s o TRy g
v

DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 040 770 RC 004 315 |

AUTHOR Photiadis, John D.

TITLE Selected Social and Sociopsychological
Characteristics of West Virginians in Their Own 1
State and in Cleveland, Ohio. ’

INSTITUTION West Virginia Univ., Morgantown. W. Va. Center for
Appalachian Studies and Developnment. {

SPONS AGENCY Department of Labor, Washington, D.C.; Manpower §
Administration (DOL), Washington, D.C. Office of |
Manpower Research. |

REPORT NO RR-3 5

PUB DATE 70

NOTE 2U45p.

EDRS PRICE EDRS Price MF-$1.00 HC-$12.35

DESCRIPTORS Age, Aspiration, Dropout Rate, Education, s
*Employment Statistics, Family Attitudes, Ghettos,
Income, *Migration Patterns, Religious PFactors,

*Rural Urban Differences, Social Differences, Social

Distribution, *Social Psychology, Socioeconomic §

Influences, Tables (Data), *Values |
IDENTIFIERS *Appalachia, Ohio, West Virginia :

ABSTRACT

The characteristics of approximately 1700 West

Virginia non-migrants, returned migrants, and West Virginians living
in the Appalachian ghetto of Cleveland and suburbs of Cleveland are
described. Data, collected through interviews and questionnaire, are
presented in marginal form without statistical analysis because one
of the main purposes of this report is to include responses to all
individual questions and summary score distributions of the ‘
questionnaire so that firsthand information is available in a single 1
document. Seventy-one tables are included, as well as an appendix ﬂ
indicating way-of-life preferences for each of the U4 groups. (LS)

oS ST - -




- Lo

g o e

Tre00431

WEST VIRGINIANS IN THEIR OWN STATE
‘AND IN CLEVELAND ‘OHIO

selected social and\sociopsychological characteristics

EDO0 40770

john d. photiadis

< )‘\’{‘I‘“Ll/ / N
f{} A G APPALACHIAN CENTER

3‘”’“ A
( | L\&EK wg%%,ﬁ RESEARCH REPORT 3

NS WEST VIRGINIA UNIVERSITY
Lu R\ uvﬁki(‘g%
v

k'é i \'(’”,

This report describes selected characteristics of West Virginia non-migrants, returned mi-
grants, and West Virginians living in the Appalachian ghetto and suburbs of Cleveland. The data
were collected through interviews and are presented in marginal form without any statistical anal-
ysis because one of the main purposes of this report is to include responses to all questions and
summary score distributions so that first-hand information and analysis would be available in a sin-
gle document. y

A variety of resources was used to collect  study conducted by the Bureau of Social Sciences

the data from the State of West Virginia and the so  Research be included in our own Questionnaire. .
called Appalachian ghétto of Cleveland. However,  (The information from that questionnaire has been
during the interviews of West Virginians living in  given to the B.S.S.R. as agreed).

the ghetto area, it was ascertained that twice as
many West Virginians at the time of the interview
lived in the suburbs rather than in the ghetto.
Thus, a grant was requested from the Department
of Labor to expand the study into the suburbs.
The grant was approved under the stipulation that
part of the questionnaire of a related Cleveland

5

Because funds for the present study were
allocated by agencies with different interests, the
questionnaires which were used for the various
area studies were in certain respects different. The
majority of the questions presented here, however,
has been used for the entire population universe.
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Ernest J. Nesius for initiating the study.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Summary: This report is based on a comparative study of character-
istics of four groups and its purpose is two fold: (1) to examine
social and sociopsychological characteristics of West Virginians living
in their own state and in Cleveland, Ohio: and (2) to test hypotheses
dealing with migration and certain aspects of societal change in
general., The more specific purpose oZ this report is to include the
responses to all individual questions and summary score distributions
of a questionnaire so that marginal information and analysis would be
readily available for further elaboration in a single document, Empir-
ically, the study is based on a cluster random sample drawn from the
state of West Virginia and two sampleé of West Virginia migrants in
Clevelaad, oﬁe from the so called Appalachian ghetto of Cleveland and
the otheér from the adjacent to that area suburban communities. Close
to 1700 male respondents have been interviewed including clese to
550 respondents from Cleveland.

In order to justify the nature of the proposed hypotheses and
analysis, change in rural Appalachia and migration in particular are
examiped through a comparison of the past and present with emphasis
on accelerated technological changes which have eliminated the isolation
and in turn the semiautonomy of the r:ral community and thus helped
its incorporation into the mass society. To fulfill the expectations
of the new mass system, especially,'expectations referring to the
theme of the American culfure which suggests higher income and level of
living, a iarge number of West Virginians; mostly rural, have migrated to

larger industrial centers where employment opportunities were available.

1

.- »4*.*ow=1f“vw—wm.<\ J




Some of the over 800,000 West Virginians who migrated came back to
West Virginia. The majority, however, of the West Virginia migrants
in Cleveland now live in the suburbs; others have settlcd in the ghetto
either because they were relatively new in Cleveland or felt more com-
fortable there. Marginal distributions involving those West Virginians
who never migrated, those returned to their own state, those who remained
in the ghetto and those who have moved to the suburbs are used for com-
parison of these four groups. Furthermore, to control the influence
of age and education, two factors known to be closely asdﬁciﬁted with
@ ' migration, the four groups have, in additionm, been matched in terms of
' these two variables.

As elsewhere, West Virginia migrants in Cleveland are younger
than non-migrants and returned migrants. Furthermore, ghetto residents
are much younger than migrants living in the suburbs; in the 21 to 30
years of aée category there are 51 percent of ghetto residents Qnd only

20 percent of suburbanites. Quite the opposite is true im the 31 to 40

age group where there are 52 percent of the suburbanites and only 25
percent of the ghetto residents. Returned migrants have the largest pro-
portion of individuals, 26 percent, who are over sixty years of age.
The corresponding proportion of this age group for ghetto and suburbs
are 4 and 1 percent respectively. | |
‘Migrants in Cleveland also differ in terms of education with more

é people in the middle education categories‘(7 to 12 years). But again,

x suburbanites have higher proportions (47 percent) than ghetto residents
(30 percent) of respondents who either finished high school or were

close to it. In general, migrants in Cleveland have the lowest propor-
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tion of individuals with less than 6 years of school and also the

lowest proportion ef individuals with over twelve years of education;

however, compared to the suburbanites; ghetto residents, in general,

have a higher proportion of respondents with lower than average education.
Less than 10 percent of the respondents in all four groups had

formal technical training. But among those with three or more years

of technical training the largest proportion is represented by the

suburbanites. Further, possibly because they value skill more and
have more techmnical training, subu;banites, in spite of their higher
education, are found to have less favorable attitudes toward formal
education than the other three groups. . i
Over ninety percent of the returned migrants and suburbanites are
married.. The corresponding proportion for ghetto is 84 percent. A
little over 16 percent of returned migrants and ghetto residents live
with pafents and relatives; the corresponding proportion for suburbs and
non-migrants is lower. In addition, there are close to three times as
many two-family members in the two West Virginia groups as compared to
the two groups in Cleveland. On the other hand, there are quite a few
more five to six member families among the two Cleveland groups as com-
pared. to West Virginia. Suburbanites have'predominently two to four
children; the other groups are more dispersed. Further, ghetto and

suburbs have about the game proportion of children who dropped out of

school, about 10 percent. But the majority of the suburban children drop
out of the seventh grade while the majority of the ghetto children drop

before that age.

Excluding the over $14,000 income category, which usually includes
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professionals and large property owners, Cleveland migrants and, in
particular, suburbanites have considerably higher income than the state
of West Virginia as a whole. Income differences become more pronounced
when the four groups are matched in texrms of age and education so that
even in the over $14,000 income category there are proportionately more
suburbanites than non-migrants. In the $9,000 to $14,000 income category
there are about three times as many (25 percent) suburbarnites as com-
pared to the other three groups. In the $5,000 to $9,000 category there
are 61, 50, 37 and 34 percent of suburbanites, ghetto residents, returned
migrants and non-migrants respectively; for the less than $5,000 income
category the corresponding proportions for these groups are 12, 27, 34
and 28 percent.

Besides income, suburbanites have the highest level of living,
followed by non-migrants., Among suburbanites, non-migrants, returned
migrants and ghetto the corresponding proportion of those who have color
television are 32, 13, 6 and 12 percent, and of those who have wall to
wall carpet thesge proportions are 61, 29, 22 and 20 percent. But by
matching the four groups in terms of age and education, ghetto residents
become second in level of living and the rank order of these groups
changes as follows: suburbanites, ghetto residents, returned migrants
and non-migrants.

Technical skill, probably more than any other variable, differ-
entiates groups, particularly the three migrant groups. Returned mi-
grants have the largest proportion of unskilled workers; ghetto, the
largest proportion of semiskilled {two to three times as many as the other

three groups); and suburbs, the largest proportion (about three times as
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many as the other three groups), of skilled workers. Returned migrants

as compared to the other two migrant groups have, by far, the largest
proportion (11l percent) of professionals. The corresponding proportions

for ghetto and suburbs are 0.7 and 4 pexcent respectively. In other words,
professionals either tend to return to West Virginia or reside in areas

other than those included in our population univexse consisting of

areas of high concentration of West Virginians. The latter is quite
probable because informal interviews with migrants have indicated that subur~
ban homes range in price from $12,000 to $18,000,

The predominant occupation before coming to Cleveland was coal
mining (32 pexcent of the suburbanites and 25 percent of the ghetto
residents). Only about 5 percent of the suburbanites and 4 percent of
the ghetto residents had a skill before they left West Virginia as
compared to the present proportions of skilled workers, 32 percent for
suburbanites and 1l percent for ghetto residents. In other words, a
large proportion of skills which suburbanites now possess has been
acquired in the city.

