of the respondents in South Carolins,
where 65% of the respondents were black, felt
that race was a problem in securing employment
in their community. )

Tabla 6.13. Opinion on Olacrimination by Rasa in SecuTing
Ezploysant
Sértoua Scaevhat & No

States Problan Probles Ptoblen Total
H H H H N
South Carolina  26.5 45.6 21.9 100.0 293
Motth Catolina 15.4 .2 ».4 100.0 240
Alabans 26.7 5.9 W74 100,00 247
Hisaissippt 14.9 19.9 65.3 100.0 238
Atkansaa 5.9 7.6 65.5 1000 254
Ceatgla 7.1 n.7 5.2 100.0 245
Flotida f2.2 7.1 50.7 100.0 129
itginla 2.1 25.9 5l.o0 1000 255
Tennassae 19.9 5.4 [T 100.0 246
Kentucky 3.9 n.y 58.2 100.0 258

AvaTage & 6.6 n.2 51.2 j

Discrimination by Sex {Table 6.14)

Like the percentage distributions of the
"race" responses, more’ than a half of the
respondents felt that sex was no probler in
securing employment except fin South Carolina
{30%) and Tennessee (48%}. The two highest
percentages of 'no problem" response’ were
reported in Arkansas (78%) and Missisaippi,
{70%). 1o contrast, the highest percentage of
Yserious problem" response wWas observed in
Alabama {21%). It wes noted that Algbama had
the highest percentages of "serious provlea"
responses among all states, not only to the sex
diserimination issue, but also to’ racial and age
discrimination issues. <

On the other hand, "serious problem"
responses were 3% in i(entucliy, 5% in Arkansas,
9% in Florida, 10% in Hi_ssissippi, and from 12%
to 21% in the remaining states., Sex was also
perceived as "somewhat of & problem” with a
range of 17% in Arkansaa to 54% in South
Carolina. When "serious problem! and "somewhat
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of a problem® responses were combined, South
Carolina the highest percentage (70%) of the
responidents among all states who considered sex
a problem in getting a Job in their community.
Ws reported esrlier, South Carolina had
exhibited the highest percentages for discrigi-
nation by race and age when the two catemriea
were combined. )

Table 6.4, Opinfon on Discrimination by Sax {& Saautlng
Exployment
’ Sarious Scwevhat a Ho -
Stataa Problam Problen Preblan Total
4 4 H 4 W
South Catélina 5.4 54.2 0.4 100.0 299°
North Carolina Il.7 3.9 50. & 100.0 240
Alabasa 2.0 27.0 52.0 100.0 248
Hiaslaaippl 9.7 1%.9 0.3 100.0 215
ATkanaas - A7 17.3 1.0 100.0 254
Cacrgla 13.5 b1 Y 55.1% 100.0 245
Florida 9.4 1.8 52.8 100.0 2
virginla 15.0 28.9 56.1 100.0 253
Tannasaaa 12.6 d9.é 43.0 100.0 246
Kantueky 2l .S 59.4 100.0 254
AvETage * 11.4 LN 55.1

Table §.15. Limited Job Oppottunitiss 1n Sacuting
EcploYoant
- ]
Sarious Somavhat & Ho -
Statas Ptoblam Problea Problas Tokal
~ H 4 H H N
South Catolina  58.) n.a 8.2 100.0 o0
Horth Catolina 15.7 L9.0 i5.6 100.0 241
Alabama 1.7 S 15.7 18.1 100.0 4B
M1ss1s8iPPL 3.0 5.1 n.% 100.0 235
“arkansas  °  5L.& 3.8 13.8 100.0 253
GaoTgla 6.2 3.4 16.3 i00.0 246
Florida 5.5 3.5 16.0 i00.0 231
virginta 46,8 8.7 1.5 100.0 53
Tannasaea sl 30 5.8 100.0 24&5
Lantucky 78.5 18.4 LN} 100.0 254
Avataga 1 51,2 .5 12.4

" ~

i..imited Job Opportunities {Table 6.15)

Limited job opportunities was perceived as
the post serious problem here in terms of aecu-
ring ewployment. "Serious problen” responses
were most frequent in all states except HNorth
Carolina and Missisaippi where "gomewhat of a
problem" responses alightly outnumbered “serious
problem" responses. The responses of "serious
_problm" ranged. from 79% in Kentueky to 36% in
North Carolina, with an average of 53% through-
out the ten rural southernm atates. In contrast,
& relatively amall number of the respondents in
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Tabla 6.16.

.

of the respondents in each of the 10 states said
that limited job opportunities was not a problem
at all, ranging from 18% in Alabama to 3% in
Kantucky. '

Lack of Transportation (Table 6.16)
Ay

As expected, lack of transportstionm also
appeared to be a serious problem to & large
number of the reéspondents. 1In fact, the lack of
transportation was either a “serious problém” or
“somewhat of a problém" to more than a half of
the resi:onder!ts in all states axcept in North
Carolina, Arkansas, and Tennessee., The percen-
tage distributions of "serious probles" respon-
ses ranged from 2 high of 34% in South Carolina
to a low of 12% in Tennessee. When "“serious
problem" and "somewhat of a problem” responses
were collapsed, more than a half of the respon-

dents had a problem of transportation in
securing employment in 4all states except in
Arkansas (47%), WNorth Carolina (43%), and

Tennessee (43%),

Lack of Transportation in Securing Zu;loyunc
' Satious Somevhat & No
States Problea Problem Probles * Total
b4 4 3 4 ]
South Carolins J&.J) .7 28.0 100.0 0
Yorth Carolins 13.0 9.8 57.1 100.0 233
Alabana - .1 4.5 9.4 100.0 249
Missdseippi 16.7 1S &9.8 - 100.0 239
Atkansaa 1.8 2.8 53.4 100.0 253
Gantgia 19.7 3.8 45.5 100.0 244
Florida i4.3 8.6 5.1 0.0 113
virginia 2.3 5.1 48.6 100.0  25%
Tanoadgea 11.6 3.9 57.4 100.0 242
Kentueky i2.6 . 8.6 L 48.8  100.0 254
Avetage I. 19.0 .4 43.3
R e

-

T

Lack of Training or Education (Table 6.17)

An-:their community.

lack of training or education was also
viewed 'by many people in the rural South aa
ar;otl'ler serious problem in securing employment
More than three-fourth of:
the, respondents fn 811 states except Mississippi

. and_ -Virginia selected lack of training or educa-

CSO%),
. I‘ennasee (m} and in the Temaining states

‘of 2 problem" in fi.hding a job.

tion ag efther 2 "gerious problem" of "somgwhat
The lack of
training of education was wmost - frequently
gentlondd as a serious problem in Kentucky
Souch Carolina (48%), Alabama (47%),

Rr ; /—-‘/ H
L ﬂ,,.ﬂ., . .
-! -’ v!!t"'i—”'g L

L. . -
- -

:

with a range of 31% to 23%. In comtrast, the
frequencies of “no problem”" response ranged from
3% in Virginia to 10% in Kentucky,

Lack o¥ Training of Education in Sscuring

Tahla 6,13,
Employment N
Sarious Somawvhat | Ho
States Problem Problen | Problem Totxl
\' 4 4 4 N

South Caroline 47.8 8.1 14.90 100.9 199
Hotth Carolinse 27.2 50.6 2.2 100,0 239
Alabama 47.4 8.5 4.1 100.9 249
Kiaaissippi 3.2 45.7 6.1 190.0 23&
Arkanses 3.2 51.8 2.0 100.0 154
Georgia ' 0.9 44,4 26.7 100.0 243 °
Plorida 4.9 54.1 1.0 100.9 229
¥irginia N 3.2 46,14 9.7 100.0 254
Tennesses 40.2 1.1 18.7 100.0 246
Ktqtut!r.y 50.2 0.0 9.8 §00.0 1255

Avarags 3% .3 4.1 21.5

*

Lack of Job Information (Table &.18)

LY

The most frequently mentioned responses in
almost all states to "lack of job information”
as a problem in securing employment were in
decreasing order: "“somewhat of a problem,"” "uo
problem," and “serious problem'. '"Somewhat of a
problem" responses ranged from 58% in Kentucky
to 31% in Alabama, whereas 'serious problem"
,Tesponses ranged from a high-of 38% in Alabama
$0 a low of 12% in Florida.

Lack of Job informstionin Sscuring

Tabla 6,138,
Eaployment
Sarious Somevhat & | Ho
States probles Problen Problew” Total
4 4 4 1 N
South Carolina 35.3 52.2 11.5 100.0 257
Rorth carclina 1).6 8.8 37.6 100.0 242
Alabsas 1.8 30.9 n.a 100.0 249
Nisaisaippi 2.9 45.) 30.8 100.0 23
ATihanas s 18.9 52.4 8.7 100.0 254
Gaorgia 26.3 46.3 1.5 100.0 240
Plorida i2.4 57.9 :29.6 100.0 133
virginia 2.0 7.6 3.4 100.0 258
Tannurass 7.5 4f.0 3L.6 100.0 244
Yantutky 20.8 8.0 "1t.2 100.0 255
AveTage I 4.1 &7.0 8.9

3

Knowing the.Right People (Table 6.19)

In the!‘rural. South, it is interesting to
note that a Surpri.si.rlgly large number of house-
holds belfeve it fmportant to know the right
people to get'a job. More than three~quarters
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N ei.l:her a "serious problem" or "somewhat of & Table 6.20, missing data were included fot ana-~ ’
pr\blem" Except for North Carolina (20%), more 1lysls because the wissing data in this case can
than omé-quarter of the respondents ranging from be treated as an alternative response reflecting

" 8% Ln Atrkansas to 46% In Tennessee had express- that individuals had no restraints whatsgcever in
ed that knowing the right people vas a "gerious terms of ability to work-and in terms of enga-
problem” in being hired. ging themselves in other activities.

