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ABSTRACT ?

« Over the'past four decades in the United States, the study‘bf migration
and its impacts on communities has been a major research challenge for so-
cial scientists. During the 19405 and 1950s, researchers focused upon the
rural-to-urban migrati®n phenomenon. During the 1960s and 1970s, this mi-
gration trend slowed and reversed to attract a great deal of researcly on

the urban-to-rural migration phenomenon. The migration process is sélec-
tive of individuals possessing differential attributes and resources. As
such, migration }an have' major consequences for the socioeconomic and insti-
ﬁutional structuyres of communities. The focus of this article is upon the
socioecondmic characteristics and community evaluations of migrants and- non-
migrants in rural and urban areas. Thé data- were “drawn from a statewide sur-
vey in Florida. Respondents are differentiated on the basis of migration
status (interstate migrant, intrastate migrant, and nonmigrant) and migra-

tion destination (rural, communities 2,500 to 50, 000 in population and

communitles over 50 000 in population). ' . .
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Throughout most of United States history, two major dimensions of nop-

1

ulagion distribution have been the ifcreasing concentratim of people in .-

K} N .
lavge cities and the westward migration of people across the continent. The .

Ay . ¢ . * . *
westward expansion, may have been in part a reaction to the increasing con-

centration of population in Eastern cities. The study of migration and
. \
its impacts on communities has been a major research challenge for social

scientists,

¢ 1

Over the past four decades in the United States, social scigntists‘ have

studied these two major dimensions of population distribution in terms of

the rural-to-urban migration stream and the more recent urban-to-rural migra-.
¢ -\‘/ ' ¢ - "
tion stream. During the late 1940s a rapid rural-to-urban migration trend,

began, éotﬁﬁnued through the 3950s and peaked and ha;téd near 1965 (Beale

and Fuguyét, 1978:158). Since 1970, changes in rural and urban population

flows have occurred to the extent that rural areas are growing and growing .

Qt a faster rate than urban areas (Beale™and Fuguiét, i978:1§8).
In view of ghese migration streams, Schwaraweller focuned his_presiden- “

tial address to the Rural Socioiagical %ociety on challenging rural saciolo-

gists to develop greater undecsiandii,. «f the sociocultural impacts of these

migratlon_strea?s on U.S. communities (1979:7). He proposed that the soci- .
. ) -

v

ology of migration is particularly immature regarding the paucity of infor-

mation on urban*to-rural migration and its associated impacts. Research -

nust focus upon the relationships between the extent of net migration, the N

seledtivity of migration, and the impact of these changes on existing struc~
: 4

¢
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° , tural circumstances of our communities. Schwarzweller (1979:15) listed
% ¢ -
« the majof migration research questions as: . o ' .. v

0
'

(1) WHO are the migrants? (the study of migrdtion selectivity)
. (2) WHY did they migrate? (the study of perceived télativo deprivation 3) .

(3) WHERE did they,méﬁraLe? }the study of relocation destinations)..
o \ ‘ ' N
, (4) WHAT are the consdquences of migration? (the study of community
social reorganization and/or adjustments of niigrants) ‘
. ] . v

e '

The cmphasis of this analysis was focused upon the last two research

questions. The data for this analysis were drawn from a statewide needs
. ' ’ .
. , ‘, B , .
\ assessment survey of Fldrld? residents, " Florida is a particularly suit-

ahle state for the study of migration. Between 1960 and 1970, the popula-
. ‘ . /!

tion of Florida increased by 1,837,883 resulting in a 37 percent increase , k\\%
in population (U.S. Department of Commerce, Buyeau of the Census, 1971).
In-migration contriputed 72 percent (1,331,093 persons) of{this increase

KR ) -
(Bowles et al., 1975). It has been estima;gd that between 1970 and 1977,

L1

Florida's population increased by 1,925,916 or a 28 percent increase in

populatlon. Ninety percent (l 742,957 persons) of thlS pqﬁulatlon increase
\ -~ )
for 1970-77 has been attributed to in-migration (Bureau of Economic and

Business Research, University of Florida, 1978). ‘ / %

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK ’