In the case of returned migrants, less than a third of them held
their first job less than six months, another third, 7 months to 3
years, and still another third more than three years. In general, about
one third of the returned migrants have spent only less than a year out=-
side Appalachia, another third 2 to 4 ye;rs, and only about 12 percent
have spent more than ten years outside.Appalachia. In addition, about
62 percent of‘the returned migrants have worked outside the state of
West Virginia only once.

By comparison, more than half of the suburbanites have the same




job they had when they first came, while an additional about 38 percent

held only &wo or three jobs. Matched in texms of education and age,

there are twice as many suburbanites as ghetto residents who have kept

the same job since they came to Cleveland; furthermore, close to 38

percent of the ghetto residents have moved to their present jobs in

the last six months while only a little over 7 perxcent of the subur-

banites have recently acquired jobs. About 45 percent of the subur~ ]
banites and 8 peréent of the ghetto residents had their job 10 or more

years. In other words, suburbanites elthex because they have acquired

a skill orx the} possess certain personality attributes tend to be more

stable in their jobs.

Suburbanites, inspite of the fact that altogether they have less job
changes, have been in Cleveland much longer. About 24 perxcent of the
ghetto migrants and only 2 percent of the suburbanites have been in
Cleveland for less than a year., Still, a little moxe than half of the
ghetto residents have been in Cleveland over 6 years and about a fourth
over ten years; about sixty pexcent of the suburbanites have been in

Cleveland more than ten years.

As compared to West Virginia, migrants in Cleveland have the lowest
proportion of unemployed and retired; the corresponding proportion for
returned migrants, non-migrants, ghetto and suburbs are: 27, 25, 9 and
2 percent respectively. About a third of the unemployed in the two 4
West Virginia groups are retired, but there are very few retired people
in the ghetto and in the suburbs in particular. Of those who are un-
employed and not retired, about three-fourths in the three migrant groups

receive some sort of assistance, but only one in ten are on welfare




excluding the suburbs which do not include welfare cases,

In the area of visitation and settlement patterns, close to 39
percent of the ghetto migrants and 22 percent of the suburbanites have
never returned to West Virginia to resettle. The difference between
the two groups becomes wider when the groups are matched in terms of
age and education. Of those who have returned to West Virginia about
70 percent of ghetto respondents and 76 percent of the suburbanites have
returned for semi-temporary settlement only once. Forty percent of the:
ghetto residents and 21 percent of the suburbanites when returned stayed i
less than six months while about a third of both groups stayed six months l
to a year,

About 9 percent of the ghetto reaidents and 7 percent of the subur=-

banites do not go back to West Virginia for visits and about a fourth
of each group usually go only once a year; On the other hand, 11 percent é
of the former and 4 percent of the latter go back for a visit more than
10 times a year. Relatives from West Virginia also visit the migrants
in Cleveland. Quantitatively speaking, more than a third of the ghetto :
residents and a seventh of the suburbanites do not have relatives
visiting them; however, approximately a third of each group has relatives
vigsiting them once a year and about a fourth of each group has relatives
visiting two to three times each year. It can be noted here that these
visitiﬁg patterns and semi-temporary settlements mentioned above afford
rural West Virginians additional opportunities for contact and mutual
exchange with the new urbanites.

In addition, about 71 percent of the ghetto residents and 36 perceat

of the suburbanites have at least half of their relatives in West Virginia, %
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but a considerable proportion of suburbanites--26 percent--have none.
It is speculated that suburbanites who have regided longer in Cleveland
and are better established have brought their relatives to the ecity.

About 50 percent of the suburbanites and 44 percent of the ghetto
migrants have 1 to 5 fellow West Virginians living in a radius of 100
yards from them. However, about 30 percent of ghetto residents and 15
percent of the svburbanites do not even know if they have any West
virginians as neighbors. West Virginians in Cleveland, especially
ghetto residents, also tend to associate with other West Virginians.

In particular, sixty-eight percent of the ghetto residents and 50 percent
of the suburbanites. have a West Virginian as their best friend.

Nine different ways of life preferences, which could imply value
orientations, have been used for comparison of the four groups. As
shown in figure 5, which has been includea in this summary, the profiles
of the ranking of these 9 ways of life preferences indicate similar
overall patterns; however, there are distinct differences among the four
groups. In all four groups religious and family orientation are the

two styles of life which have been checked most often, and although for

the two West Virginia groups religion ranks first, for the two Cleveland
groups family ranks first and religion second. Education ranks third for
all groups but suburbanites who place work in third place. wérk, in fact,
is the fourth ranking way of life among non-migrants, but for the other
three groups friendship is the fourth ranking way of life. Besides life

in line with religion, family, education, work and friendship? which

seem to be the most preferred'styles, material comfort, recreation, achieve-

ment and outdoor living have also been used in this same comparison but
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are preferred less by moast of the respondents,
Comparison of the four groups in relation to religious belieis
and participation has shown that more than 90 percent of the respondents
in three of the groups say they believe that there is a God who hears and
answers prayers, The corresponding proportion is lower among subux-
banites. Moreover, what differentiates suburbanites and ghetto residents
most 1s belief that the world is soon coming to an end, which also
indicates sectarian tendencies. Only 27 percent of the suburbanites
strongly or moderately agree with this statement (the lowest percentage
among the four) while nearly 48 percent of the ghetto (the highest per=
centage) agree similariy. Both in terms of this particular question
and the summary scale score the most religious group appears to be the
ghetto residents followed by returned migrants, non-migrants and suburbanites.
However, the extent of church participation does not follow the
pattern thﬁt strength of belief does because church participatién seems
to be affected by time of settlement in the community. For instance,
the proportion of those who participate frequently in church is for
non-migrants, returned migrants, suburbs and ghetto 55, 40, 35, and 13
percent, respectively. In other words, among the ghetto residents, who
are relative newcomers in the community, we have the highest proportion
of strong believers among the four groups and the lowest of'church parti-
cipation. The opposite is true for non-migrants who have been in their “‘;
comnmunities for a long time and are more interested in the social rewards
of participation than in the anxiety alleviating rewards of belief. The
latter rewards, on the other hand, are probably needed more by the ghetto

resident,
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The two Clevelaﬁd groups include many more Baptists than the two
West Virginia groups which in turn include many more Methodists.
Scores indicate, in addition, that in all four groups more people (in
numbers) who changed the type of their church, changed from non-sec-
tarian to sectarian than otherwise; such difference is more pronounced
in the two Cleveland groups. Furthermore, there are more sectarians
among returned migrants than in any of the other three groups. It is
quite possible that many of these people return because they value
heaven more than real life and, thus, feel little pressﬁre to achieve
the level of living mass society expects.

Concerning preferences for the present as compared to life styles of
earlier times, the majority of respondents from three groups, (excluding
returned migrants) and particulérly suburbanites, strongly or moderately

agree that life is better now than it was in any previous period of time.

Still, about one in three suburbanites (about one in five for the other
three groups) strongly or moderately agree that with the exception of medical
discoveries progress is actually making peoples' lives miserable. In general,

suburbanites have lower summary scores in the scale which measures attitudes

L S T

toward progress. Suburbanites also have lower summary scores in the scale
which measures achievement orientation. For instance, 49 percent of the
suburbanites feel that getting ahead is one of the most imporfant things
in lifé while the corresponding proportions for ghetto, returned migrants
and suburbs are 65, 59, and 59 percent. 1In contrast, réturned migrants
who are supposed to be the least successful of the migrahts indicate

much more favorable attitudes than the most successful groups, the subur=
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banites. A similar situation has been observed among West Virginia
youth. As cited in the text, school dropouts have been found

by this author to have higher achievement orientation scores than &4-H
leaders. Also both suburbanites and potential 4~H leaders appear to
be more fatalistic about the future than the groups they were compared
with.

As for attitudes toward Appalachia and the American society, larger
proportions of returned migrants, as compared to non-migrants, see
Appalachia as the place where one can be happy without sufficient inéome.
In contrast, a large majority of West Virginia residents would like to
see the state more similar to the rest of the country in terms of
education, income, and business-like attitudes, respectively. On the
other hand, respondents were divided as to whether Appalachia should be=
come like the rest of the country in terms of habits, customs, and
attitudes toward life. |

Along these same lines, reference groups were studied in the four
groups. In terms of first choice for all four groups, the people one
associates with is by far the most important reference group while the
country as a whole appears to be second in importance. The latter seems
to be a more important reference group for the three migrant groups as
compared to non-migrants. But one's own community which, for all groups,
is ranked as the third reference group seems to be more important for
non-migrants and returned migrants than for the two Cleveland groups.
(Community, however, seems to be more important for the suburbanites as
compared to the ghetto).

GChetto residents, then, do not use the ghetto community as a refer-

12




ence group and do not have as favorable attitudes toward urban people

as the suburbarites do. For instance, 61 percent of the ghetto residents
and only 47 percent of the suburbanites agree that 'city people are
often a bunch of wise guys."