- ~ Throughout the rural South, on the average,

- peonle fn Securk 1ittle more than one out of five heads of house-
Table 6.15. %"'{:‘;_‘.::‘ Right Peopls In Securtng holds were "not able to work at all". This res-

ponse was most frequently reported In Arkansas
Serfous  Somevhat 3 Mo (33%), Mississippi (30%), Florida (27%),
Statas froblea  Problem  Probles  Totsl Kentucky (27%), and South Carolina (23%), while
1 1 b4 b4 H it was least frequently noted in MNorth Carolina
1
S o 203 o 2.l e El&%), Virginia (15%), Temnessee (16%), Georgia
Alaby 5.4 30.5 26,1 10030 249 Alab. . ddici
Aebrme is.4 0.5 .1 L0 1e8 22%), and ama {23%), In a on, 8 large
Arkansas 21.6 4h. 1 . 8.2 we.0 254 number of people Iin almost s11 states fell in
Georgl 32.5 40,3 7.2 100.0 M) "
r::ﬁd: s 06 39 100.0 133 the category of "able to worklbur. limited in
virginis 3.6 4.5 4.9 100.0 :s; amount or kind of work I can do," ranging from a
T 56,1 3.9 16,0  100.0 24
K:::;:;;* a1 516 ¢ 6.3 100.0 256 high of 46% in Arkansas to a low of 2)% in
T TS A T s T Virginia. Equally interesting, the proportions
of the third categery (limited 1in amount of
other activities)} were also relatively high in
¢ most states, ranging from 36% fn Tennessee Lo
Present Situwation in Terms of Abflity to Work 17% In Alabama, with some exceptions for
(Table 6.20) Migsissippl (2%), and Virginia (7%).
Finally, respondents were asked to describe ~ Value, Attitudes, and Beliefs with the Poverty
their present situation, selecting one of the Index (Table 6.21)
' following three fixed altermative responses: ’
(1) not azhle to work at all; (2) able te work Pearson correlation coefficients were
put !imited in amount of work or kind of work I computed here to determine the significance of
Table 6,20, Present Situstion In Term of Ability te Work
Able to Work Able to Work But
. Hot Able But Limited Limited in Amount
te Wotk fn Amount of of Other Activities
States at All Wotk 1 Can Do ‘I Can Qo Hissing Data Total
2 ' , X 2 . 2 2 ¥
South carolina 2.4, 32.1 2.4 20.2 100.0 M2
Horth Carvlina 1.7 0.6 21.7 18.1 100.0 249
Alabasa 22.6 AQ.9 16.7 19.8 100.0 254
Hiastssippl 30.2 r 0 2.0 4.4 100.0 248
Arkansas 2.5 46.3 19.6 1.6 100.0 255
Georgia 21.8 Y | 23.8 14.1 100.0 248
Florida 27.1 35.8 0.4 6.7 100.0 240
Virginta 15.4 23.2 7.3 . 5&.1 100.0 259
Tennessee : 1641 9.5 3.9 8.5 100.0 , 248

* Kentucky 26.6 2.6 25.1 5.7 100.0 263

Average 2 22.9 3.5 21.3 19.3
o " . . 61 P:""' l“.""“ ,,q;‘- g\f\
&) A N O IE

of the respotndents in all states felt, that
B knowing the right people in securing & job was

r/.

can do; and (3) able to work but limited fn kind
or aspount of other activities I ¢an do., In

we T




Table 6.21. Summary of Pearson's Correlation (r) Tests to Identify Significant Asscclations of
Valuyes, Atritudes, and Beliefs About the Self and Work With the Poverty Index* .

ta

Valyes, Attitudes
and Beliefs

a
&
&
=
2
o
2
a

- VA

+

Self-esteem .
Item 1 =========eeea-
Item &4 ==m========---
Item 5 =-=========----
Item & -----=-o------

1111
1111
1111
SRR
1111
111t
BT
EERE
EEE

~ Fatalism ‘ - - /
Item 2 --=-=-=--- ———

¢
1.
}
11
11

Present-time Orien-
tation '
Item & --------------

Work as a Moral Obli-
gation . B

Item 9 -—------ —————— - - - Fe - -

(AR

Work as a Painful Way : . . ' .
of Life I

. Item 11 =============-

¢
¢
1!

. Dependency in Relation

to Work
Item 12 ==remmeceee—a- ’

. * Item 14 mmm-ememmm-e-

>

11

++ -+

11

Expectation of Child- '
ren's Educational

Achievement --=-====---- - * - - - ++ +* - - -

Perceptiion of Child- 4
ren's Futyre in )

Comynigy ------------ S R :

Estimate of Job Opportu- i :
nities for Children in ’
Community -=---o=-=-=-~-- - -+ 4+ - -+ - - - - -

. -

*Key t%symhols: - = Test not significant within 0.1000 level 'pf probabilicy.
+ = Test marginally significant from 0.0501 to 9,1000 level of probability.
++ = Tast i?gntftcant from 0.0500 to 0.0000 level of probability. s

- “ -
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associations between the 38 social psychological
variables studied and the poverty 1index. The
results are presented in two tables.

In Table 6.21, 18 variables concerned with

“value orientations toward the self and work and

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

with educational and employment opportunities of
children, were examined’ for their probable
refationship with the poverty iIndex, state by
state. Of the 180 Pearson's correlation
coefficients computed in Table 6.21, 110 (61%)
yielded significant correlations and 14 (7,8%)
indicated marginal correlations. Data analyses
for the -southern rural populstion studies,
showed that cultural value traits were
significantly assoclated with the poverty index
in every state, 1In fact, all four item varia-
bles of gelf-esteem and both fitem variables of
present-time orientation, among the three value
traits, were the attributes that tended to be
significantly assoclated with the POverty index
at probabllity levels of 0.05 or lower in every
state, except the {tem four variable of self-
esteem In Kentucky. 1Iwo fatalise variables
appeared to be comparatively less often associa-
ted with the poverty index throughout the 10
rutal southern states than the self-esteem and
present:-time orientation variables.

Seven varisbles, vrepresenting general
attitudes towards work, yleldéd far fewer fre-
quencies of significant associlatfons with the
poverty index than the cultural va}lue variables,
Only item 14 variable of dependency in relation
to work, as shown In Tgble 6.21, was signifi-
cantly cotrrelated to the poverty index in each
of the 1p southern states. Variables of “work
as a motal duty" and "work as a painful way of
1ife" were 1less . frequently related to the
poverty index than the variables of dependency.
Unlike the dependency variables, there was no
evidence of 2 consistent trend of significant
correlations with the poverty index throughout
these ruralr states with respect to the variables
of work as either "a moral duty" or "a painful
way of 1ife".

As displayed in Table 6.21, three variables
for educational and employment opportunities for
children in the community showed fewer differen-
ces between the poor and nonpodr Ln terms of
their perceptions of educational and career
futures of the young people in their communirty.
Exceptions in the three variables for the signi-
ficant associations with the poverty index in

50

probability 1evels of 0.05 or lover were repor-
ted only in Virginia for the variable of "chil~
dren's educarional attainment,” 1in Alabama for
the varlable of children's career future in the
commnity, and in North Carolina and Alabama for
the variable of "job opportunities for the young
people in the community". .

Job-Related Issues and the Poverty Index (Table
6.22)

- In Table 6.22, 14 variazbles, representing
various . aspects of conditions and problems
closely related to work or employment opportuni-
ties of rural families, were examined for their
associati‘.ons with the poverty index. Of the 170
Pearson's correlation coefficients computed,
47%, or abqut one of every two, ylelded evidence
of significant correlations at the 0.05 lével of
probabllity or lower. An additfonal 15 coeffici-
ents (0.9%) were marginally significant. Of the
L4 variables, oOnly the variables for "transpor-
tation" and for "present situations of physical
abllity to work" as a serious problem in secur-
ing employment emerged as significantly related
to the poverty index in probability levels of
0.05 of lower In zll the states with only one
exception (Virginia) in the case of the present
gsituation wvariasble. Other wvariables such as
“intetest Iin training for better job" by spouses,
“distance to travel™ by spouses, "discrimination
by age, race, and sex,™ "lack of information,”
and "knowing right people" appeared to have, in
more than five of the 10 southern states,
significant or marginal correlations with the
poverty {index. However, the correlations of
these variables with the poverty index were
hardly consistent throughout the rural South.

In summaty, it should be noted that
throughout the rural states there ate very dis-
tinctive and consistent soclal psychological
attributes which characterize the poor in
general. TFrom the cultursl value perspective,
almost 211 of the rural poor in the South were
heavily affected by present-time orientation,
low self-esteem, dependency, and fatalism In a
declining order. In addition, they were also
severely hampered by the lack of transportatien
and physical disability or vety limited employ-
ment opportunities in their struggle to improve
their standard of living.

.
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Table 6,22, Summary of Pearson's Correlatfon (r) Tests to Identify Significant Assocfations of
- Job-Related Issues with the Poverty Index*

G

Job-Related Issues SC

NC

AL

Ms

AR

GA

FL

VA

IN

Interest in Trainfng
for Better Job
. Head ~------ mm———— -
Spouse ---=--=----- +

Kinds of Job- Prefered-
for Trainiong ’

fTESd ------- LT Ll -+
Spouge --ee--e---e- .