-

. The three demographiec processes affectinyg populatlon size, composition, and
distribution are fertility, mortallty, and migration. Of the “three processes, -
migration is the most significant, both statis;ically and sogioiogfcally. . .
Statistically, in the United States migration has been the,létgest compongnt

of change in population size, composition, and distribution. It has already
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been shown that 90 percenty of Florida's population growth between 1970 and

L] . . Y

1977 was due to migration., . o N T
e - o
Migration is an important demographic process from a sociological per-

. spoactive in thatlxhose who move are significantly different from those who

- ‘ .

do not more; i.e., migration is selective and migrants are not a representa-
. B ]

tive sample of the population of origin or the population of destination’

e

(Goldscheidﬁr, 1971:299). .Miératipn i5 a sociological process, as well as a
_ /'demograpﬁic process, since the sogial structural systems of both places of
. , .
origin and placeé of destination are affected by migration (Bogue, 1969:752;

Jadsen ,”1969:60; Kammeyer, 1971:69; and Schwarzweller, 1979:69). ‘Schwarze

I

weller describes migration as an interchange of elements of social organiza-

P S

tion and a process through which eommunity systemé)aré Jjoined (1979:161.

Migrants, as individuals, are thus viewed as unit carriers of a particular

. ~.’ - £
kind of social organization bringing with them certain needs, resources, and - .
pe%spectivgs on the community. Few irnstitutional systems of a community are

3
-

unaffected by population growth through migration., Within communities major .
. ‘. . ,
y ‘institutional systems such as education, tranggg{iation, and health have °

)

been developed to meet basic human needs. Through various cellective mech-
anisms, assessment of community needs have been made and community resources

. . . . ’ 4
in terms of financial resources, personncl, and facilities were allocated
. - [

‘to provide services to meet these needs. Howevery a great, influx of new
community residents may regult(in demands for more or different services.
Changes in police apd fire protection, educational services, health services,
improved transportation, and other changes in institutional structure may be

demanded by new residents. Thus, in-migration may create problems for social

(o




: iﬁtqgration and community solidarity by creating conflicts over goals and

L v
the allocation of community resources.

nuweyer, population g;owth through migration will not automaticallf ré-
§ult in a,&bre heterogeneous populagionAor a re-ogdering of institutional
goals, The dngee to which migfation iméacts the :socioeconomic structure
and.instgtutional structure of commﬁnities remains a research problem fqr
communitics.experienciﬁg hewvy in-migtation. Theﬂgreaterjthe differences

L N
between migrants and nonmigrants,‘the greater the impact of migration on

~

the community.

.

MEASUREMENT AND “DATA

.

The data for this analysis were.drawn from a statewide needs assessment
L]

surbey‘entitled "Focus on Florida: The Citizens' Viewpoint." The purpose of .

LY

the survey was to ascertain what Floifgignsoconsidered priority concerns for

3

L |

local governments. The survey focused ﬁﬁon'citizen's perceptions of com~
munity proﬁlems, needs, and issues, and upon their priorities in the expendi-

ture of public monies to allsviate these proplemif\ Data collection was con-

!

¥ Y

ducted during the Spring of 1978.
A sample of 9,800 names représgntative of all adults. in Florida was selected
from a statewide list of licensed drivers. Response rate for the §gr§ey.was
..69.8 percent., The sample was stratified by age and sex, and rural areas
were over sampled to enéure response‘from al}~6;>spunties in Floridé. i

»

A3

Migration status

Any migration study must distinguish between movers and migrants. Bogue

a



docs this by beginning with the concept of residential mebility; i.e., resi-
. N ? s e

4

dential mobility is any change oj'pe;ﬁanent residence that involves movement

3
@

: / ' .. . ' . .
from one structure to another (Bogue, 1963:752), Two classes of residential
\
mobility are (13 local movement: a cha ge of residence within the same com-

~

&
munity, city, or county; and’ (2) migratiou. a chan’t of r&sidéﬂce:involving

movement between communities, citles, or counties. Thus, migration has been

d;flned as the uwoveumenl of iundividuals ;x bzoupé fyom one community to an-
~

other with the intentiqn of'remaining }n the new commun%ty ﬁor some sub-

stantial period of time and a migrant has been defined as an;bperson who.

t
[y

changes his/her regular community of residence (Kammeyer, 1971:54).