Still, those migrants who have returned tc West Virginia did not
rzturn becaugse they did not like city life or its people but primarily
because of the employment situation., The majority of the respondents
by far come back either because they found a job in West Virginia or
because they were laid off in the place where they were<working. Ghetto
residents are more interested in returning to West Virginia if a job
is offered there than suburbanites. Still, 23 percent of the ghetto
residents and 32 percent of the suburbanites are not interested in
returning at all while 25 percené of the ghettc residents and 27 percent
of the suburbanites would return only if éhey would make at least the
wvages they are presently making in Cleveland. However, 19 percent of
the ghetto residents and 15 percent of the suburbanites would go back
even 1f they only made 70 percent, or in some cases eﬁen less, of their
present wages.

The two lower income migrant groups, returned migrants and ghetto
residents, whose members are more. keen about returning to West Wirginia
seem to have more favorable attitudes toward welfare than non;migrants.
About %5 percent of the respondents from the three migrant groups (the
proportion from the non-migrant group is lower) feel that social security,
unemp loyment compensation and other such welfare services are a must in
today's changing world. Still, however, about forty percent of these

people feel that public relief hurts the American way cf life.

13
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A little less thar a half of the migrants in Cleveland feel they

have the same social status they had in West Virginia. Among the

others there are more respondents who feelvthat they have lost more
status than gained by coming to Cleveland. The difference is not ;
striking; however, more ghetto residents feel they lost status than

suburbanites. As for the nature of the social class distribution, both
Cleveland groups tend to cluster more in the middle social class status

categories than they did when indicating their social class position .

in West Virginia. About thirty-seven percent of the reapondénts in
both groups felt that they had higher than middle social status in

West Virginia and about 16 percent felt that they had lower than middle
class status. But in Cleveland, suburbanites perceive themselves with
much higher status than ghetto residents because close to 30 percent of
the suburbanites feel that they have above average status, and only
about 6 percent feel that they are below average while only 15 ﬁercent
of the ghetto residents feel that they have higher than average status
in Cleveland and 18 percent feel they have lower. Probably because of
lower social expectations, ghetto residents are not bothered much more 1

by loss of status than suburbanites; twenty-two percent of the former

and 19 percent of the latter feel that loss of status bothers them
either quite a bit or very much. |
What seems to bother the Cleveland migrants more than anything else
is adjustment to city life. Thirty-nine percent of both suburbanites 3
and ghetto residents feel that the nature of city life bothers them either
very much or quite a bit, but more ghetto residents, as compared to
suburbanites (26 versus 13 percent) have checked the '"very much" category.

The next thing which seems to bother migrants quite strongly is absence

14
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i of old friends and relatives; in particular, fifty-six percent of the
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suburbanites and 50 percent of the ghetto residents indicated that lack
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of old friends and relatives bothered them. About a fourth of the

respondents seem to be bothered quite a bit or very much because they
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were called names in Cleveland or because of the lower status Appala=

4 chians, in general, have in Cleveland. But only about one in ten men-

tioned that he was quite bothered because he had to adjust to a less
desirable job. | }ﬁ
Ghetto residents and returned migrants, which are'the two lower ﬁ
income groups, are a little less satisfied with their economic positions ‘.
than non-migrants and suburbanites. Moreover, as might be expected again, £
ghetto resideﬁts are the least satisfied than the other groups, espécially ¥
in relation to suburbanites, wifh the type of life their community'can k
offer. .Similarly, suburbanites see more.satisféction, concerning style
of life, .in people around them than ghetto residents do. In additiom, |
the two Cleveland grouﬁs are less satisfied than the other two groups
with the type of life the Appalachian region can offer. Of the seven ?i
'i aspects of life, the kind of life the Appalachian region can offer draws ;
the lowest satisfaction score for all four groups. On the other hand,
the type of life their own family offers has received the highest satis- ?
faction score for all four groups. About 90 percent of the réspondents
| indicated that they are either satisfied or very satisfied with their
family life. In the light of these data, migration can be seen as an
outlet people use to fulfill societal expectations and, in turn,
self~satisfaction; thus, thosé who feel happier in Cleveland remain there,
others return to West Virginia and still others of the same age and

education do not even attempt to migrate. Therefore, excluding only a few
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situations, respondents from the four groups seem to be, on the basis
of the seven different aspects of life examined here, similarly satisfied
with life. |

We have also examined the often used speculation that migrants are
more alienated. At least concerning an aspect of alienation measured
here, that of bew!lderment and confusion as to what is going on in
society today, our data show the OppOSite‘Of the above speculation indi=- n
cating that, as a whole, migrants seem to be less bewildered and confused
than people in the state of West Virginia. Mistrust in govérnment officials,
which could be also considered as an aspect of alienation, differentiates
the four.groups'oniy on the basis of income and education of their members
which is a correlation already established in studies elsewhere. Thﬁs,
suburbanites first and non-migrants second mistrust government officials
less than the other twa groups. Ghetto residents seem to be the most
mistrustful of all. For example, a little less than 60 percent'of res~
pondents in the ghetto and returned migrant grouﬁs strongly or modérately
agree that "people who go into‘public office are usually out for all they
can get". | |

Fihally, our data show that feelings of bewilderment and confusion
differentiate the four groups, in the same manner as variables measuring
need to alleviate the anxiety such feelings tend to produce. Attach-
ment to religi@ﬁ and primary groups'as a means of alleviating anxieties, ~
in contrast to studies elsewhere (indicating the needs migrants have to
alleviate anxieties throﬁgh attachment to religion and sectarianism in v
particulaf) seems to be more important for the two West Virginia groups.
Returned migrants who tend to be the most sectarian of all groups also
tend to place the most importance in religion as a means of alleviating

anxieties as compared to all other groups. The opposite is
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true for suburbanites. For instance, 50 percent of the returned migrants
and only 30 percent of the suburbanites sirongly or moderately agree that
religion is what keeps them going. On the other hand, attachment to the
family as a means of alleviating the anxieties modern scciety produces
tends to be more important for suburbanjtes than the other group. But

use of primary groups only, such as family, kin, friends, and neighbors
does not seem to differentiate the four groups. In general, attachment

to God or to family, or both are the two means which three out of four
respondents of all groups agree are the most important fo them in becoming

able to cope with the new society.

Although in terms of alienation and the need for alleviating anxieties
(which can be seen as aspects of mental health) there seems to be only
some differences among the four'groups; more differences are found;
hoyever, in terms of physical health. Migrantsin both Cleveland groups
feel much healthier than non-migrants or returned migrants. On the other
hand, returned migranté who seem to have the poorest health of all groups
are shown to be healthier when the groups are matched in terms of aée and
education. It is probable that for a number of returned migrants poor
health is associated with older age which tends to be more characteristic

of this group.

Let us now see whether the Cleveland migrants would be iﬁterested
in coming back to West Virginia now or when they retire. The majority
would come back only if they had between 80 and 100 percent of the income
they have now. More people, however, predominantly from'the ghetto, would

like to come to West Virginia when they retire.
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Conclusion: Data presented here support the proposition set

forth in the beginning of this report suggesting that in order to

satisfy societal expectations in terms of income and level of -living,

people often, regardless of fitness, move to the city where emplemen=

tation of such expectations is possible. At least in Cleveland,

people initially move to the ghetto. As they secure new skills, both

in terms of occupation and understanding of the urban culture, a con-
siderable number move to the suburbs.

Suburbanites who are physically healthier, slightly older, more
educated and skilled, and value family life more than those who remain
in the ghetto, see society as more orderly and feel more part of it
than people in the other three groups. In fact, suburbanites not only
identify themselves psychologically with the larger society, but they
tend, also, to behave and possess attributes such as level of living,
income, cﬁurch participation, and attitudes toward urbanites an&
toward certain social issues, which fit the urban middle class stereo-
type (lower middle class in particular). 1In other words, this group
has entered the larger society with relatively full credentials.

Those who remain in the ghetto seem to be in a number of ways
different from those in the suburbs but also different from those (at
least of similar age and education) back home. They tend té be younger,
predominantly semi-skilled, are often newer in Cleveland and less stable
in holding a job than suburbanites are. They have relatively high
income but low level of living. Moreover, they value material comfort
and recreation less than the other groups and family life more than

the West Virginia groups. In addition, they have stronger religious
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beliefs than the other three groups but participate less in churxch.

In fact, they do not feel part of the community in Cleveland and do
not use it as a reference group. Similarly, although they have cnn;
siderable contacts and proportions of their xelatives left in West
virginia they do not like the Appalachian style of life as much as the
two West Virginia groups do. But the ghettc residents' orientation

is neither toward West Virginia nor their community as much as the
other groups but in certain respects toward the la:ger society. These
people in contrast to suburbanites and non-migrants do not feel as much a
part of the community and do not participate in church. Probably
because orientation toward the larger society does not relieve anxiety
as much as community and church, ghetto residents have more of a neéd
than the other groups to become ﬁttached to something; thus, they méy
teqd to‘be a little stronger believers a1£houghAnot as sectarian in
faith as returned migrants.

Different attribufes characterize those who cannot take city life
but have to return to Appalachia. These people tend to be older,
unskilled and have lower income and level of living than members of
the other three groups. Although returned migrants rate achievement
higher than the other groups, they primarily prefer a life in line with
religion and, thus, tend to be more sectariam. Still, among éeturned
migrants there is a considerable number of profess.onals (ten percent
of the present sample) and a number of skilled ﬁgrkers who probably
have attributes different from the rest of the sample of>returned nigrants.