Distance to Travel If

Emp lozed

Head --memomomsemen .
Spouge =--===-=e-=- -
"
Kinds of Child Care
Preferred Bf
. [Enployed ----ee-m-e -

a .

Bgsponsible Authority
L)

. for Providing

JObS ---e-ace-eenma -

Kinds of Problems in
Securing Job h ©
Discrimination by:

Age [ - -

Race ~=w-s-s-—--a -

Sex -------re---- -
Limited Opportuni-

tieg --e-==o==-o- .-
Iransportation --== -+
Lack of Training -- -
Lack of Information *
Knowing Right

People ---------- +

Present Situations of
Physical Ability to X
Hork «-=--oscomonws 3

11

11

I+t

i1t

+

++

11

+

;

11

111

T i ¢

T I A

111

1

at

*Key to symbels: - = Test not significant within 0.1000 level of probability.

+ = Test marginally significant from 0.0501 to 0,1000 level of probabilfcy.

+ = Test significant from 0.0500 o 0.0000 lavel of probability.
L]

ERIC |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

64

51




7. CONSUMER BEHAVIOR

There 1s a wealth of information off
consumer behavior. Some writers are concerned
with the consumption of goods, others are
concerned with marketing and still others are
concerned with production. Thus the meaning of
consumer bebavior ¢s difficult to pin down.
Traditionally, consumer behavior has been used
to simply refer to the consumption of good and
services. 1In the preserft study it 1is used in a
mch broader sense. It s used to refer to

producing or growing food, buyiug groceries,:

sources of credit, perceptions of food prices,
housing arrangements, state of repair, problems,
and related phenomena. Consumer behavior is
#Mso used to refer to medical imsurance
practices and household income. Although most
activities are viewed as being encompassed by
the term consumer behavior, the 1list in che
jpresent study is not exhaustive.

In this section, behavior regarding heme
food production, grocery shopping patterns,
housing tenure and maintenance, medical
ingurance and household income was evaluated for
the 10 samples.

Grew Vepetables at Home (Table 7.1)

In all states, over 65% of the respondents
grew vegetables at home at one time or another,
i.e., always or sometimes. Virginia with 80%
and FKentucky with 81% were the two highest.
Only four states: Mississippi, Arkansas,
Georgla, and Florida had more than 30% of the
respottidents who never grew vegetables st home.

Table 7.1, Grov Vayetables 4t Hose

Stake Alvaya  Sometime  Navar Total
4 4 % % ]
South Carelina 39.5 3.8 1.7 100.0  3tt
Horth Carolina 51.6 2.5 2440 100.0 245
Alabume 43,0 3,1t 2.9 10¢.0 251
Hiasiaaippl 4.4 17.3 .3 100.0 248
Arkansaa 46,9 I} 33.9 1.0 154
Guorgin ¥l 3.6 .2 1000 247
Florida 8.4 ia.6 331 100.0 236
Virginta 4.t 3.2 19.8 0.0 238
Tanpnessen 6.4 3.8 9.8 .100.0 248
Keatucky 58.) 22.8 18.9 0.0 259

L]
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Raised Animals for Meat (Table 7.2) °

In Kentucky, a high of 47% of the respon-
dents sometimes or alvays ralsed animais for
meat. In Florida, Mississippi, Virginia, and
Tennessee, only 21% to 23% yraised animals for
meat. Other state samples were intermediate.

Table 7.2. Ralaw Antmala for MHeat

Staca Alva¥Ya Sometipes Havar Total

% % % W
South Carolina 161 10.9 13.0 1000 a1
Korth Carolins 2L.6 9.8 " 68.6 100.0 245
Alabama 1.5 19.5 62.9 we.0 251
‘Mieelasippt 4.1 1. 14.2 100.0 248
ATksnsaa 12.2 13.0 4.8 1060 -2154
(T34 31] 15.9 15.9 68.3 wo.0 266
Tlorids 8.5 £2.3 19.2 106.0 236
¥irginte 19.5 1.6 71.9 100.0 258
Tannesasn - 11.3 1.7 .0 100.0 248
Kantucky 12.0 34.5 53.5 L0g.0 2538

Kept a Cow or Goat for Milk (Table 7.3)

RespondEnts in Kentucky kept cows and/for
goats for milk more than In any other state.
Kentucky with 25%, more than any other state,
doubled Alabama with 12%, and more than tripled
all the other gtates., The other states ranged
from 3% for Florida to 7% for Mississippi.

Table 7.3, Rap wa or Goat for Milk

Stutus N, AlvaYe  Somecimes Mavar Total
Fd
4 x- 4 4 ]

th Carolina 3.2 9 95.8 16 0 I ] 1]
drch Caroiina 1.9 2.0 95.1 LOGG 245
Alsbamg - 6.0 5.6 0.4 o0 250
Hisefaatppl 2.8 4,5 2.7 100.0 247
Atkansaa 2.0 2.4 95,2 10G.0 254
Geotgia 1.2 [ 94,3 100.0 247
FHorida 0.8 2.1 7.1 100.0 233
Virgials 1.9 2.3 l 95.7 100.0 257
Taunaasas 2.8 2,38 94,3 100,0 247
Kantucky 1.4 7.1 75.5 1006.0 257

L ‘} -
" Ralsed Chickens for Eggs (Tablé 7.4)

In Kentucky, 40% of the respondents raised
chickens as compared to 10% for Virginia. All
other states ranged from 16% for Florida to 29%
for Alabams. 1In the first four tables (7.1 -
7.4}, the three urban states, Georgla, Florida,
and Virginis, ususlly had the smallest percenta~
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gea of sagple households that always raispd
chickens.

tTabla 7.5.7 Ralas Chickens for EBSs
-y

Stats Alwa¥y Sosetimes MHawar ‘ro:*l

1 1 T .t [

South Carolina 13.5 9.6 6.8  100.0f 311
Morrh Carolins 12.2 6.9 80.8 100.0f " 245
Alabama 188 ! 10.8 10.4  100.0 150
Hisslselippi i1.» 5.1 30.5  100.0 1Ieb
Arkansss 1.0 6.3 82.1 100.0 254
« Georkia 10.9 8.9 80.2 100.0 1247
Florida 5.5 T.h 83.9  100.0 26
VYirginis H.6 3.5 89.9 l10¢.0 187
TeuDssdss 113 6.5 82.3 *100.0 28
Kentucky 8.0 12.1 59.9  100.0 257

¢ ‘ .
. -

Table 7.5, Jeane of BMying Grocerien
Creoic Food-staps  Fooi-gcampe
Seates 6 Cash  Caah g b Cash GredLt & Cash Taral
» » » A \ ]

South Careline 5.5 116 9.4 1.3 160.0 m

Notth Caroline L S 7.4 &1 160.0 7

Alshems 1.0 4.9 n.4 P 1006 181

Miaalasippt 13.7 1.0 by 3 e 100.0 * s

o Areadan &3 nas 144 ok 106.0 181

Caorgla 0.1 1.8 3.1 - 1.0 100.0 7
:1:::::. ; .8 0.3 1.} 2.8 08,0 2%

Tanneesse u': ::; 1:.‘ - 100.9 17

. . + B4 1.4 1000 a8

Xantucky 1.7 S W9 1.1 100.0 289

* Includen S0 parioo vho vartets for [ood

Source of Purchasing Power for Groceries {Table
7.5)

; -

In all states, cash was most often selected
as the hasis for buying groceries. Food stamps
and cash in combination ranked second in 411
states except Kentucky and Georgia. Georgia
respondents named credit and cash as the second
most frequently selected means of paying for
groceries and those from Kentucky named food
stamps, credit, and cash second. Food stamps,
credit, and cash ranked fourth except for
Kentucky respondents who named credit and cash
fourth. Only -North Carolina had & respondent
who used harter.

Source of Credit for Groceries (Table 7.6)

-The mejority of the regpondents in each
state, except South Carolina (36%) and Florida
(36%), indicated that for groceries the grocer
was the main source of credit. Arkansas had the
highest with 92%; Mississippi (86%) and Kentucky

’ -
.
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(84%) wdre the second highest, while Alabama
(56%) and Georgia (33%) were lowest. In all
states, the respondents received 1ess than %% of .
credit from their neighbors, relatives, and -
bosses combined.  South Carolina (60%) and
Florida (59%) indicated other sources as their
main creditors. :

Table 7.6, Source of Crealt for Grocerins

R -~
e
Sttt Grocet  MiEhbor  Relative  Boue  Other Torsl
. . LT . N
South caroline 35,5 1.1 L7 1.:/3%.9 1030 172
Moteh Catoltne' 40,0 9.5 L.l 1. .9 1000 1w
Alsbena 56,0 32 1.4 [ T w6 182
nieelee1PPL 86,1 1.9 1.y 1.4 £33 100.0 108
Arhanies .2 1.1 1.8 9.6 1.1 1000 17
Ceorhin $a.8 0.5 1.7 1.3 w0 100.0 33
Flotida %) %4 1.6 1.7 %9.0  100.0 W
Vit§inis “.l 31 1.4 Lloma 10.0 - s
Tenneaens 6.7 1.0 1.0 %3 W0 M
Yamtucky 4.4 1.4 1.4 .5 1.7 100.0 11y
tabls 7-7. lLook for Salas on Groceriss
Statad " Alvays Sometines Havar Total

. 3 2 4 1 N
South Carolina 13.7 15.% B.4 100.0 0%
Horth Carolina 3.2 7.2 15.6 100.0 243
Aabana - 38.2 5.9 6.0 Log.0 351
Misslvalppi 58,5 31 8.5 100,07 248
Arkansss $7.1 235.7. 7. 100.0 13}
Georgls H.1 171.8 8.6 100.0 245
Tlordids $2.3 .4 LYY 100.0 236
¥irginis 65,3 3.0 3.5 100.0 135
Tannssess [T} 7.4 8.3  100.0 248
Kentucky &8 §1.1 3.1 100.0 257
.

w

Looked for Sales Before Buying Croceries (Tsble
7.7) J

Over 49% of the respondents in all states
said " that they salways look for sales before
buying groceries. South Carolinma was the
highest with 76% and Kentucky was the lowest
with 9%. Those respondents who sometimes looked
for sales fell within a range of 26% to 36% for
all states except South Carolina with 16% and
Kentucky with 47%. For thosé respondents who
pever looked for sales, the percentage was less
than 10% in all states except North Carolina
which had 16%.