The U.S. cengus has provided a convenient and frequently used meth?d for
M ~ - - '
-4

~measuring migration. The U.S. census determines for persons over 5’years of
age where they were living 5 years prior to fhe time of .enumération. From
this question, four categories of mobility are possible:

(1) those living in the same houce as they‘were 5 years earlier;

(2) those living in a different house, hut in the same county (movers);

< :
(3) those living in different county, but the same state (intrastate
migrants); and, '

" (4) those iiving in'a different state(interstate migrants) (Kamm@yer,
1971'56). ) . /?

»

As a result of Lhese categories in the U.S. cen&us, it has becoyé’ﬂustom—
. R . .

ary to define migration as intercounty mobility, dnd thus, ind1v1dqgl§7must

n

cross county lines to bte considered a migrant. However, this analysis
focused upon intercommunity migration rathber than intercounty migration.
Migration status of respondents was determined by two questions: (1) "How

w

many years have you lived in your present community?" and (2) How maﬁy years
o Y. . . A
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" have you lived in Flarida?" Using the information from these two questionms,

- , _ s
iuterstate migrants, intrastate migrantsg, and ponmigraits, were operation- . .
ally deffined - as. - . ' . ) .
‘ ' ‘ " . \—.
(1) interstate migrants: respondents-who have lived in their present '
community and in the state of Florida 5 years or less; h /.

d L}

(2) intrastate‘migrantS' reapondents who have lived in their present ' uf
' comnunity'5 years or less, but who have lived in the state of
Florida more than 5 years; and N . \ 4&

o (3) nonmigrants: respondents- who havei 1ived in the present community and
in the state of Florid% for more than 5 years. N
X3

Using these operatilonal definﬂtfons, 16.2 percent of the’eaﬁple.{n=956) f

were interstate migrants, 17.1 percent of the sample (n=1008) were intra-

1

state migrants,, and 66.8 percent of the sample‘(n=3,943) were nonmigrants.

' Vo A ' .
’ ) 'j % d ' A

Community Size ) .

¢ o

Community preference studies, have ‘$hown that preferences for rural-or

" urban communities are derived from emphasis uppn different qualitative fac- ,f;

tors of. each dommunity size. Thus; individuals whe prefer rural gnd smalihmgj
] J
communities place greater piiority upon fhctors such as air and water quality, |
lower crime rates, and f;;endliness of residentS° while indlviQuals who pre-
fer urban communities place gré;tergriority upon fect;rs such as edu;arional
and occupational opgortunrties‘(Chr}stenson; 1979;3312.\'It3might, teerefore, .

be assumed that migfhnts to rural. and urban communities differ siggificantly

3
3 3

. k >
in terms of socioeconomic background and percéptions of community probleps.

Py

A control on community size. thevefore, was placed in the analysis. “The

Y

sample was split into the follpwing threé groups according to community

slize: . .



. .

(1) respondents living in rural aress . (farm, rural nonfarm, and com-
* munities less than 2,500 gopulation); .A

-+ “(2) respondents living in communities with populations’of 2,500 to -

e e, |

PR ¢)) réspondents living in communities with populations over 50,000.

ulations of 2,500 to 50,000, and 35.8 percent of the sample (u=1,991) re-

sided in communities with populations over 50,000.
. . _ '

Impact of Migration on the Socioéconomic Structure of Communities
1
L]

L 2
As discussed.earlier, a major demographic generalization is that the

Using these community sizes, 26.0 percent of the sample (u=1,442) in rural

arcas, 38.2 percent of the sample (n=2,122) resided in communities with pop-

,migration process is selective of %ndividuals possessing differential attri-

f

l

'butes and resources. The impact that migrat@bn selectivity has on the sgocio-

_economlc structure of communities was analyzed by comparing the socioeconomic

\'Y

\. ’

characteristics of 1ntcr§tate mlgrants, intrastate migrants, and nonmigrant

1

The distributlons of varlables selected for comparison were:

- (1) age .
(2) sex L
(3) race i
(4) marital status
(5) education

' (6) employment status
(7) occupation of household head
(8) »income )
(9) number of children under 18 ,
(10) ownership of residence

(11) voter registration and partlcipation

-

The greater the differences between migrants and nonmigrants on these
variables,, tue greatex the impact ,of migration on the socioeconomi~ struc-

\ . .
2 -

ture of the communities.