In general, the two grouﬁs in Cleveland have higher income, are

healthier physically, have more technical skills, like Appalachian life
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less, are more oriented toward the larger society and, in spite of the
commonly held beliefs about alienation of migrants, these people feel
more part of society than the groups in West Vi;giniao It should be
added here, however, that the opposite might be true for places other
than Appalachia where better employment opportunities and, in turn, less
social disorganization exist. As compared to those in West Virginia

the migrants prefer family life more than life in line with religion
and, in fact, need family life more than religious life in order to
alleviate anxieties societal changes prodﬁce.

In spite of considerable differences in income, health, style of
life, opportunities, expectations, and value orientations there are no
differences in overall satisfaction with life among the four groups.
Differences in satisfaction exist but only concerning more particular
aspects of life, For instance, the two low income groups (ghetto and
returned ﬁigrants) are a little less satisfied with their incomé than
the other groups; suburbanites are a little more satisfied with their
family life; and ghetto residents are a little less satisfied with
their community life. It should be emphasized here that migration on
this basis could be seen not as an undesirable phenomenon but &s an

equilibrating process or as an outlet people use to fulfill societal
expectations and in turn self-satisfaction; thus, after thef are
mobilized by societal pressures those who feel happier in Cleveland
remain there and depending on their readiness and, in turn, expectations
stay in the ghetto or move to the suburbs. Others with different
potential for adjustment and expectations return to West Virginia, and

still others of similar age and education do not migrate at all. 1In
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more general terms, then, migration could, in this light,be seen from
the point of view of adjustment to the new society as a vital process
aiming at re-establishing the equilibrium between the individual and
his socioculturél environment which modern technological changes

tend to upset.
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Suggestiens fer Policy Makingk: If migratien sexrves as an
equilibrating precess in helping people fulfill expectatioms which the

nev mass media and contacts create, it weuld be unwise to attempt to keep
the rural Appalachian in the hollow or in a community which does not effer
eppertunities te satisfy the secietal expectatiens which are pressuring
him. The alternative in this case would be to either effer oppertunities
to these peeple in their ewn communities and their own environment er
prepare them for migration, particularly these who have difficulty ad-
justing te city life and work. Fer instance, excluding professionalé,
older retired people and some skilled werkers who returned because they
feund natinfccfdry exployment back home, one could find among the returned
migrants a core greup with specific characteristics who are the type of
people programs of directed change should try to help. At least initially,
these people had the necessary motivation to undergo certain difficulties
in order tb raise their level of living to meet societal expectétions,

but if they had been prepared before tiiey left, they might have adjusted
to city life.

Migration, at least as far as the framework we are dealing with here

indicates, is not an undesirable process, but to the contrary. What is
necessary, however, is that the process be understood by policy makers, and
in the light of its nature individuals involved should be hélped. For
instance, less education and skill as these data show do not appear to be

the only criteria which determine failure in the city because suburbanites

*This part is written at the request of Howard Rosen, director of
Manpower Research, of the "Office of Manpower Policy, Evaluation and Research',
of the Department of Labor and it is not intended as a criticism of the
policies of any particular agency.

22

IERIC




A i = 1) -l R

who do well often possess these attributes. The preparation of potential
migrants, therefore, should not only be conducted in terms of acquiring
technical skill and formal education but also in terms of the needs of
the individual®'s internal world. In other words, it is often necessary,
at least for certain individuals, in addition to considering thelr physical
health, before or during their technical training to be given a cultural
or psychological preparation depending on their needs, The extent of such
preparation could on a more rational basis be determined by the extent of
support in terms of dollars these people will need in order to exist when
they return home,

Returned migrants with such needs are probably quite different from

non-nigrants, for instance, of the same age and educatlion who are under

some sort of assistance program. Because besides physical, mental or

psychological shortcomings some non-migrénts turn to welfare because they
haQe beén,socialized in families who see welfare as a way of life. For
these people, also, tréining for skill and education should be examined

in the light‘of their internal world and, in turn, moéivation. Considering
the cost of their support at the present or in the future, in case they
quit their jobs, cultural or psychological preparation may be justifiable

before training under these conditions.

Looking at migfation in the light of the theoretical fraﬁework which
we uséd to explain its causes, it becomes apparent that dislocations of
people will continue in the future and probably increase. Technology, in
general, as it is predicted by experts, will continue chénging at an
accelerated rate and along with it the occupational social and psychological
dislocations of people. At the present it appears that of all institutions

of society, the government is the major institution which has the power,

flexibility, and above all responsibility to help dislocated parts of
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society. Appropriate government agencies, therefore, should plan for the
future with the understanding that rapid technological changes will con-

tinue, under one form or another, dislocating people occupationally,

socially and psychologically. During the early years of the great migra-
tion (forties and early fifties), millions of Appalachian migrants in the
ghettos of the industrial cities went through a series of discomforts and
ridicule without any serious attempt by any agency to help them. There
was no agency of any magnitude as such authorized to help in this mass
transition. It would, therefore, be unwise to blame any sihgle agenéy for
those responsibilities which do not fall into the jursidiction .of any
particular agency. Due to the speed of change, government or related
agencies often have difficulties adjusting themselves even to those changes
which directly fall into the area of their responsibility. Regardless of
responsibilities, as indicated in the earlier part of this report, older
migrants ih Cleveland complained that no one tried to help by télling them
not to bring their families with them when they first came, to have some
cash with them, to go to such and such agencies to ask for employment, and
after they secure a job to rent a suitable home to bring their families

from Appalachia.

A simple elementary survey conducted among the first migrants would
have easily elicited this infbrnation. Back in Appalachia the Extension
service, an agency with potential to help with preparation for migration,
at that time cencentrated primarily on changing people and raising their
level of living so that they would fit the socially expected image., The
out=-going migrant did not seem to fit into programs with aims such as these.

In Cleveland, on the other hand, there were employment agencies, but they
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were not geared to serving people with the characteristics of the early
migrants from Appalachia. Many migrants, in fact, were mot aware of the
existance of such agencies, but lack of understanding of the urban éulture
was as much of a need as need for empleyment. Teday, however, the stem
family which has some of its members entrenched in the city usually plays
the helping rele. In ether wgrds, at that time (and even teday). there

was no agency geared toward helping with dislecations of this nature,

On the other hand, executives in the Department of Labor, federal extensien
service, the Department of the Interior or the Dep#rt-eht of Health,

Education and Welfare were not aware of the reasons why people migrate and

that out-migration would continue until some sort of equilibrium was
established.

Even today pelicy makers for a variety of reasons do not sufficiently
utilize knowledge of overall societal pro;esses'in planning pregrams and
setting up policies, Unemployment conpensation, retraining programs and

aspects of welfare practices are some societal respconses to the need for

helping with dislocations. Still such services, as has beeﬁ shown with
the case of the Appalachian migrants and numerous other groups, are not
sufficient today and probably, due to the possible increased speed of
dislocation they will be less sufficient in the future; technology and,
in turn, society change too fast to permit agencies to institﬁtionalize
proce&ures and ways of helping with dislocations on a continuous basis. ;
What, at least from the theorstical point of view, would be desireble
is an agency or organization whose purpose would be the coordination of
activities aiming at helping the adjustmont‘ 'of dislocated groups in the
light of thé conditions which have led to the dislocation of the particu-

lar group. This would, in turn, imply a need for a more or less realistic
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approach to the problem of adjustment of the dislocated group(s). In

the case of the Appalachian migrant, for instance, considering the

causes of migration which we have analyzed in the previous pages, it
becomes apparent that assistance for at least some of the migrants (such
as those returned migrants we mentioned above) would involve preparation
before they leave Appalachia, assistance when they arrive in the city and
assistance while they are on the job. The latter could involve besides
technical training, support of a sociocultural nature. A similar discussion
could be carried out in relation to the adjustment of peoplé of lower
socioecenomic strata in the city who are also under pressure to meet
societal expectation they are not fully prepared to face.

By the nature and diversity of the required assistance for the various
groups, it becomes apparent that the coerdinating agency we propesed above
could be, at least at the management level, highly sophisticated, flexible,
and possibiy linked in some way with higher institution of learﬁing and
research. Since this propesition is based on the experiences of a single
case study, the Appalachian migration case, it may be unrealistic to
present the above propositions. However, from the theoretical peint of
view, if one assumes that dislocations will continue at an accelerated rate,
the proposed type of agency or organization or task force sounds more
realistic. Appalachian migration as such, therefore, should rot be seen
as something undesirable because, at least as our data and the theoretical
framework we use here indicate, for today's society it is very rewarding

for most people and very functional as a societal process.
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PART L

BACKGROUND

- Introduction

When one considers that today over one-~third of West Virginians
live outside their own State,1 it becomes apparent that a comparative
study of West Virginia migrants and West Virginia residents may not
cnly offer a more complete picture of characteristics of West Virginians,
but also provide clues as to the process of migration amnd societal
change in general. The material in this report is analyzed on the
basis of four groups: (1) West Virginians who never migrated, (2) @i-
grants who returned to West Virginia5 (3) West Virginians living iﬁ
thg Appalachian ghetto of Cleveland, Ohié, and (4) West Virginians
living in the suburbs of Cleveland, Ohio. This report specifically
includes marginals froﬁ a questionnaire used for a sgudy whose purpose
is two fold: (1) to examine the social 'and sociopsychelegical character=
istics of each of the above four groups and (2) to test when possible
hypotheses dealing with migration and modern societal change in general.
The more specific purpose of this report is to include the responses
to all individual questions of a questionnaire and summary scéle score

distributions so that all marginal information and a first hand analysis

would be readily available for further elaboration.