Bought Croceries Locally (Table 7.8)

In South Carplina, a 1ow of 38% of the
respondents "always' bought groceries localfy
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while a high of &44% "“pever" bought grocerles
locally. The "slways local buyers” for other
atates ranged from 45% In Algbama to 67% in
Tennessee. For “pever 1local buyers," Horth
Carolina had 25% and all other states (except
South Carolina) had below 20%. There was a
slight tendency for predominately black samples
to “never buy ‘locally” and white samples to
Palways buy locally®.

-

”~
Tabtae 7.8. Buy Gtocarlss Locally
Statas T Alvays Sowet inna Hevar Total
. 4 4 4 4 o
Soueh Catoline 8.2 17.2 &4.1 109.0 3
Horth Caroline 5.9 9.5 4.6 00.0 244
. Alabasa .6 410 14.5 1'00.0 249
Hisatlaaippl 66.8 n.2 .0 100.0 247
Atksnass 5.8 3. 16.6 100.0 253
caorgla 58.3 11.8 8.9 foo.0 247
Florids 52.4 34,0 8.5 100.0 235
Virginis 8.4 3.3 1.2 100.0 258
Tatnsssee 67.5 6.0 6.5 100.0 246
Eeneucky 59.7 36.4 3.5 100.0 238
¢ -*
Table 7.9. Recaivse Fair Pricas on Croceriss .
Scatas y  Alveys  sosetimes | Wevar Total
¢ H H H r
South Garoline 15.4 39.0 43.6 100.0 38
forth Caroline 2.3 43.0 2.8 1000 242
Alabana 3.6, 50.0 18.4 100.0 130
Misataalppl 26.1 33.9 19.9 100.0 241
atksnass 3.2 $0.0 248 100.0 234
Caorglas 7.9 55.5 16.6 100.0 247
Florids 29.9 51,3 13.8 100.0 234
Virgintia 6.2 57.4 16.5 100.0 12
Tannsssss b 1% | 53.3 12.2 100.0 245
Fantucky 312 63.2 3.8 100.0 238

ERIC
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Respondents that either Owned, were Buying,
Rented or Lived in Rent Free Home (Table 7.10)

Table 7.10 shows that in all the states,
68% "to 84% of the resapondents elther owned or
were buying thelr homes Less ‘than 20% of the
respondegts'uere renting except in Florida which
had 24%, and Tepnessee 23%. As for "rent free"
dwellers, the percéntage was less than 10% in
211 states except -Misslssippl, Ceorgla, and
Kegtucky which ranged from 11% to 16%.

Tebla ?7.10. Parcentags of Respondenta that Owvm, noc:t. or
Liva in Home Rant Fras .

Statas wn  Zuying Rent Rent.-Fras Total

14 14 14 14 4 L
South Ceroltna 47.7 3L.9 119 6.4 106.0 30
North Caroline 42.4 35.4  14.8 1.4 WG L 243
Alabaaa 58.6 15,7 18.3 G.b 200 231
Hisstaaippl 9.6 15.0 137 15.7 100.0 248
Arkansas 513 .6 132 1.5 100.0 253
Caorgtla 5.8 .8 12.1 11.3 100.0 248
Plotida 4.5 3.7 1.2 7.6 100.0 236
Virginis 37.8 . 6.4 bR 66 1000 238
Tannessss 45.9 1.8 2.8 6.3 100.0 246
Kantucky 58.0 17,9 13.6 100.0 257

R \

-

Tavla 7.1h.  Amouynt of Lana this Houu.-‘lparusut.-‘in: las Sita o0
.

IS

Recelved Falr Prices on Groceries (Table 7.9)

Sauth Carolina had only 1585 ¢ respondents
who felt that they "alwaya" recelved falr prices
on grocerles vhile the other states ranged from
25% to 34%. From 63% to 50% of the respondents
felt that they scmetimes recelved falr prices om
groceries in all states except South Carolina
which had 39%, and North Carolina, 43%. Only
one-flfth, o*ss of the respondents felt that
they never rectived fair prices om groceries in
all the states except Arkansas whilch had 25%,
North Carolina, 30%, and South Carollna, &46%.
Again, the predomfnately black samples were less

likely to report recelving fsir prices omn
gracerles,.
54 '

-

Statds 1 1oy 610 WS 103 21l e Tatal

. v . . . . . . ]

South Cavoline 23.3 &3 &7 &3 L3 L1 138 1000 268
Borth Carolina 30.3 50 3.9 1.1 R W ?: 100,0 138
Alsbans W MNP A3 L3 L L3 1k 100.9 1M
Hisalsaippl 231 w0 A1 w7 L 190 10040 Ll
ACKans a8 .1 e i3 1.4 Y A5 1000 44
Gaorata al.d 3.3 3 E T ! SO 1000 133
Ftorids .3 W 9 1 L 9 10,1 1000 118
viralnis .3 alkd W08+ 34 1.1 1.0 1.3 100.0 81
Tennes L1 10 3 ab 13 L7 0. 1000 161
Kantycky 6.1 M3 WY 34 A2 w7 0.0 252

Acres of Land that Resldence Sets on (Table
1.1) '

In al1 states, the majority of the
respondents lived on five acres of 1and or less,
The range was from 7% for Kentucky to 81% for
Horth Carolina. The reapondents who lived on 6
to 25 acres of land ranged from 7% for +Georgla
to 19% for Kentucky; and those that lived on 26
or moTe acres ranged from 9% for Horth Carolins
to 19% each for, Misslssippl and Georgla.

Approximate Value of Residence (Table 7.12)

¥

In all states, from 11% (South Carolina) to
(Alabama) of the respondents estimated the

36y
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current market value of theit homes to be less

than $15,000. For those respondents who valued
cheir homes $50,000 and up, South Carolina and
Virginia were the highest with &0% and &41%
respectively. All other 'states ranged upWards
from ~13% (Kentucky) to 34% (Tennessee}. Omly,
Migsissippl and Kentucky respondents reported
median housing values of less $25,000,
while Tennessee, Sbuth Carolina, and Virg’inia
had median values above $35,000.-

Teole 7,11, Appronimace Curtent Matkat Value of Raesdance (5000%

Steces g-18 18-35 15735 350 30+ Totsl
LY s ~ LY LY Y N
South Cataling 1.9 1.0 18,5 t1.5 103.4 00
Horth Cetoblos ¥ 1.4 1.3 1.1 i 100.0 173
Aldbany F ) 1.1 13.1 1.1 @J 100.0 1y
HissLsatipl .7 17.1 13.1 1.1 P Y 100.9 158
ACERN S b 4. 1.5 a5 13.1 0.4 100.9 Il
Ganthie 3.} 17.7 18.7 1.5 -1 103.4 191
- Fiorlgs 1.9 111 114 15.4 15.1 103.0 107

YLELnse " 4 iu.t n.4 0.5 1%.0 7 M4
Lennaspas .y 1.9 18.0 u.7 3.3 1000 118
Lantueky b MY .. 1 .0 1.1 100,49 pit)
Tsble 7.13. Mumbut of Rooms in Resloencs

States 12 3 & 6> Tacal -
» H "3 H H H I N
South Cstelihs 1.0 £.9 16.7 N.4  w6.) 1000 06
Hotth Catoiine 0.8 4.1 W) M2 al.S 100.0h Zdd
Alsbsna 8.0 1.2 15,2 18.8  4b.4 , l00.0 20
Mississippi 1.6 6.0 22,2 .35.9 .3 100.0 248
Atkanses 1.8 L.z 5.7 5.7 45.9 100.0 255
Gu;lt;l.l 0.8 6.5 21.5 25.2  45.94 1WO.0 246
Fiotide 1.8 7.2 20,9 2.9 «1.3 1000 235
virginis 0.0 2.3 11.2 6.0 60.5 1000 2%
Tenneabes 0.4 5.2 2.4 8.7 44,8 100.0 248
x.m.f:-y o 04 6.9 0260 3.7 M. 100.0 259

7 v

Number of Rooms® in Residence (Table 7:‘13)

Respondents were asked to give the number
of rooms 1in their hopes rexcluding porches,
halls, and .bathrooms. In all states except
Alabama (78%), over 90% of the respondents lived
in homes .which had four rooms, or more.
Virginia resportdents (60%) ‘reported more than
50% living in homes with six or more rooms.
Five rooms was the median for all sampies except
Virginia. )

~

State of Residential Repairs (Table 7.14)

]

[ 3
At least 50% Of the ‘respondents tn all
? gtategeneeded either major or minor repairs to
their houses. Residences geeding major repau:
. vork ranged from 10% (Virgintﬁ to Zo% (Missis-

o BT
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Only

sippi}.. Highest percertages needing -no;‘réb*airs
were recorded f{n Mississippl (6%}, Vlrginia

(45%), and Arkansas (41%); the 1west were in
'Georgia (29%).and South Carolina (30%)2 .