L}

<




Impact of Migratiou on the Ingtitutional Structure ofiCommuuiﬁies

~/ ' ‘'The potential for having significantIimpéct on the institutional struc-
/mgurg of communities derives from the degree of .divergence between the per-

ceptiou& of migrants and nonmigrants regarding c:xﬁ;nity problems and their
’ ° pr;orit}es for the expenditure of public funds. The questionnaire cuntained
a series of 46 problem items an? the respondeéts were asked to indicate .
yhether each item was NOT a problem, a Sﬂ:LL pxoblem, a MEDIUM proélem, or
a SERIOUS problem in their community., Ranking of the perceived geverity. of
. commuAit§ problems was obtgined by:combiﬁing phe medium and serious'cata-
gories., Rathgr than presenting data on al} 46 itewms, the'tgﬁ problems which .
were evaluated as medium or.serious'by thg/fargest percentéges of respondents -
were selected. - The severity of these ten problems Weré-éh;n_ranked‘according h

\ . [ ’ (3
to the percentage of respondents evaluating each item as a serious or medium

problem for their community.

. .
L4 .

In addltion to evaluating of éommunity problems, reSpondents were prebented
with a series of 37 items relating go problems. and needs to wt.ch the re- .
spondent indicated vhether he would spend LESS,'the SAME amount, or MORK tax
dollars than are presently‘being-spent ogithat pF;blem. The ten broblems to |
whigh the largesk percentages of respondépts indicated they would spénd MORE
were selecteq_for analysis. These Een problgms were then ranked for inter-
state migrants, intrastate migrants, and nonmigrants.

The degree éf correlaction among the rankings of interstate migrants, intra-
s&aée migrants, aéa nonmigrants was then evaluated through Keﬁdgll's Cogffi- ‘

cient of Concordance. The less the correlation among rankings, the great-

er the ﬁqtential impact of migration upon the institutional structure. of

-
e




&

‘state migrants’ were m..h more likely to migrate to rural aréas. Thirty

A
! {

of communities., If migrants and nonmigrants are in agreement on the ranking

! . ., . <) ,
of community problems and the priority of expenditures of public funds, then
‘ B . ¢ - N ! .
migrants will force few changes in the institutiomal structure of the com- .

.

munity. v

!

\
\ . .
. L]
.

. :
Table 1 contains information on the regidential location of interstate .

L3

. |- . X L
migrants, intrastate migrantsf and nonmigrants. This information addrmsses

en

the question of "Where did they migrate?" and thus, telis us the communitw -

» . LY

of destination. There were significant diffgrenceS'between interstate

migrants and intrastate migrants regarding migration destination. Intra- —"

?

percent of the intrastate migrants were located in rural areas, but only ¢

19 percent of the interstate migrants were located in rural areas. The

nonmigrants %ﬁ the sample were nearly evenly divided awong rvural areas,

communities with populations between 2,500 énd 50,000 and c¢ommunities with
N
populations over 50,000,

)

Table 1 about here

Consequences of Migration to Rural Areas . v

4

Tables 2,3, and 4 contain the information on socioeconomic characteris-

Eics, ranking of the severity of problems, aﬁd/ranking of problems ﬁﬁer&

.

moremggx'dbllars should be spent in rural areas. The information in Table 2
illustrates that there are several significant difierences between migrants

and nonmigrants in rural areas. The sociloeconomic characteristics on which

. . A .
. e ”m
ol . o
Y



all three groups are nearly identical are sex, marital status, and ipcome.
.The diffefence among the three groups in terms of. rdcial composition ig
stgtistically significanF ét the .05¢level, but substantively the difference :
is negligible. Over 90 percent of all three groubé were white. It must be.
"noted that the sample size is large enough to make small differehces sta§is- .
tically significant. Both groups of migrants tended to be better educated;
less likely to own their resldence, less likely to be registered to vote

and less likely to have voted in the 1976 presidential election than non-
migfants. On iome‘variables, interétate_migrants were considerably dif-
ferent from intrag%Zte migrants. Interstate migraits were more likely to be.

over 65, retired, not in the labor force, and to have no children under 18

" than were intrastate migrants.