1 .
3 Leonard M. Sizer, Population Change in West Virginia, West
2  Virginia University Agricultural Experiment Station, Bulletin 563,
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Empiricaliy, the study is based on a cluster random sample of
respondents from the State of West Virginia and two samples of West
Vicginia migrants in Cleveland. The design of the study is such that
in most cases the same dimensions are measured in each sample. In
general, the dimensions covered include the following areas: (1) way
of life preferences which are indicators of value orientations, (2) N
b attitudes toward issues such as education, welfare, progress, and |
achievement, (3) life satisfaction, (4) reference groups invoiﬁing
local groups and society in general, (5) aspects of alienation such
25 bewilderment and confusion, mistrust in government officials, (6) need

for primary groups and religion as buffers to the outside world, (7) re-

ligious beliefs and participation, (8) perception of migrants' social F
status in West Virginia and Cleveland, (9) aspects which West Virginians ‘
like and dislike in Cleveland, (10) future plans, (11) suggestions for l
new migranis, (12) friendship and residence proximity among Wesf Virginians !
and other Appalachians living in Cleveland, and (13) general attributes

such as income, level of living, education and health.

ﬂi | The study of Appalachia, Appalachian migration, and migration in

general would be of little value without knowledge and understanding of

the determinants of the changes which are taking place in modern Appala-

chia. To secure such understanding we will examine briefly the past and .

present of Appalachia and some of the forces instrumental in bringing

about change. This discussion will be followed by a discussion on

migration in general and Appalachian migration in particular before the

i empirical data are presented.

% | The Changing Appalachian Society. In order to measure the extent

of modern change in Appalachia, one should compare the Appalachia idealized
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by writers of a few decades ago as a haven of contentment and sexenity
and a stronghold for the values of localism and familism, with the
present Appalachian society which remains, particularly in the rural
areas, under severe pressure to change and which has at least more than

a third of its population in the pursult of a new, more satisfying life

elsewhere. What has created this turmoil? What axe the social.forces
behind it? These are some of the questions which this part of the
report will try to answer beginning with a brief description of the
early Appalachian society.

Many of the value systems which can be considered characteristic
of the early Appalachian society could undoubtedly, in one foxrm ox
another, be found in other segments of the American society.2 Sectax~
ianism, ‘for instance, could be found in the Ozarks and also among the
lower gpcioeconomic strata of the city; én the other hand, belief in
life in harmony with nature could be encountered to a larger extent
among Indians. The crﬁcial factors considered to be responsible for
differentiating Appalachia from other cultures or, more generally,

responsible for differentiating between any cultures are the following:

2 . .
For a popular description of the early Southern Appalachian society

written by an insider see Harry M. Caudill, Night Comes to the Cumberlands,
(Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1963). For specific information on the
value orientation of Southern Appalachians see Thomas R. Ford, ''Value
Orientations of a Culture of Poverty: The Southern Appalachian Case.'
This paper was presented at the American Home Economics Association
Workshop on Working with Low-Income Families, 1965. For information on
Southern Appalachian values supported with empirical data see Thomas
R. Ford, editor, "The Passing of Provincialism'" in The Southern Appalachian
Region: A Survey, (Lexington: University of Kentucky Press, 1962),
pp. 9-34. Also see W. D. Weatherford and Earl D. C. Brewer, Life and
Religion in Southern Appalachia, (New York: Friendship Press, 1962);

. Jack E. Weller, Yesterday's People, (Lexington: University of Kentucky
Press, 1965).
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(L) variations within a particular type of value system, (2) a combina~
tion of certain parxticulaxr value systems, oxr (3) the particular ranking
of value systems in terms of importance. These three factors, then, axe
considered to be the most cxucial in differentiating the Appalachian
value system from the value system of othexr cultures.

Due to the physical make~up, isolation, and hemogeneity of its
population, the southexn Appalachian region has functioned, at least
in the past, as a semiautonomous social system. The system has retained
or modified, independently of the larger American soclety, a particular
set of beliefs on which its ideology and value orientations rest. This
belief system and, in turn, ideology formation has been strongly in-
fluenced by the following: (1) the beliefs and value orientations of
the early settlers and (2) the type of interaction patterns initlated
by the physical make-up of the region,

Even when a comparatively simple culture is surrounded by Q more
complex culture in some ways physically separated as in the case
of Appalachia, a xestriction of interaction can lead to the emphasis
of some values and deemphasis of others. The Avpalachian emphasis on
fundamentalism and negative attitudes toward achievement can be con-
sidered by-products of this restricted interaction. Particularistic
attitudes such as mistrust in government officials,,fatalistic views
concerning occupational success and formal education were, therefore,
produced by the closeness of the system.

In addition, this closeness of system influenced more temporal
consequences of interaction such as reference groups and social control.
For instance, in relation to the money one made or his level of living,

the Appalachian did not compare himself with those outside the region
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but primarily those within the community. Furthermore, because the
means of change to aluer conditions was vexy limited (limited land and
limited means for acquiring skills), Appalachians came to accept

without much question the existing social prestige structure status quo.

often, there was, for example, a significant difference between a more

or less organized farmer who owned certain acreage of good bottom land

and someone with a few acres on the side of the mountain who was often

seen, because of his limited means and lower moral standaxds as very 1n£¢rior*3
How much the nature of the personality of the eaxly settlers,

population homogeneity, the physical make-up of the region, and the

presence of a nore complex culture surrounding it have contributed to

making Appalachia different in beliefs and, in turn, values from the

outside, including rural pe0p1e‘elaewhere, is difficult to ascertain.
Still the fact that some values such as éraditlonalism, provincialism,

and familism which are common among rural people elsewhere suggests that
constants determining the nature of rural societies have had a measurable
influence in Appalachia. As in other rural areas, tﬂe family and religion
have acted as buffers to frustrations produced by the unknown and the
pressures of modern society, but religion, in particular, in Appalachia

is different from religion in other rural areas because it is more
sectarian in nature, The community, too, which is 1mportant‘in other

parts of the country, is less important in Appalachia.

3
Informants from some of the southeastern counties of West Virginia
indicated that the term 'trash' was used by more or less established
farmers to describe those living on the hillsides.
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Significant cultural differences, as pointed out by J. Brown,
exist also within Appalachia. Typical examples in this case would be
differences between northern and southern rural Appalachia aad mining
and non~mining or predominantly agricultural communities. Many of
the distinct early Appalachian cultural attxibutes were pariidcularly
pronounced in early agricultural communities in Southern Appalachia.
Such communities, in turn, due to the nature of farming in Appalachia=-
limited acreage without surrounding space for expansion--and the more
typical and distinct cultural traits of the region have recently gone
through a more turbulent process of trarsition (out-migration as one
aspect) than the rest of the region.

However, the above discussion can be summarized, in general, by
stating that values such as individualism, tyaditionalism, fatalism,
religious fundamentalism, and life in harmony with nature have occupied
a higher rank in the hierarchy of the value orientation of the fural
Appalachians as compared to the orientation of those in urban centers
and those outside the region. The opposite has been true as will be
demonstrated later, for values such as achievement and materialism which
rank higher among persons outside the rural segment of the region. It
can be further concluded that these hierarchies have been strongly
influenced by the following: (1) the beliefs and value orientations of
the early settlers, and (2) the type of interaction patterns initiated by

the physical make-up of the region.

James Brown, ''Population and Migration Changes in Appalachia, in
Social Change in Appalachia' (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press, ed. John D. Photiadis and Harry R. Schwarzweller, in print.)
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Appalachia and Mass Society. The preceding discussion has been

concexned with the nature of the Appalachian rural social system of the
past, More recently, however, a number of cultural changes have affected
the isolation of the region, and, in turn, the relationship between the
region and the larger American society. Among the most important changes
of this nature occurring in the last few decades have been the rapid
improvements in means of mass communication and transportation, the
availability of employment opportunities in urban centers,5 and the changes
in formal education. It is not that changes of this n#ture did not take
place previously but simply that more recent changes in these areas have
occurred at an accelerated rate. Through mass media, primarily television,
people in the rural areas, in particular, have become increasingly éware
of the style of life and value Srientation of the larger socilety. 'Improved
transportation has brought them into clo;er contact and interaction with
the outside. Migration to urpan centers where employment is available has
also produced interaction and communication with the oﬁtside; some migrants
frequently return to their home in Southern Appalachia while relatives

6 ,

visit those who remain in the urban setting.

From the theoretical point of view communication and interaction

?Along with the availability of employment opportunities in urban
centers we could mention the decline of the coal mining industry. Decline
of subsistance farms is not treated as a reason of decreasing isolation,
but as a consequence of the incorporation of the region into the larger
American society, which is in turn responsible for the dissatisfaction
with farm income. The same could be said about migration which, although
influences isolation (people return, relatives visit them), is also a con=
sequence of the change in isolation which indirectly produces dissatis=-.
factien with local wages.