- ra - L
Tenla ' ln Stets of Keetoentiel Repelr o *

-
' -~ : <
.‘I"‘
Navds Mo ﬁ .,

Neads N1AGL Neads Hajor

States fapales | Rapiics ,"k'pun -Kpers tatsl
* ~ . Y ; . kY ‘N
Seugn Carelsm Ll FTYS URURPRINS LI R O BT M-
Mared Secgltos  57.9 W3 Y. s 1. m.ogx’g-_.s
Alsbansd 4 Y.a .0 5.4 0.0 100,807 150
LISTEET T Y) 159 3 N W54 Q. wo.o L
ACKAN S Wa 6.1 3.6 0.4 100 b
Caorgie W 0.3 195 1.9 21‘.96
flocsde 0.3 e 358 o's 10.0 1 °
yergenls L% | .7 |y B 3.6 00,0 159 *
Lenssrtes ns - w.: .1 0. 100.0 I8
Tantucy N .0, . N ? LB LS W00 15%
:-ol: T 15, What lantulis uu:untl.u fatdst
Can'c Don't Hanspel
abford  Poysical Know  Uon't
- Stecas apeits Peovledsd  How  aPelf  Obner totel
..
~ Y LS ¥ Y ~ N
Sodn Carotens  BL4Y . 9.8 1.7 W0 10 1000 1
Horth cmum e e f e 0.6 17, 199 109.0 136
Alebans s:;- W &3 % 4 we.0 163
Higslessppl s1p 1.5 1.3 1. 5.3 100.9 157
ATkansad .5 100 s 183 1 woe.e 137,
Ceortle 559 6.5 6.5 9.1 .. 1000 1%&
Florids . 8.7 [ MY 1.5 134 u 1 100.u 134
Yecginls 5.3 6.1 .9 6.1 J"W 1l o M
terarsu? | .5 3.5 1.3 19.4 1! 177109, # 133
Keneyexy *»: o 3.0 1r.1 3 4.4 h.d 1000 L6 "

shoas not Include Cransparcetlon.

What Inhibits Res(i.denttal Repairs (Tafle 7.15) -2

- In all states, the majoril;:y
respondents reported that they couyld not afford
repairs to their residences. The rande varied
from 63% for South Carolina to 41%  for
Ténnessee. As the percentage of black fanilies
in efch state sample decreased. the percgntage
that ' could not affford .the repairs also.
decreased. . Four stjates -- ‘Arkansas (61%),
Georgla (54%), Kenthicky (55%), and Virginia
(57%) -- deviated 4lightly siron this observa-
tion. , Respondents who were unable to repair
their homes due to physical problqms ranged from*
6% (Ceorgia and Virginia) to 17% (Kentucky).
Respondehts answering "ddfi't know how to df the
- [repairs” ranged from &% (North Carolina) tq

"(virginta), The P or’tion of the responses

:haf indicated that the manager would not repair :

“ their residences 'Yanged from 6% (Virginia) to
31% (Mississippi). Other reasons why tepalirs
were not done accounted for 6% (His&issiﬁpi) to
28% (Tennessee).’

.of , the




Table 7.16. Housing,Rroblems

*

Problem House Too Much  Locacicn .
Wich Too Heeded To Care Inconve- Danger
_ Scates .-None Manager Expenslve Repair For nienc Hoige Ocher Toral
. 4 % 3 % p p % 2 1 W
Souch Carolina Hl.4 0.0 0.6 12.5 0.3 0.3 0.6 3.8 100.0 310
Horth Carelina  74.9 3.2 0.8 16.1 0.4 - 0.4 0.0 6.8 100.0 243
Alabama 17.4 0.8 ¢.0 15.1 0.4 1.2 0.4 3.2 100.90 249
Hississlippl 65.3 1.2 g 9.0 26.2 0.0 b.s 0.4 4.8 100.0 244
Arkansae 63.6 0.8 2.0 3.2 0.4 0.0 .0 L2 | 100.0 254
Georgia 9.4 0.0 0.8 12.5 0.4 0.4 2.8 4.9 100.0 247
Florida 1.7 0.8 0.4 16.3 0.0 0.4 1.6 1.1 100.0 23
virginia 84.6 0.0 1.9 kD% 0.4 k.5 Y 0.4 9.7 A100.0 257
Tenneasee 79.5 1.0 0.5 1.1 0.0 2.2 0.8 , 4.6 100.0 244
Kencucky 71.8 0.4 0.4 14.4 0.4 .7 0.8 9.1 100.0 253

fousing Problems (Table 7.16) +

For a clearer understanding of housing
problems, respondents were asked for their
general evaluations of their homes. The extent
to which the respondents indicated that they
lived in a good residence ranged from 64% for
Arkansas to B81% for South Carolina which
suggests that pecple in general, are tolerant of
minor house .repair needs {reported in Table
7.14). In response to the general evaluation
item, a low of 3% in Virginia and a high of 30%
in Arkansas responded that they disliked their
residence because, the houses needed repairs.
Probleps with the manager, house too dangerods
dangerous or noisy were reasons listed by fewer
than a total of 5% of the respondents* in each
.3tate. .

Preference for Same Race in Racial Composition
of Neighborhood (Table 7.17)

L]

The majority of respondents in five states
had a strong preference for living in a neigh-

borhood where the residents were of the same.

race. Same race preferences ranged from 7%
(Virginia) to 82% (Kentulky). *

While Kentucky tespondents, whose percen-
tage of black households was 1%, showed the
strongest preference for lLiving in a same race
neighborhood, there was no general Telationship
between the racial composition of the samples
and preference for same race neighborhoods.
.The respondents who did not have a preference
for neighbors of the same race ranged from 2%
(Miscisaippi) to 18% (Tenneasee).

o \ ’ - :
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More than &40% of respondents in six states
indicated that race of neighborhood did not

" matter.

)

Teble 7.17. Prefarente for Ratial Cosposition of

Heighberhood
1

Srats Y Yes He Doswn't Mattsl Tatal
1 1 1 b1 ]
South Ceroltne  42.5 8.8 £2.7 100.0 308
Morth Cerolina  39.8 8.6 51.4 100.0 24
Alebana 47.6 8.8 43,6 100.0 250
Hisalisalppl 50.2 1.4 AT.4 100.0 47
neas 3.5 2.7 53.3 100.0 1354
CeoTgia 63.6 4.3 12.0 100.0 247
Floride 59.3 ‘3.8 3.9 100.0 236
virsinia 26.6 7.0 66.4 loo.0 256
Tannesses 50.2 18.0 1.8 100.0 255
Kentucky 81.¢ 2.7 15.7 100.0 253

L]

Tebla 7.18. Respondente’ Weiclng for Subeldized Housiof by

Tise
$¢%cee ' 0-12 13-36 Total

p p T

Soutb CaTelina 100.0 0 100.0 3
Horth Cerolina + 50,0 50.0 100.0 2
Alebana 81,8 12.5 1000 &
Kiwnioalppt £0.0 20.0 100.0 5
Arkaoese” 0.0 , 100.0 100.0 2
Georgle  ° 50.0 50.0 100.0 10
Floride 70,0 30.0, 100.0° ©
Virginie 0.0 0.0 1000 0
Tannasass 30.0 30.0 100.0 &
Kentucky 5.7 14.3 100.0 7

Respondents Waiting for Subsidized Housing by
Time {Tsble 7.18) :

The number of respondents in waiting for
subsidized housing ranged from 10 persons in
Ceorgia to zero persons in Florida and Virginia.
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Of the $3 respondents who were on some states’
“awiting lists, seventeen reported walting more

. than 12 months, five in Georgia, and three in
both Tennessee and Florida.

Medical lnsurance Coverage and Adequacy (Table
7 * 19)

- Respondents with health or hospitalization
insurance coverage, including Medicare and
Medicaid, ranged from 88% for Virginla to 70%
for ¥Xentucky. Of the rtespondents who were
covered by medical insurance, a low of 54% for.
Arkansas and 2 high of 87% for Alabama felt that
their insurance was adequate.

Table 7.19. Respondencs’, Medical Incut‘:’ncc Covatege and

- Adeguacy
SLeced Tan H Tes ¥
4 L I )]
South Ceroline 2.0 311) 10.8 (251
Horth Carolina [ 33 B (242) 11.8 (212y
alabass g6.1 (251) 211 (204}
Hisalssippt 19.8 (2:8) 13.0 (200}
ATkacses 1.2 (234) S4.1 {201)
Georgie 86.) (2a8) " (21&)
Tioride 16.3 (238) 82.4 {187}
Yirginis 88.0 (259) 86.7 (241}
Tecnessts 8.6 (2a7) 83.) (187)
Ketitucky 10.3 (259) toekd ()
Tatle 7.10. tHousencle Tncoma (0007 ¢)
Statee (B (e} a1 12013 W Total
. S L L L LR
south Carelips  13.3 3.4 I 164 L0 1000 130
soern farolids 23,3 .1 3. - 9.9 Lo 00
Llabaas .t 5.1 12.¢ 1.3 1.0 1008 ’
Haaliaspl 775 . T 1R 1.4 11,9 3.0 100.0 0
MEansan .y 118 .l 4.3 1.6 1600 IR
Georgls i  15.1. 132 9] 3.1 120.0 110
Floeids il I | v .0 W.l 1000 14
Vleginia B w3 . .1 0.4 100.0 I
Tennetvee 5! . it i 0.9 1000 1
Lentusty M0 19.5 . 5.1 100.0 10

. Eousehgfd Income (Table 7.20) .