Table 2 about here

Table 3 contains the rankings of community problems by interstate mi-
grants, intrastate migrants, and nonmigrants in rural areas. An exaﬁina-
tion of the rankings shows that the three -groups of respondents have nearly
identical rankingg of community problems. Kendall's Coefficient of Con-
cordance. is 0.211. The only pfoblem that migrants appear to evaluate as
more severe than nonmigrants is the.availability of low cost housing. Cost

of housing ranked third among the migrants, but was only sixth among non-

migrants. Recall that nonmigrants were more likely to own their own homes,

Table 3 about here




| 4 . .

Table 4 pertains to thz problems where respondents would spend more tax

dollars. Again the rdhkings among the three groups of respondents are

nearly identical. Kendall's Coefficieﬁg of Concordance is 0.841. ‘{

L4
!

Table 4 about here ’ SRS

7/
. Thus, for rural areas migration has impactég the socioceconomic struc-

/

ture of the commdnities; but based on the rankings of community problems
I . , @

| and spending priorities, migration has little potential for impacting the

institutiopal structure of the comnmunities.

Tw

»

Consequences of Migratioﬂ for Communities of Population 2,500 to 50,000

1y ©

*

Tables 5,6, and 7 contain the information on socioe€conomic chafacteris—
tics, ranging of the severity of problems, and ranking of problems where
more tax dollars shoulé be spent in éommunities.ofVpopuiations 2,500 to
50,C00. As wifh thé rural arégs, there are several significant differences
between migrants, and nonmigran;s in communities of this population. THhe
soclieeconomic characteristicg on which éllethree groups are nearly identiéal
are sex, marifal status, income, and number of children under “18. BotH
gfgups'of migrants tended to be betggr educated,.were less likely to own
their residences;-were less likely to be registered to vote, and were lesg
likely to have voted in the last presidential—election than nonmigranls.—x\

°

On some variables interstate migrants were considerably different tﬂan
N .

“-intrastate migrants. Interstate migrants tended to be older, were morz likely

to bé'white, were more likely to be retired, and were more likely to not be
B,

14
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in the labor force.

. o Table 5 about here

¢ ' i -

»

Tablg 6 contains the rankings of community problems among resposdents
in communities of 2,500 to 50,000 population. Again, as'with rural areas,
the rankings amga® the three groups of respondents are nearly identical.

Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance is 0.882.
. ~ ,
. d

L - Table

“ QQ*

6 about here

s

Table 7 per;ainé to the problems'where respondents'would spend more tax

8

; . S .
dollars. Althoygh somewhat less similar than previous sets of rankings,'

there is still a great deal of similarfty in the briority of expenditures

\‘ N e
of the three é%%upS% Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance is 0.750. ‘The

(4 B

major discrepancies in'the rankings occur betwéen interstate migrants and

intrastate migrants rather than between migranté and nonmigrants, For

¢ .
. ~

example, interstate migrants rank attracting and developing industy as !

second in priority while intrastate migrants ranked this item ninth.
? Y .

A3

Table 7 abou® here

Thus,  for-communities with populations between 2,500 and 50,000, there are
differences in the socioeconomic characteristics of migrants and non-
migrants, but hgéin the severity of community problems and spending prior-

K ities are viewed very similarly for all three groups.