4

| 6Information on the extent of these visits is given in a later part
of this report. ‘
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with the outside constitute two processes crucial in the building eof
new social systems, Through increased communicatien with the outside,
members of the Appalachian society became increasingly aware of the
mass society culture, of its social structure, and of the value orienta-
tion en which culture and social structure are built. In particular,
rural Appalachians became more cognizant of the level of living and the
incomes of the more visible urban middle class, and of the importance
this class places on the achievement of these standards. Furthermore,
this increased awareness coupled with lncreased interaction with the
outside facilitates the development of a single larger societal system
which tends to incorporate rural communities and neighborhoods.
In general, the integration of the regiconal social system into
the larger society does not occur at a uniform rate, but is positively
related, among other dimensions, to its degree of urbanism‘and 1eve1
of social élass. As will be indicated later in the study, these differ=-
ences in the rate of integration of various parts of the social system
serve as mechanisms facilitating the integration of slowly changing
parts of the system. What is more crucial in this case, however, is
that differences in rates of integration not only refer to differences
among parts of the social system, but also to differences in integration
among the social system, the cultural system, and the personélity system.
Certain aspects of the local culture and of the personality of rural
people in the region are in the process of changing and becoming integrated
into the larger American culture faster than others. This differential
rate of change not only refers to each of these societal systems, but also
to the relationship among them. More specifically, it appears that

cultural integration, at least in certain important dimensions, is faster
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than the integration of the social system and probably much fastexr than the
integration of certain aspects of the personality system, The latter form

of integration refers to the development of personalities compatible with

the larger socilety and with changes taking place within the regional, social

and cultural systems. For instance, systematic linkage referring to certain
cultural items such as automobiles, television, ox to the cultural value of
economic success is faster than systematic linkage referring to‘social dimensions.

An often discussed example of lag of this nature is the disjunction
between the acceptance by lower classes of the cultural goal of socio~
economic success, in particular, and the lack of institutionally legitimate
social means for attaining this goal.7 However, what is happening to the
lower classes elsewhere is happening to rural Southern Appalachia to a
larger extent. Although rural Appalachians are taught the value of success
by the same mass media as are 1o§er classes elsewhere, they have even less
opportunity for implementing this value.

A considerable number of those who cannot implement this gchievement
motive migrate primarily to urban centers outside Appalachia, such as
Cleveland, where employment is availablé. In other words, migration can
be seen as a sort of equilibrating process helping individuals to respond
to societal demands for certain levels of economic achievement. Such
achievement constitutes a main aiis around which society and its individuals
become reorganized. The crucial point in this case, of course, is that
because of its intensity, the de;ire for higher economic achievement and

level of living ignores other predispositions of the personality and social

For a relevant discussion see John D. Photiadis, Changes in the Rural
Southern Appalachian Community, Office of Research and Development, Appalachian
Center, West Virginia University, Research Series 7, (1968).
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system which are not fulfilled and obviously create tensions. In this

sense not all migrants in Cleveland have the majority of their motivations

satisfied during their stay in Cleveland. Conflict in other areas, such

as adjustment to the speed of technological change may also affect various

aspects of the individual's way of life., Then, too, tension could exist

in a similar manner among those who either did not migrate or could not

meet the demands of the city and retreated to Appalachia. The empirical »
data presented in the following pages offer among other information some

indications of the presence of such tensions and the mechanisms used to

alleviate them. But before we discuss our empirical data, we will say a

few things about migration in general and Appalachian migration in particular.

Migration

Migration involves simply a more or less permanent change in residence,
a movement from a doner community to a receiving community. Migration
in a social sense involves a transfer of loyalty, a change in identity and
8

a disruption #n secial ties and commitments. If we are to identify and

predict those whe would change their permanent residence, it is necessary

to understand and classify those factors motivating persons to migrate.

Peterson has broken down this meotivation to migrate inte two categories:

innovating migratien which is a means of achieving the new and censervative
migration which is a response to a change in conditions by trying to retain

what one has had. Further differentiation by Petersen includes primitive

migration or u reaction to a deterioration in physical environment, . é

8

Ronald Klietsch, Social Reponse to Population Change and Migratien,
Agriculture and Home Economics Experiment Statien, Iowa State University,
Special Report No. 40 (September, 1964), p. 38.
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impelling and ferced migratien or a reaction to a change in a secial

institution, free migratiou or an action of higher aspirations fer self

and mass migration or a response to a collective behavior and social

9
momentum already in effect.

In sum, it can stated that most types of migration are theory based
on the concept of response to changing conditions or reaction to individual's
environment whether it be impersonal forces or immediate group membership.
Even free migration is a result ef comparing self to others or the soctial
environment and placing self in a hierarchy of others. ASelf-concept, in
fact, rests on the feedback of others and the self's consequent perception
of relative position in the social environment.

In general, theories of migration have in the past rested on the
traditional demegraphic and sociographic variables such as age, sex,
distancg traveled, race er ethnic origin; education, occupation and income.
Recently, however, there has been a growing interest in such socie=-
psychological and social dimensions as aspiration, motivation, community
identification, and institutional influence. It is the latter area which

draws theoretical roots from Thomas and Zaniechi's Polish Peasant in Europe

and America (1927) as cited J. J. Mangalam in Human Migration.lo They

stated that the best method for studying migration is to investigate how
the values of the migrants act upon their preexisting attitudes. A second
point made was that in order to understand migrants in terms of both areas

9W1111am Peterson, Population, New York: Mac Millan Com 1961
pp. 607, 609-618, pany, '

105, ;. Mangalam, Human Migration: A Guide to Migration Literature in
English, 1955-1962, Lexington: University of Lexington Press, 1968, pp. 2-3.
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of origin and destination, it is necessary to study the conditions
and characteristics of‘the social organizations in which the migrants
are involved.

Migration is, it seems, a system formed according to environmental
demands. It is an equilibrium process helping all segments of society
to acquire the means for attaining objectives set by mass society.
In other words, through feedback of population factors such as birth énd
mortality rates, social and political conditions, and particularly economic
opportunities, migration rates fluctuate accordingly in subéommunitiés to
and from populatien goncentration centers. Moreover, migration may be
thought as a sort of safety valve preventing discontent and providing a
way out of situations incompatible with one's goals and values. Alli
sociopsychological factors of individual and group migration must be seen
in the context of this equilibrating system.

The décision to migrate, then, is a collective phenomenon influenced
by phanging envirommental factors acting upon an individual's existing
value systems or ways of living. This kind of approeach does net limit the

thesis te a push-pull ecological dichotomy but adds the individual with

‘his past socialized wvalues and ways of life in the positien of decision~

maker reacting to the conditions of his society.

This approach, then, emphasizes the interactienal pfoceés involved
in migration decision-making. As in Peterson's classification of migratien
motivation presented earlier, the decision to mig ‘ate is seen as a respense

to an individual's environment, but these factors influence individuals

11 .
John D. Photiadis, "Correlaries of Migration," Sociolegical Quarterly

VI (1965) , p. 347. .
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differently according to each individual's value systems and way of life,
Therefore, it follows logically that groups of people holding basicaily
the same value orientations, as a result of gtoup interaction, and faced
with approximately the same environmental influences tend to make the

same kinds of decisions te migrate or not., These decisiens :ollectively

reoccur again and again in the community. Hopefully, then, it would alse
be true that by holding environmental factors constant and then identifying
certain value orientations of a group of people, one could predict and
differentiate those who would migrate and those who wouid not, those who
migrate and return, those who never adjust and assimilate, and those who
achieve their goals and those who do not.

To reconcile the above statements with J. J. Mangalam's belief‘that
migration represents goal-direcfed behavior,12 the system of migration
must belexamined more closely. To Mangaiam an actor pursues a goal in
which migration represents a means of achieving the goal, and the place
of origin represents a blocking or providing of channels to goal~directed
behavior.

Society sets goals according teo collective needs. Now through

increased communication isolated subgroups, such as Appaladhia, are

exposed to goals that are conducive to life satisfaction in society in
general. Individuals may form new values to be congruent with the enforced
goals, or attempt to synthesize their value hierarchy with the value system

required for new goals, or reject new goals and retain values congruent

to subgroups ’gee.ls. The changing environmental factors, then, set goals
which may or may not be congruent with the value systems of subgroups. v

Individuals react to society's goals acéording to their collective valuve

12Manga1am, op. cit., p. 14,
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swvstems or ways of living.

Decision~Making Process. The individual's decision-making power

is described as a process during which the individual evaluates the need
to migrate with reference to the opportunities and satisfactions qvailable
in 2 home community against the possible opportunities and rewards to be
! gained through migration-~-a process requiring that an individual formulate
notions of personal aspirations, commitments to home community, a sense of
social cost accruing from migration or remaining in the home community,
and a feeling of social satisfaction with the presenﬁ and fﬁture.
"Regardless of the degree to which the individual's decision-making becomes

explicit, each decision in migration is motivated by the aim of removing a

sense of personal deprivation. That is, the individual looks elsewhere to

pursue some goal or to meet some aspiration that he cannot secure in his
home community. Thus, migration may involve a strategy that optimizes a
present reiative sense of satisfaction."13 |

This feeling of personal satisfaction or deprivation operates in the
context of differential perception due to various value orientations of a
person or group. An individual then assesses his particular position
according to life circumstances of advantages and limitations exemplified
in Olson's mobility m;del including jeb knowledge, special job skills,
capitalAinvestment, community attachment and personal characﬁeristics as

‘ . 14
age, income, social status, and education. The importance here is not

his particular circumstance, but the individual's perception of his life

13
. Klietsch, op. cit., p. 39.

14
Philip G. Olson, Job Mobility and Migration, Purdue University
Agriculture Experiment Station, Research Bulletin No. 708, (Novzmber,
1960), p. 7. ’
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circumstance which is distoxted by his particular value orientations.
This again must be put in the context of the migration system functioning
in accordance to society's definition of the needs uf subcommunities and
population centers.