Respondent households ea{'ning incomes less
than $4,000 per Yyear ranged from 4% for
Virginia ‘to 30% for Mississippi. Respondents
earning incomes greater than 525,000 ranged from
3% for [Kentueky to 21% for Tennessee, The
median income for Sample households fell below
$8,000 in South Carolina, Alabama, Mississippi,
Florida, and FRentucky. The remeining four
states had sample median income which ranged
from 58,000 (Arkansas and Horth Caroclina) to

Q
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$1k,boo (virginia).

Household Primary Source of Income (Table 7.21)

Between  46%  {(Mississippi) and 6%
(Tennessee) of the respondents, recorded wages
and salaries as their primary source of income.

-

The second most frequently reported category was

"other transfer payments” including social
security. The range was &% {North Carolina) to
42% (Mississippi). Least frequent were respon-
dents recovding receipt of aid to families with
dependent children and food stamps, which ranged
from below 1% (Virginia) to 11% {(Arkansas).
Third, other primary sources of income including
rents and interests ranged from 3% (Alabama) to
31% (Florida).

Table 3.3l Household Primary Souzcs of Tacoms

1
xhar P
Statan vasea Stane Stanpe fchat wr el
L L A Y A LI
South Carelina 5h. 5 Mo L.y L) 1.+ 09.0 Jlo
Narih Caeoline [T 9 3 1.9 =) 1.5 0.0 i
Alabama L1 0.0 .0 Lt L H Y 100.9 ke
Hiaelaalppt 4.0 LT %] L6 3.] 0.4 T 7 1000 Is8
ATESNSRE N Thad L a1 0.4 109.0 5
» Corgls 1.5 ir.8 L] .l L] 100.2 i)
fa it T ! b1 b n.e 0.k 0.0 iy
¥itginle . .y b 1.3 1.3 1090 1y
Teooacean L1 %] 1.3 .4 .Y i.e 099 4
Fancocty 5t.4 10.% 5.4 .1 1.0 09.0 154
b |
Table 3.1l Nousabold Jacomdury Seurce of Locowm
AN & o Secondr
Gchar  Foodr afy
Starde Vages Trade. Stesps  Xhar Toecome ”n Total
h Y LY x Y \ L L L]
Samth CaToline %3 [ ) 5.1 LIS [ ] .4 109 0
Nareh Carolins 1.5 1.1 1.y W 5.l kb 100.0 11
Mﬂa .y i1 JE 7 SR N4 11 Y .0 10
Risslanipp! 7.3 - 1 1.7 *.i IS NN 1.0 100.0 i
Arxneas 3.5 3.5 L.t i I 14 o 1M
Gtoeg s .8 5.1 L1 e 5.5 3.4 0.0 W
Forids 5 1.0 L% S § 5 51.4 Qb 100.0 10
Virpinle 1i.0 1.0 3.1 1.3 55.4 . 1000 s
T itk L 2% LR 1.9 .t .5 L3106
Tancucky 3.4 .y Dy N .9 5.4 1000 2%
Household Secondary Source of Income (Table
7.22)

Between 425 (Kentucky) and 76% (Arkansas)
of the respondents reported no secondary Ssource
of income. Only 4% (Arkansas) to 17% (Georgia)

57
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of the respondent's recorded wages and salaries get groceries: Relationships were sigpi.fi.;:ant
as a secondary source of income. Other Sources for Alabama, Florida, and Virginia at the ,05
of secondary income fincluding interest, renta, level of prebability and Seuth Carolina,
and dividends was the most prominent varfasble. Arkansas, and Temnessee at the .10 level af
Sample proportions fell berween 7% (Mississippi)  probability. The Cramer's V association was
to 2% (Remtucky), Ald to families with woderate for Virginia and low for the rest. In
dependent children -and food stamps was the : all the states a minicum of 40% of the below
second most frequently reported secondary sdurce poverty households tended to get credit from
of income. Sample proportions were between 2% their grocer, while the nonpoverty households,
{Tennessee) and 23% {Kentucky). except in Arkansas, got their grocery credit

mainly from other sources. In Arkansas, 94% of
Consumer Bghgvior and the Poverty jindex (Table the above poverty households got credit from tbe
7.23) grocer,

Grow vegetable at home: The relationship Locking for sales: Below poverty house-
between growing vegetables at home and being holds In Tennessee were more likely to always
abeve the poverty line was significant at the look for sales, The relationship to the poverty
.05 level for Georgia and Florida and the ,10  fndex was significant at 0.05 level with a low
level for Arkansas. However, Kentucky showed &  degree of association. )
significant (,10) degree of association in the
opposite direction. Buying groceries locally: South Carolina,

Georgia, and Virginia showed mixed, but signi-

Raise animals fer meat: For Florida and ficant relationships at the .05 level with a low
Tennessee; the relationship between this degree of association. 1In South Carolina and
variable and tbe poverty index was significant  vVirginia, the above poverty households tegded to

_ at the .05 level of probability with a low buy their groceries locally more often than the

Q

degree of association. In Tennessee, poverty poverty households. This relationship was the
households were more likely to raise animals for\opposi.te for Georgia.
meat, while in Florida tbe gshove poverty '
bouseholds were more liable to do so. / Receivenfair prices on groceries: South
. . Carolina and {Mississippi showed significant, but
Keep cow or goat for milk: Alabama and opposite relationships at the .05 1evel of
Tennessee showed a significant, but low degree probability. The above poverty households in
of association at the .0% level of probability South Carolina were more 1likely to report
between the practice of keeping a goat or cow  receiving fair grocery prices than tbe below
for milk and poverty status. poverty  héuseholds. In Mississippi, tbe

oppoaite was obaerved.
Keep chickens for eggs: Poverty households

in Alabams, Tennessee, North Carolinz, and Owned, were buyying, rented, or lived in
Kentucky showed a significant, but.low degres of home rent free:’ In all states except Tennessee,
asgociation with keeping chickens for eggs. there was a significant relationship at the .05
Alabama and Temnessee were .significant at the level of probability with a 1low degree of
.05 and ®orth Caroline and Kentucky at .10  gagociation. Only in North Carolina and Florids
level, . did the pelow poverty hovaeholds tend to owm
their residence more frequently than the above
Means of buying groceries: In all states, poverty households.
a3 moderate o low agsociation with the poverty
index was significant at the .05 level of proba- Amount of land that home sets on: Below
bility. The belew poverty householda tended to poverty bouseholds in Virginia were more likely
use a combination Of cash or food stamps and  to.«lways 1ive on & smaller piece of land. The
cash, while the above poverty households used relationship with the poverty {ndex was signifi-
cash more frequently to pay for their groceries. cant at .05 1level with a 1low degree of
association.

. .

From whom respondents received credit to

D |
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Table 7:23. Summary of (hi Square Test of Independence and Phi/Cramer's V Measures of Association to
Identif? Significant Relationships and Magnitude of Correlation Between Consumer Behavior

ERIC -
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.- and the Poverty Index
[N
Can'suner “Béhavior SC NC AL MS AR GA FL A ™ KY
Grow vegetable at home .05 .03 - .07 11 + 16+ 16> W17* Q7 .08 15+
Raise animals for meat .03 +10 .07 .06 .08 W12 +25% .09 . 16* .06
Keep a cow or goat for milk .06 .06 L18* .06 .08 .04 09 .08 L2 .05
Raise chicken fort eggs % ¥ A5+ L2ax 11 .09 .03 .05 .06 .18% Lo+
Heans £t buying groceries LSOk La9x a7 50k L40% LaL* \.R" . W20% - 52% AL
Receive credic for groceries ‘ ) )
from whom . +22+ +13 20> +12 23+ 12 L 33> a0 .19+ .13
Look for sales before buying
groceries a1 02 .05 .12 .03 .04 .04 A 13+ .05
Buy grocetries locally- L16% .03 04 .09 .02 .20* .10 6> .10 .06
Receive fair prices on
~ grocéries : S0 .11 .03 8% L 03 .05 1 .12 .07 .05
Owned, wére buying, rented, .
or lived in home rent free L2a% 0 L26% 25% 22k L ak JAx L35% . 20% .13 L23*
Amount of land that hope secs on .12 .17 .11 .08 .17 10 .13 L2 .16 A2
Current value of home and land .23 L38% L 36* JAT* > 40> J29% LT* L35* +40%
Number of rooms In residence L20%  L30%*  L35*  [23% 28> L33> ) LS & | 20x +18+
Repairs of residence L27% 39k 32 28+ L31* (28% 30k L1T+ L26% L 35%
Why repairs.are not done L3gx 51 LAk (19 .28* bx L2* L29% L32x ‘24
is this a SPOE-fésidence” N LN 1 +29% L2026 « 3> .10 .13 +12 L22x
"Why not a goog'géstdence * LS9 50% N +32+ 38+ .51 53 .31 W3 A2
Neighbors same race .01 .10 .03 D4 b .05 .12 W13 1 .12
Waiting 1isc for government/ .
subsidized housing Ohrmm . T A5 .10 .03 33 L23* 05 06 .07
How long on waiting list .50 .31 L0000 Ll - 41 .20 12 .88 .20
Family healcth & {nsurance =~ J28% L32% L 21x L12x L2 16% N J15% $23* W16
Adequate family insurance L30% 36, L38% 22+ L2a> W33 H3% .18* . 30 + 15+
Personal yearly income LBO%  L67TF  ,66%  .68%  ,68* JTL* A 62> L B9* .BE*
Primary source of income L38% L3 L 32x 42k L9k +33* Jb2* N¥L L31* L 39>
Secondary source of lacome b T g% alx 3Bk L 22% L32* L36* L36* L 26% 27>
Y 5
*(hi square tést significant at the 0.05 to level of probability. -
+Chi square test marginally significant at.che 0._]_.9_:13vei of probabilicy.
o . L
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Current value of homes and 1snd: In all
ststes, except South Carolina, there was a
significant relationship betrween poverty and
this variable at .05 level, but the degree of
assoclation was low for North Carolina, Alabama,
Miszissippi, end Tennessee. In general, the
value of houses in which most poverty households
lived was 1lower than that of the nonpoverty
households.