Consequences of Migration for Communities with Populations ovér 50,000

a
”~

¢ _ .
Tables 8, 9, and 10 contain the information on socioeconomic charactcristicsa

<1

- 4
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ranking of the severity of problems, and ranking of problems where nore .

e

tax dollars should be spent in metropolitan communities. The findings in
. . ‘. \

' these three tables‘are very sifiilar to the findings regaﬁgigg rural areas -
*and’ communities with populationﬁﬁbeﬁween 2,500 and gb,OOd. Table 8 11lustrates

that there are several significant differences in the socioeconomic charac- .
. ' . N
teristics of migrants and nonmigrants. The variables on which all three too.

<

&\\ groups are nearly identical aﬂé se%, income, and number of children under

18. Both groups of migrants tended to be better educated, were less likely

,l to own their own homes, were less likely to.be régistered to vote, and were

\ ) less likely to have voted in the last presidential election than nonmigrants. .

» LN

. Comparing interstate with intrastate migrants, the data-indicate that inter-

state migrants tended to be older, were more likely to be white, were more

likely to be married, were more likely to be rétired, and were more likely
) o
' to not be in the labor force. .

L4

“ \ . 1

. Table 8 aﬁbuf here i

H
‘ /

¢
. \l
- S
.

. : .
Table 9 again shows that the rankings of commutity géoblemsxﬁre nearly
identical for interstate migrants, intrastate migrants, and ndﬁmigraﬂts.

Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance.is 0.956.

Table 9 about here

Table 10 pertains to the problems where respondents would spend more
/ tax dollars in communities over 50,000. As with the other sets of rankings, v ;

the spending priorities based on these data would be nearly ddentical for

¥4

Q - 16 '
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\-./ o
interstate m‘ﬁrants, intrastate migrants, and Ponmigrants. Kendall's
The only items with large differences

Coefficient of Concordance is 0 779.
in priprities are vocat1ona1 training in high school aﬁd attracting and

¥
developing ihdustry. Interstate migranfs would put vocational training
programs at the bottom %f the spending priorities, but 'intrastate migrants

and nonmigrants would place this item near the middle of the priorities

Also, interstate migrants place attracting and developing industry

list. T
fouth in priority, but intgxastate migrants and nonmigrants would place
Ay

4 .

this item near the bottom of the priority list,.

Table.lo about hqu

T

Thus, the findings for residents of communities with populations over
Migration to

50,000 are nearly identical to the previous two analyses.
o .
Y

N ) _
]

: f
at, there would be

] ¢
metropolitan communities may have substantial impact on the socioceconomic
structure of these communities.

However, the rahkings of severity of

community problams and spending priorities indicate

little impact on the institutional structure of these communities.

' 4

CONCLUSIONS

The analyses of the rankings of community problems ‘and spending priorities

suggested that there were very few differences in the priorities of inter-

stdte migrants, intrastate migrants, and nonmigrants Megardless of the
This finding is not to say that there

size of the community of destination.
N}
‘were no differences in the responses to individual items of the questionnajlre.

s

t
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In fact, an examination of the differing percentages of migrants and. noumjigrants

v
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'eva;uatlng each proﬁlem as NOT a p1ob1em, bMALL problem, a’MEDIUM problem, *

+ ..

or a, SERIOUS pxoblom found that there were very significant differences
L] ,
gtatjatically in Lhcse responses.Also, statist1ca11y oipnificant diffexences

were fouﬁa\ln evaluations by rgspondents of whether LESS, the SAME ‘or MORE e

-»

tax dollars shoud be spent on a particluar program, However,.most community

decision haking on the severity of problems and the amount of funds ‘that
should be gb@nc alleviating the problems faced by community institutions

arye not made on an Atem by item basis. Instead these decisions are made from °

o

the perspective that™local governments must alldcate resources among a
variety of “institutions,and the more tegouces allocated tc some community .

13 a O - L]
institutions, the less resources there are to allocate to the other major
institutions, Thus,” the severity of problems.and allocations 6f resources

"are ranked in gome manner in decision making.. Thus, the influx of migrants
[ . ! L}

-

to a community may not have significant impacts om the overall institutional

structure of a community. The relative priorlty of needs may stay the same.