The theoretical framework which we presented in the introduction of
this paper implies that migration, at least the kind Peterson calls
mass migration, is a reaction to relative deprivation. Mangalam simpli-
fies the idea of relative deprivation with the following statement, '"When
minimum needs are not met with the existing conditions in a soclety or a
sector of 1t, certain members entertain the thought of moving out of it
and gcing to another society altogecher or to a different sector of the
same soclety where they perceive the existence of conditions more adequate
to a satisfactory meeting of their unmet needs or relative deprivations."15
Relativg deprivation, therefore, depends Qn the value hierarchies of in=-
dividuals, and, importantly, on a particular social organization's blocking
of the means available to the collectivity to meet these deprivations.
The amount of resources, then, and the wmeans or abiliﬁy to manipulate these
resources are both determinants in the decision-making process.

An interesting report by J. A. Abramson studied the decision process
of rural migrants moving to urban.centers.16 He stated that the expecta-
tions of the migrants concerniﬁg their past migration prOSpecﬁs had net

been realistic; less than half had gpecific job prospects when they left

the farm. Migration, consequently, had represented a decision of grave

15
Mangalam, op. cit., p. 9.

16
J. A. Abramson, Rural to Urban Adjustment, Department of Forestry

and Rural Development, Canada, Research Report No. RE«4 (1968), pp. 11-118.
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consequence involving high risk,and the step was orten taken in a family
atmosphere of intense stress and uncertainty. Forty percent had expected
to do no better in the city than to subsist, and of these, many expected
that even subsistence would require the utmost effort and willingness
to undertake any kind of job or combination of jobs that could be found.
The deciaioﬁ process preceding migration usually extended over a con-
siderable per’od of years and was frequently highly controversial. From
two to ten years of consideration and reconsideration were reported by
about two-thirds of the respondents. |

Adjustwent After Migration, In adjustment an individuai's decision
to migrate is followed by an immediate or slow severance of community ties,
a change in identities, a loss of loyalty and a relecation. It required

two active processes: reintegration and community identification.

This reintegration and new identification require a modification of
one's value system or way of life preferences to the values of Ehe receiving
area. Accordingly, the rate of adjustment depends on how congruent the
migrant's vaiue system {8 with the receiving area's system because the
more incongruent the values, the more modification necessary. The rate
of adjustment can also depend on the individual's perception of his position
of power in relation both to the recelving area and former residence area
before he can reintegrate and identify in a new community sfstem. This
perception is influenced by value orientatiens=-by what the person considers
important and by what he hopes to attain preceding migration which make the

rewards for integration relevant and worthwhile for a particular migrant.

i7 »
Klietsch, op. cit., p. 40.
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In studies made of rural migrants' adjustment to urban surroundings
the difficulty of incongruent value system modification can be seen.
The findings of Abramson's study is also relevant here.l8 After migration
the process of adjustment extends over a considerable period as the migrant
strives to make the changes in himself. Abramson found that am early
period of euphoria related to success in changing his physical location
and orienting to the city is often followed by a period of extended strain.
Then, too, two years might pass before a family has achieved sufficient
economic security to support other types of positive adjustment.

pifficulties in adjustment to city employment and occupations were
by far the most common type of problem reported by his subjects; problems
related to social integration were reported by nearly four out of five
respondents. Unfavorable reactions to the greater density of peopulation
and difficulties related to the shift from rural to urban patterns of
social interaction were among the most common, Family problems, too,
frequently occurred related to factors like shifts in work and parental
roles, break-up of the family as a werking unit, and value conflicts between

parents and children.

Schwarzweller, more narrowly, has pointed out that the most abrupt
immediate change that occurred for the rural migrant moving into a popu-
latien center has been the distinct separation of occupational activities

from family activities. Adaptation to the industrial occupational role

required acceptance of new standards in an isolated area of behavior (work)

18
Abramsen, op. cit., pp. 111, 119.
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with little effect upon other areas of life, ?

Study of Appalachian Migration. Appalachian migrants face a
particularly difficult time in adjustment because their value orienta-
tions are incongruent with the value orientations of urbanites. An
interesting statement by Harry Ernst of the Charleston Gazette pointed
out that almost all the demands made on Appalachians to fit into city
life require them to sell out their ewn values.20 Kinship, the value
orientatien cited repeatedly in the recent migration studies as the
backward erientation of Appalachian migrants, is said te prévent their
agsimilation into a new system.

Schwarzweller, Prown, and Mangalam present a picture of the char-
acteristics of the Appalachian kinship system in their paper, "Rentucky
Mountain Migration and the Stem-Family: An American Variatienm in a Theme
by Le Play".21 The family of Le Play unites kin members in cohesive
family groups and fits 1ndiv1dua1 desires into a framewerk of fémily needs.
The stem-family maintains a homestead for its immediate members and sends
other members elsewhere to make their own living. Le Play's central concern
was what the stem family dees for its branches. It facilitates and

encourages migration when conditions demand it while providing "havens of

safety" to which the branches could return during crises such as unemployment.

19 | '
Harry K. Schwarzweller, ''Adaptation of Appalachian Migrants to the
Industrial Work Situation: A Case Study," (working paper for Conference

on Migration and Behavior Deviance, Puerto Rico, November 4-8, 1968), pp. 19-20. .

20
Harry Ernst, "Appalachian in a Hostile World,'" Sunday Gazette Mail

(Charleston, West Virginia), October 9, 1966.

21
James S. Brown, Harry K. Schwarzweller, Joseph J. Mangalam, '"Ken-

tucky Mountain Migration and the Stem-Family: An American Variation on a
Theme by Le Play," Rural Sociology, XXVII (March, 1963),
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In other words, it encourages individual initiative while at the same
time exerting moral control over its members.
There are two trends of thought concerning the effects of being a
member of this kinship webb. According to Charles Tilly and C. Harold
22

Brown, migration undexr the auspices of kinship seems to be most common
among groups which have the least skill in dealing with impersonal urban
institutions like markets, bureaucracies, and communication systems. The
support and protection of the kinfolk balances their weakness in these other
respects. However, according to this approach kin groups are limited in
aiding integration. They specialize in certain kinds of aid and rarely
have jobs as a part of their gift. They can more often offer housing,
at least temporarily, bui they vary greatly in how much skill in dealing
with major urban institutions they can lend to a newcomer. The family's
enduring specialty lies in the internal operation of the household rather
than its externmal relations. 1In general, kin groups in the city provide
lodging, personal care, food, emotional support, and short-term cash. In
this view, then, migration under the auspices of kinship promotes continuing
intense involvement in kin groups and thereby slows down assimilation to
the formal structure of the city.

Contrary to this conclusion Harry K. Schwarzweller in '"Adaptation of
Appalachian Migrants to the Industrial Work Situation: A Case Study,"
presented his analysis of the effects of the webb of kinship on adjustment

of a group of rural Appalachians from Beech Créek, Kentucky, who were

22
Charles Tilly and C. Harold Brown, ''On Uprooting, Kinship, and

the Auspices of Migration," International Journal of Comparative Sociclogy,
VII (September, 1967).
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residing in or near Cincinnati in 1962.2

He feels that the stem-family form of kinship structure helped to
stimulate out-migration from the mountains, directed and 'cushioned"
the relocation of Beech Creekers, and facilitated, in various ways, the
entry of migrants into the industrial work situation. Through the kin
network, information about jobs and working conditiopé in the area of
destination were made known to potential migrants in the mountain
neighborhood. Kinsfolk in the host community assisted newcomers in finding
the initial jobs, and, thereafter, served as advisors and instructors
in the process of urbanizing their 'greenhorn" kinsmen. More important,
the "branch-family network" in the area of destination, which is linked
directly with the family homestead in the mountains, provided the newcomer
with a measure of assurance that, in the event of some unforeseen crises,
he would not stand alone. The Beech Creek stem=-family systems, in short,
served to étabilize the immigrant's social world external to the factory
and consequently, helped to keep "off=-the~job'" problems and anxieties from
entering into and disturbing the migrant's "on=-the-job" performance. Con=
sistent with Schwarzweller's view of the family system as an aid to the
adjustment of the rural migrant is Jitodais belief that informal group
participation is not a substitute for formal group membership, as Tilly
and Brown claimed in the earlier presentationé, but that the two, informal
and formal,group participation go tbgether.z4

The value of kinship, then, may or méy not be an advantage in the

adjustment process of the Appalachian migrant.

3
Schwarzweller, ope cit., p. 2.

P

24
Ted Teruo Jitodai, '"Migration and Social Participation," Information

incomplete.

46

TR apwe WA \ g




o Sl

g TR TR Y
o e

The Research Design

The Sample., The sample in this survey has been drawn from the

State of West Virginia and from Cleveland, Ohio, and it includes only
male heads of households. Initially the sucrvey was designed to include
only respondents who were residents of the State of West Virginia. JXater
it was expanded to include West Virginia migrants from what might be
called the Appalachian ghetto in Cleveland, and even later it was expanded
te include West Virginians from the Cleveland suburbs.