Mumber of rooms 1n residence: All  states
except Wirginia gnd Kentucky showed a signifi-
cant relationship 1o the expected direction
between the pumber of rooms and the poverty
tndex af the .05 level of probability.
" Repairs of residence: For Souyth Carclina,
Horth Carolina, Alabama, Arkansas, Georgla,
Florida, Tennessee, and Kentucky the chi square
and Cramer's V agsociation were significant -at
the .05 level and for Wissisaippl and Virginfa
at the ,10.
in 411 states were more likely to need major
repairs while the nonpoverty households were
mote concerned with ainor repairs. However, the
degree of association between thias variable and
the poverty index was 1low.

Why repairs are not dope: 1In all gstates
except Mississippl and Keantucky, the chi square
test between the households reason for no repair
of residence and the poverty index was statisti-
cally significaﬁt at the ,05. The Cramer's V
assoclation was moderate for Georgis, Florida,
and North Carolina, but it was low £Or the rest
of the states. More than 40% of the below
poverty households in each state stated that
they ceuld not afford the repairé. This reason
was less frequent among nonpoverty households.

Is this a good residence and why: For =il
states except Florida, Virginia, and Tennessee,
housing protlems and the poverty index relation*
ship was "statistically significant at the .05
level of probability. Cramer's V association
was 10w for all of thes¢ states. More than 1%
of the below and 21% of the above poverty house-

_holds stated dissatisfaction with their houses.
Heéds repalr was the single main reason {io
approximately 67% of each state sample.

Heighbors same race: For all states, the
chi squere test between racial preference for

neighborhcod apd the poverty index showed no

.
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level,

Houses of below poverty households

significance. The Cramer's V assoclation was
low to negligible.
/4’

Walting 1ist for subsidized housing: For
Alabama and Florida, the chi square test between
the need for subsidized housing and the poverty
index was statistically significant at the .0
About 5% to 9% of the below poverty
households of both states stated that they had
been on the walting 1ist and 1ess than 1% of
those above poverty were walting. .

Family health insurance: FHor all -states
except Kentucky, the relationship between family
hezlth and insurance and the poverty index was
statistically significant at the .05 level. The
Cramer's V assoclation was moderate for Florida
and 1ow for the rpest of the states. A maximum
of 30% of the below poverty households mentioned
that they did not have family health insurance,
while less than 15% of the above poverty
households mentioned the same problea.

Adequate insurance: For Scuth Carelina,
florth Carolina, Alabama, Arkansas, Georgla,
Floﬁda, Virginia, and Tennessee, th2 chl square: -
test between adequate insurance and the poverty
index was. statistically significant at .05, and
for Mississippi and Fentucky at the ,01 level of
probability. The Cramer*s V association was
moderdte for Florida and 10w for the remaining
states. For the poverty households 1in each
state, a maximum of 38% claimed inadequate
insurance while less 'than 21% of the abave
poverty households claimed the same problem.

Pergonal Yearly income: For all states,
the assoclation for households' income and the
poverty lndex was statistically significant ag
the .01 1level. The Cramer's V assoclation
ranged from a low of .62 for Virginia to a high
of .80 for South Carolina.

Primary gource of income: For all states,
the chi square test .between primary source of
income and the poverty index was statistically
significant at the .05 level of probabtility.
The Crapers V asdociation was moderate for
Mississippl and Arkansas, and 1low for the
remaining states. The major source of primary’
income was stated to be wages and salaries.
Which wss reported as the primary source of
income by a minioum of 43% and 76% for the below
and stove poverty households, res?ectively.‘
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Secondary source of -Ilncome: -For all
_states, the relationship between secondary
source of income and the poverty ' lndex was
statistically significant at the .05 level of
probability. 'The Cramer's V asssociation was
moderate for South ‘Carolina and Alzbama and low

.

36%. The second major source for above poverty
households was found to be wages and salaries
'‘plus other sources ranging from 13% to 34%., In
all states, the importance of transfer payments

for the remalning states,

The major source of

for below poverty families exceeded 1its
importance to above poverty families as a
secondary source. Similarly, above poverty

secondary income reported by below poverty

households was all types of transfer payments,
with a range among the

states from 13% to

ERIC - B
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families found wages, salariles and other sources
of income more important than did below poverty
families.
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APPENDIX A

PROPOSED SAMPLING PROCEDURE FOR RR-1 SURVEY

-

The RR-1 sample procedure i3 based on 10
state samples of at least 240 respondents each.
The aultistzge sampling procedure includes three
sample counties within each state, at least. 30
sample clusters within the three counties and
finally eight sample households within each
sample cluster.

r
County sample frame {stage 1) and sample:

The RR-1 sample procedure i3 based on 10
state samples of at least 240 respondents each.
The 10 stete samples or replications were
derived by first defining the list of counties
that met the following criteria:
1. Less than 30.01% urban {incorpprated
places of 2500 or more in census of
1970). v

2. More than 400 black population in all
states but Kentucky. In Kentucky, 1.5%
blacks {approximately 200) was the /
lower limit.

3. These counties in each state were
arrayed by their median incomes (1970).
The lower one-third of the array {one=
half in Arkansag) were defined as the
population of 400 or more. This popu-
lation of 107 counties in 10 stqtes may
be described as racially-mixed, rural

counties with low median family ~

incomes. )

Finally, tbe 1list of qualifying counties
for each state was arrayed by percent black,
lowest to highest. A random s$tarting point
between zero and one-third of the total popula-
tion for all counties in the array was detemin*
ed by use of a table of random numbers. 1In the-
array, the county with a population {interval

that straddled the random starting point was ~

selected. The second county selected in the
array had a population interval that straddled
the starting point plus one-third of the total
population for the array of counties. The third
county selected from the array was the one with
a2 population interval straddling the ounber
equal to the sum of the starting point plus tvo-

- Survey series (7% or

thirds of the total population. In general,
this procedure yielded a predominately white
county and 2 one-half black, one~half white
county and a predominately black county. See
Table Al attached.

Sample size:

Within these three counties for each state,
sample s!.zeg {n) were assigned in proportion to
each sample county's population. Clustel;,ﬂs!.zes
were set at eight households: Thus, with a
minimum sample size of 240, each state would
have a minimum of 30 clusters. A county would
have as many clusters as multiples of eight, or
part. thereof, fit into its proportionate sample
n, e.g., a county with a sample of 81 would
yield eleven clus‘ers. Since 11 x 8 equals 88,
the actual sample’ size expected is also 88.
le:

Cluster sample fr (Stage 2) and s

National geological survey maps (20
series) with a 15 pinute by I5 minute grid
superimposed were used to definé the sampling -
frame of c¢lusters. Towns of 1,000 population or
more were arrayed by population size. Clusters
were allocated to the town "strata" the
cwn!Yl)“Strata" in proporticn to population
size, On the 1list of towns, the clusters
were assigued in proportion to population size.
Town clusters will ‘be located on detailed maps
to be procured from the HNational GCeological
15 minute map) and the
{county’ and enumeration

V.

Buresu of the Census

" district maps). . ¢

Clusters in the remainder oé the county
vere assigned starting points by random sampling
of intersections of the 15 minuté grids. Orid
lines were mumbered 1 to 9 from the bott to
the top and left to right. Two-digit numbers
were read from a 1ist of random numbers, the
first digi™denoting a vertical axis and the
second a horizontal axis. The first such defin-
ed "grid intersection" 1is used to specify the
entry polnt into the northwest quadrant, i.e.,

78 . _ ‘ 65
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North to the first road and left. The 'grid
intersection'!  sampled gecond provides the
starting point for entry into the northeast
quadrant by moving due east to the first road
and turning left. Similarly, the third quadrant
sampled, the southeast quadrant of the third
“grid intersection" i3 entered by moving due
South to the first road and to the left, the
fourth quadrant (southwest) by moving West and
left, etc. untlil starting points for all clust-
ers are ldentified. HNo intersection was sampled
pore than once. All of these starting points
have been located on the thirty county wmaps and
the appropriate starting direction has been
noted. As defined below, the survey supervisors
will do the "ground truth” work on the clusters’
in their respective states.