L%

However, the dafa analyzed here did suggest thgt migration may have

. ;

sﬁgnificant impact on the socioeconomic structure of communities. Thus,
even though’the broad institutional structure of the community may not be .
greatly effected by @igration;-the individpal,aétbrs in various community
roles may be changed by a differing socioeconomic structure, For example,
the need for a teenage drug abuse yroéram may be high on the priorit& list

“'xwhether or not a community is experiencing high in-migration. But the

L]

c&Q?unity actors leading the program and déciding the exact level of

\ - ' ' :
resource allocation may be quite diffevent for communities with different
N ° .
\ .
socioeconomic structures. Thus, the relative priority of community needs

-

may ?e similar, but the change in socioeconomic structure due to migration -

L. . \ 4 4
way alter the manner in which those community needs are addressed.

.

\

\.
N
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—o—ae



' Stéted differently; the baslic institutions of cohmunitigs may be viewed
3 v \ v

3

as social action systems.” These institutional systems are social action

>

sysfems'tﬁet have developed over time to meetlbasic commug}ty needs, QAS A
social action systems, a chief characteristic of institutionalhsystems is "
the more or leesigﬁttezned forms of interaction that have developed among;

s ' Y. \
relevant groupgjyassoclations, and organizations. 1heee relationships \\

e » N i -
aperate thr§:;h\1he various statuses and attached rdles in the constituent °

organizatioﬁs. The actual role performances and changes in statuses and

. I

roles would be greatly rolated to the socioeeonomie structure of the communlty

and the changes in the structure. If migration has an impact on the socio-

13

- -

_economic structure of the community, then over time this impact would cause

n

) . . _
adjustments in the institutional action system. Thus, migration may not have’
. '

immediate and ¢direct imbact on the institutional structure of the community,,

but racher has indirect impact on that structyre. The ranking of basic

)/commuﬂity needs and'priority of fiscal expenditures may remain relatively

~ 4

stable in the short run, but the manmer in which these problems are. addressed -
through actors in various statuses may changp ovet time as the socioeconomic

. \ .
structure changes. Such longitudinal changes are not detected through <
(O ‘ .
singie needs assessment surveys,'e:ﬁiremain a’'research chailenge for

‘ Yy
rural sociologists.

-
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Table 1. Residential location of interstate migrants, intrastate migrants, and

Pl

nonmigrantsa e T
‘ ‘ Interstate Intrastate
migrancs migrants . Nonmigrants
. (n=956)_, (n=1,008) = (n=3,943)

‘ ‘ : -;percent——l <

o’

oputation) ©19.4 | . 30,0 ' 26.4

Community with popu- ' .

lation of 2,5G0-
50,000 48.5 - 37.2 ’ 36.0
Community with popu- ,
) « 1lation over 50,000 32,1 32.8 C 37.6
.Total ) 100.0 100.0 100.0
+ A N - .
- dChi-square value statistically significant beyond the .0CL level of significance
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Table 2. Socioeconomic characteristics of interstate migrants, intrastate migrants,
and nonmigrants in rural areas

[N

v

4

~ Ve T Interstate” Intrastate a
++ migrants nigrants Nonmigrants
(h=174) (n=285) * ' -~ (n=975)
¢ .
v R ~ --percent--
Aged X
S 18-24 . .10.6 12.0 C 9.2
25-44 ' 3.1 47.9 . 32,9
45-64 32.4 27.1 N ' 34.6
65 and older 22.9° 13.0 23.3
. ¢ : )
Sex . ' _
€ Male v 43.4 45.3 ’ 46.0 *
Female 56.6 54.7 54.0
* Race® -
White : : - 96.6 94.7 . 92.3
Black ) N P 3.5 6.5
) Other 1.7 = 1.8 1.2
Marital Status .
Never married 9.9 *7.4
Married 83.0 83.1
Separated or divorced 3.5 6.0
Widowed 3.5 3.5
Educationb :
- Less than. 12th grade 16.2 18.7
High school graduate 28.9 33.1
Some. college 39.3 29.2
'\ College graduate . 9.2 10.2
o Graduate or profes- i
sional school 6.4 8.8 _ 6.5
Employment statusb )
Employed fulltime 34.1 50.0 46.6
Employed parttime 3{5 6.7 8.8. .
Unemployed ' 2.3 ) 4.6 3.5
Student , , 4.0 1.8 2.4
Homemaker ' 21.4 19.0 15.7
Retired - -31.8 15.8 . 20.6
Disabled ‘2.9 4.6 3.5
Occupation of household head?
Professional, technical : ,
and managerial L 18.9 27.4 24.7
Sales, clerical, crafts- -
men 23.7 26.3 25.1
°~ {Operatives, transporta- , .
tion, 1aborer§,ser— :
vice workers 16.0 18.9 18.5