For the state survey a cluster random sample of approximately 1,300
respondents was secured on the basis of the following criteria: (a) size
of community, (b) region of the state (mining, non-mining, northern, and
southern part of the state), and (c) socioeconomic status. Thus two
counties were selected from the northern part of the state, Mineral and
Hardy, and one county, Raleigh, from the southern part of the state. In
each county communities were selected on the basis of size. Inside these
communities and for smaller communities in particular, the nth household

was interviewed. For larger communities a stratified cluster sample based

on socioeconomic status was drawn. Thus, the town of Keyser, Mineral County,

was divided into nine segments representing five different socioeconomic
strata. For each socioeconomic stratum one segment was retained, and the
nthhousehold in this segment was marked for interview. In addition to
these three counties a similar but more elaborate procedure was followed
to interview respondents in the cities of Charleston and Morgantown. In
the case of Charleston, nineteen segments representing eight different
sociceconomic strata were selected. 1In some of these segments the nth

bloclt and in each block the nth household were selected for interview.

Thus, besides open country and very small towns the following towns were
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included in the sample: Piedmont and Keyser, Mineral County (population
2,000 and 6,192, respectively); Beckley, Raleigh County (population 18,642);
Morgantown, Monongalia County (population 22, 487); and Charleston, Kanawha
County (population 85,796).

In Cleveland initially the sampling area included only what is termed

the Appalachian ghetto, which is located on the West Side, between Lorain

Avenue and the downtown area, and east and west of 25th Street, West,
In this case, blocks were selected randomly and every male West Virginian
in the block was interviewed. In total 170 persons wo:re inferviewed.

The suburban sampling area includes all the satellite communities
of the West Side of Cleveland. However, only a number of these communities
were sampled. Addresses of West Virginians in these towns were secured
through school and church records, informants from various industries
located in the area, from addresses secured in West Virginia, and through
the snow-b#lling techniques where names were elicited from the interviewees.
Thus, approximately 370 interviews were secured from the suburbs.

In order to be able to delineate the sample and include the most
extreme variations in characteristics, the interstitial area between the
ghetto and suburbs was not included in the sampling universe.

Definitions and Variables. The area we call "Appalachian ghetto" is

located in the West Side of Cleveland, and it is the place where Appalachian
newcomers usually go. In later years, however, a number of migrants go

- directly to the interstitial area between ghetto and suburbs, but not to

the suburbs. What we call Appalachian ghette may be defined as a ghetto
only on the basis of the distinct characteristics of its residents such as

low income, style of life, and the fact that they mainly come from Appalachia.
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The area is also distinct because it includes many old tenaments and

welfare type agencies with second hand furniture stores such as those

run by the "wolunteers of America' and similar organizations., Like in

most cities in this country the so called Appalachian ghetto is part of

the first ecological circle surrounding the downtown district. In most

cities a variety of nationality groups has during this century succeeded

each other in occupying this zone adjacent to the downtown area. In the last

couple of years Puerto Ricans have been moving into the area, succeeding

the Appalachians, who in turn had succeeded a group which included a con~

siderable number of first and sscond generation Eastern European immigrants.
Overgeneralizing we might say that the second zone surrounding the

so called ghetto is an area with single family homes whose residents are

not as transient as those of the ghetto and whose homes and gardens are

better kept as compared to those in the ghetto. A number of West Virginians

now reside in this zone. The third zone includes still better houses

than the second zone including a number of beiter homes made out of brick.
Beyond this area are the suburban towns. A number of these towns can be
seen at the beginning of this publication on the attached map of Cleveland

and suburban towns of the West Side which is the side the so called

Appalachian ghetto is located. One of the main streets going from downtoyn
through the ghétto to the suburbs, 25th Street, becomes a throughway as

it reaches the suburbs. Mest suburban Appalachians live in towns surrounding
this highway. In Brunswick, for instance, it is claimed that more than

half of the residents are from West Virginid. Brunswick resembles any new
lower income suburban town. The value of most homes is between $12,000

and $18,000; the lawns are well kept énd the furniture inside is usually

medern., Many West Virginians work for industries such as the automebile
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industries with plants lecated in the West Side but either outside of
the city or teward its periphery.
The main part ef the life of these peeple, therefore, is spent in a

physical environment which does net exactly resemble West Virginia because

it censists of enly low rolling hills with limited number ef trees, but

it does effer facilities and cenveniences which are far more adequate

than ene could find in rural West Virginia.

The variables which are treated in this study are defined and described
in the parts ef the report where they are examined. Mest cf these variables ‘
have been included in beth the State and the CIeQeland questionnaires, but L
geme variables have been used enly in one of these subsamples.

| The initial purpese of this survey was te ascertain certain secial
and seciepsychelegical attributes eof selected segments of the state's
populatiern. These segments were to be designated iu terms eof siée of }
cemmunity, secieeconemic status, and nen~migrant and returned migrant status.
But, because close to one=third of the West Virginians new live eutside
the gtate, Cleveland, a city where large numbers of West Virginians live,
was alse included in the dniverse. The populatien universe in Cleveland
initially included enly the se-called Appalachian ghette. During inter-
viewing, however, it became apparent that there were more West Virginians
in the suburbs than in the ghetto. To include these peeple in the sample,
the author appliéd for a grant at the Manpower Administration, Office of
Manpower Policy, Evaluatiqn, and Research; Department of Laber.. The
request was granted but under one stipulatien, that we include in our ;
questionnaire approximately ten pages of the questionnaire of the Bureau

of Social Science Research which had a grant to study southern immigrants

in Cleveland.
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The present paper deals only with the presentation of marginals for
four different groups:. non-migrants, returned migrants, and residents
of the Cleveland Appalachian ghetto and of the suburbs. In order to
eliminate at least part of the intervening variables and thus become able
to acquire some understanding of some relatively basic social process 2
we were set to st&dy,ithese four grcups have been matched in terms of age

and education. Attempt was not made to match the four groups in terms

of income, and therefore secure matching in terms of socioeconomic status, ¥

e R

because it is known that wages in Cleveland are higher. Because of the
way the data are presented attempt was not made for statistical analysis.
This will be done in the following analysis of specific areas of this
report where primarily summary score scales will be treated.

The overall hypothesis here is that migration serves as an equili-
brating process offering people opportunities to keep up with societal i
expectations to the degree that life satisfaction is not threatened. In
the light of this hypothesis our four groups could be seen as representing,
in terms of motivation and potential for adjustment, a continuum. In other i

words, these four groups are seen as including people of the same age and

education who (a) did not migrate, (b) migrated but had difficulties ad=- 1
justing and had to return to West Virginia, (c) remained in Cleveland but
had to stay in the ghetto with its distinct sociocultural environment in
order to be able to take city life and, (d) moved to the suburbs from the

ghetto when culturally and economically confident, joining the main stream

of the American life and society.




PART II
FINDINGS

Age. Education, and Attitudes Toward Educatien

Age. Age, as a variable, is probably the most discrete variable
associated with migration. The most prominent finding concerning age
and migration is that migrants throughout the world are primarily men
between the ages of 20 and 40. Table 1 shows that this is the case with
West Virginia migrants also. There are almost twice as many men of
the ages from 20 to 30 in the Cleveland suburbs and almost four times
as many (42.8 percent) in the Appalachian ghetto as compared to either
non=migrants or returned migrants in West Virgiria. The same is true
for the age group between 31 and 40 which is also represented more by
suburbanite migrants. But here the Cleveland suburbanites, not the
ghetto group, constitute the most numerous segment (15.8 percent). The
fact that the 21-30 group is represented more by ghetto residents while
the 51 to 40 is represented more by suburbanites could very well be due
to the fact that people first move into the ghetto and from there move
to the suburbs when they secure the means. A follow up informal survey
in Cleveland conducted by this author indicated that although most migrants
still go to the ghetto, others in increasing numbers go directly to the
interstitial area between ghetto and suburbs of the West Side of Cleveland.
The main factors which determine the movement to one place or another seems
to be family connections, skill and education.

With the exception of the group of ghetto residents, the remaining

three groups have about a4 fourth of their membérs in the 41 to 50 age

category; only about 11 percent of the ghetto residents belong in this age

group. Beyond this age group in age categories over fifty years, the




Table 1: Age for Non-Migrants, Returned Migrants, Ghetto
and Suburbs for Total Groups only.

Total Groups

Age Non~ Returned

Category Migrants Migrants Ghetto Suburb
20 or less 1.2 0.9 8.7 1.0
21 t5 30 9.9 ° 12.1 42.8 19.5
31 to 40 19.6 15.9 25.0 51.8
41 to 50 26.6 23.7 11.3 26.0
51 to 60 21.5 z1.1 8.7 5.6
61 to 70 12.6 16.4 3.5 1.0
ovexr 70 8.6 9.9 0.0 0.0
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 160.0
Total Cases (876) (232) (167) (386)
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proportion of Cleveland migrants and more so suburbanites declines sharply

while non-migrants and particularly returned migrants keep proportionally
increasing. There was only one percent of Wast Virginians over 60 years
of age in the suburbs, and none over 70 either in the ghetto or the
suburbs. The fact that the great migration started in 1940, that mainly
younger people (particularly in the beginning of theAgreat migration)

left West Virginia and the fact that larger proportions of returned mi-
grants are older might explain why there are no old West Virginians in
Cleveland. What these present West Virginia migrants plan to do when

they become older is examined in another part of this paper.

Education and Attitudes Toward Education. In relation to the transi-

tion presently taking place in Appalachia, formal education is seen as an
important mechanism aiding adjustment to the new society.zs More particu=-
larly, the function of education in this respect can be seen from two
different points of view. First, it can be seen in terms of the prepara-
tion of new members for understanding the complexity of the new society

and culture. T