Sampliong Households:

The first eight households found, according
to the following protedures, will constitute a
sample cluster. After entering each sample
quadrant on the first road to the ieft of the
starting point, proceed in a serpentine fashion.
That is, at the first Intersettion, take the
firaswright turn; at the next intersection take
a left turn, etc. The first eight households
identified ({exclude vacant houses) on this
serpentine route will be included in the sample.
The survey supervisor will photograph (prefera~
bly with Poloreid) each sample house, number the
photos 1 through 8, and draw their location on
the map. Bach photo should have sufficient
desceription on the back to aid the interviewer
in finding the house. Names and
numbers of householders would help.

Cluster Boundaries: .

Dead end roads, loops, county lines, and
toundaries of towns and clusters already
included in the sample will be treated as "dead
ends." All of these 'dead ends" are cluater
boundaries. If the serpentine route rums:into a
cluster boundary or 'dead-end," return to the
last intersection. 1If the last turn before the
'dead end" wgs to the left, turn left again from
the "dead end" road, or, if the last turn was

right, turn right again. It is possible that
+
e
L 4 v .
66 . .

telephone

all roads from an intersection but one are ''dead
ends." 1If still more households are needed to
complete the cluster after all - rosds have peen
explored to their end, return to the second
previous intersection and turn right or left as
previocusly defined for that intersection.

Cluster Maps and Identification:

Clusters will be marked on county census or
city maps by survey supervisors in each state.
The sample households must be identified,
photographed and marked on the map. The inter-
viewers will be supplied maps, photographs, and
directions prepared by survey supervisors to
find the sample households. Clusters will be
numbered sequentlally witBin counties. State,
county, cluster, and household identification
oumbers will be prerecorded on msps, photo-
graphs, and questionnaires.

Respondent Refusal:

In the event ofe or more of the eight
households refuse to vespond as defined by
procedures {n the questionnaire, the ninth
household along the serpentine route would be

interviewed, etec. until the cluster  of eight

interviews are obtained. Before substitutiona
are made for any of the original eight
households, clearance should be given by the
survey  supervisor. Substitute  households
interviewed should be {identified by their
sequentisl {dentification number along the
prescribed serpentine route.

RR-1 Sampling Subcommittee

Gerald C. Wheelock, Chalrman
Alabama A & M University

Robert Phillips
South Carolina State College

Randall ¥hite
North Carolina A & T University

Richard Stuby .

Eeonomic Development Division
ESS/USDA
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Salectad in Propertion to Population Siza with Reandom Start

FIPS COUNTY X BLACK POP 1976 CiM POP RS+(sD)
ALABAMA
(000) {000) (000)
01041  CREN 28.7 14.1 14.1 gy
01129  WASH* 29.9 16.9 1.0 22.1
01107 * PICRE 81.7 21.1 « 52.1
01035  CONEC 64,7 15.6 67.7- +(58.1)
01099  HONRO* 45.5 21.8 89.5 80.2
01105  PERRY 58.7 1.4 102.9
01119  SUMTE 66.2 17.7 120.6 +{58.1)
01065  HALE 66.4 15.5 136.1
Ol131  WILCO* 68.5 15.0 151.1 118.3
01067  GREENE 75.4 10.7 161.8
0L085  LOWND 76.9 13.4 175.2
ARKANSAS
(000 {000) (000)
05025 CLEVE* 19.7 6.6 6.6 4.5
05011  CALHO* 2.2 5.4 12.0 1.7
05073  LAFAY¥ 63.1 2.6 21.6 18.9
FLORIDA
(000) (000) (000)
12077  LIBERY 5.3 4.1 4.1
12113 WASH* 20.2 13.0 17.1 11.7
. +(30.1)
12§25  UNION 28.4 10.5 27.6
12061  JACKS* 28.9 7.8 65.4 43,7
+(20.1)
12049  HADIS* 41.8 15.0 80.4 - 71.7
12065  JEFFER 55.8 9.8 90.2
*
GEORGIA :
{000) €000} (000)
17309 “ WHEEL 29.5 4.9 4.9
13101  ECROL 0.8 2.1 7.0
11267  TATTN 0.9 17.1 24.1
13003  ATKIN 2.0 5.9 10.0 .
17167  JOUNS* 2.1 7.8 17.8 6.8
13271  TELFA 3.5 1.3 §9.1 +(81.0)
13221  OGLER 7.2 8.1 57.2- »
11249  SCHLE 44.8 1.0 60.2
13269  TAYLO 44.8 8.1 68.3 .
13251  SCREV. 46.7 11.0 8l.3 '
13091  DOOLY 50.1 10.9 Q2.7
17137 GREEN* 51.8 10.5 ° 102.7 9878
13197  MARIO 52.4 6.2 {0859 +{61.0}
17007  BAKER 53.0 1.6 112,5
11079 CRAWF 53.2 6.6 1191
131163  JEFFE 54.5 16.5 115.6
11289 TVIGG %6.3 7.9 141.5
11207  wEBST 60.4 2.3 145.8
13219  QUITH 61.1 2.0 147.8
13061  CLAY 61.7 3.5 151.3
13265  TALIA 62.4 2.2 153.5 .
13017 CALHO 63.1 6.7 160.2 .
13259  STEWA* 64.4 5.6 165.8 ~ 162.8
13263 TALEO 67.8 6.4 172.2
13141  RANCOC 71.8 9.3 181.5
KENTUCKY
. (000) (000) (000} °
21147 MCCRE® 1.5 4.7 14.7
21121 KKOX 1.6 27.4 42.1 12.4
’ +{10.0)
21051  CLAY* 1.8 21.2 63,3 62.4
21231 WAYNE - 3.0 6.5 69.8  +(30.0)
21171 MONRO* 1.4 1.9 a1.7 72.4
21011 BATH 4.1 9.1 90.8
21051  CLINTO 4.8 8.7 - 106.4
21057  CUMBE 6.4 6.9 99,5
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FIPS  COUNTY % SLACK POP 1976 CUM POP RS+(SI)
MISSISSIPPL
(000) (000) ° (000)
28041  GREEM 22.0 8.6 8.6
28079 . LEAKE® 15.7 18.0- 26.6 19.0
28061  JASPE 46.4 16.4 43.0  +(17.0)
28005  AMITE 50.4 11.0 56.0
28107  PANOL 51.3 27.5 81.5
28069 KEMPE 54.8 10.1 91.6
28119  QUITH* 57.4 14.0 107.6 . 96.0
28135 TALLA 60.2 18.0° 125.6 +{77.0)
28093 MARSH 62.0 26.9 152.5
. 28051  HOLME 64.8 14.2 166.7
28101  NOXUB* 65.8 RS 179.8 172
28157  WILKI 67.6 10.1 189.9 ,
28051  HUMPH 68.1 22.0 211.9
28141  TUNIC 72.7 10.8 222.7
28063  JEFFE 75.1 8.8 231.5
NORTH CAROLINA
{000) {000) {000)
37017  BLADE 19.0 28.8 28.8
37095 HYDE 41.3 5.6 36.4
37177 TYRRE 41,4 1.8 18.2
37091  HOKE* 44.2 18.3 56.5 45,1
» +(50.0)
37101 JOMES 45.1 9.6 66.1
17007  ANSON 46.4 21.8 89.9
37015 BERTI*  56.6 21.0 110.9 95,3
- +(50.0)
37131 WORTH 59.0 22.9 131.8
7185  WARRE* 59.9 16.2 150.0 145.2
SOUTH CAROLIMA
€000) {000) {000)
45051  JASPER 57.1 13.8 11.8 '
45019  PAIRP* 59,4 20.2 14,0 3.0
+(40.8)
45061 LEE 59.8 17.7 51.7
45065 MCCOR 60.1 8.1 59,8
45089  WILLI* 60.9 5.3 95,1 71.8
' +(40.9)
45027  CLARE* 62.0 27.4 122.5 114.6
TENNESSEE , .
(000) oo™ " (000)
47029  COCKE+ 2.8 27.6 27.6 12.9
«{(27.1)
47007 BLEDS 5.5 8.8 6.4 .
%7097  LAUDE* . 11,7 22.6 59,0 40.2
» «(27.1)
47047  FAYED 61.2 23.7 82.7 67.5
VIRGINIA ‘
‘ i (000) (000) {000) "
51079  GREEW 10.7 6.7 6.7
~51113  MAD1SO 20.4 10.0 16.7
51125  NELSON 28.6 1.7 28.4
51145  POWEA 6.4 10.6 19,0
51159 RICHMO 6.6 6.6 45.6 .
51109  LOUIS* 8.6 16.9 62.5 56.4
51081 HALIFA 38.8 7.6 100.1  +(72.9)
51037 CHARLE , 19.8 12.7 112.8
. 51117 MECRL* 42,2 29.5 152.2 129.3
SEill ° LyNEN 43.2 12.3 156.6 Xt72.9)
51029  BUCKI 44.2 10.9 165.5
_45)007  aMELI 47.2 8.5 174.0
51049 CUMB 47.9 7.0 181.0
51131  NORTR 52,3 15.4 196.4
51025  BRUNS* 58.4 15.8 212.2 202.2
51019 , CHARLO 74.2 6.5 218.7
RS = Random Start
SI = Savpla Interval
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e Department of Agribusiness Education

P.O. Box 12
Normal, Alabama 35762

OR . ‘

THE 1890 INSTITUTION IN YOUR STATE
THAT PARTICIPATED IN THE PROGRAM

-

.,
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