Not in labor force 41.4 ‘ : 27.4 31.7

LY
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' ' - Interstate Intrastate
Lo ’ migrants - migrants Nonmigrants
(nz174) (n=285) - (n=975)
0 . . o , * L
P, --~percent-~ R
Incote . . L . .

. ‘Under $9,000 — : 40.5 33.1 36.8
'$9,000-14,999 . 28.2 ' 28.1 " 244
$15,000-19,999 o 11.7 . 16.3 16.1

' - $20,000 and over - ' o 19.6 ) "22.4 22.7
Ndmber of children under 18P . ’
o0 < ¢ . 65.9 47.3 ., 60.7
1 12,1 18.0 13.4
2 - .. ' 13.9 © 22.6 13.2
3 B -, 5.2 5.3 7.7
4 or more v 2.9 2.1 1.0
Residence? )

. Own : ' N 68.4 76. 6 83.7
Rent - N 18.1 . 13,1 6.3
Other . . , 13.5 10.3 9.9

Presently registered . T ‘
to voted ) 72,5 3 75.4 85.2
a : :
. Voted in 1976 presiden- , ‘
tiai election? 66.3 63.7 : 81.6

4

dChi-square value statistically signif.caut beyond

bChi-square value stgtistically significant beyond

CChi-square value statistically significant beyond

.01 level oﬁ‘significance

.05 level of significancé

ee:s

. 001 level of siénificance

N
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rural areas

:°

N

i

Ranking of severigy of specific problems by interstate migvants, intrastate migrants, and nonmigrants in

Interstate
nigrants
(n=174)

Intrastate
migiants
(n=285)

Percent medium

- Percent wedium

r

Nonmigrants

Rank

‘Percent medium

Chi-square value=24.6, d.f.=9
Statistically significant beyond .01 level

/

Problem issue Rank ‘or serious Ran or serious or_serious
Taenage drug abuse 2 67.8 1 73.8 2 74.1
Job opportunities for youth 1 73.0 2 72,1 1 76.2
Crime , 6 55.2 ~ 8 52.8 5 59.5
Traffic congestién 8 51.0 . 10 . 37.3 9 40.8
Availability of low-cost housing 3 63.5 3 65.9 6 58.5-
. Upkeep of road and streets : 5 56.8 . 4 65.7 3 66.2
Citizen participation in community '

*decision making 9 49.4 6 57.1 8 ° 52.7
Community growing too fast . 40 42.7 -9 41.5 10 40.1
Quality of junior high and high . . ) . e

school programs 7 52,0 7 53.6 7 57.2
Safe paths for bike riders 4 64.5 3 63.6 4 39.6

' Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance: W=0,911
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Table 4 . Raﬁking of specific probiem where moré tax dollars sh&uld be spent by interstate migrants, intrastate mi-
grants, and nonmigrants in rural areas .

Interstate Intrastate
migrants - migrants ' Nonmigrants
(n=174) (n=285) (n=975)
: Percent spend Percent spend Percent spend
Problem issue o Rank . more Rank’ more Rank more
Nursing care in ‘the homes of older '
N people . : ' 2 53.8 1 58.2 1 60.8
Special education programs for re- ' ’
tarded and handicapped citizens 5 46.4 4 52.5 4 47.7
Preserving natural scenic areas 8 40.6 5 47.1 9 39.1
Housing for poor people 9 40,2 9 38.4 8 42.4
Crime prevention and control 1 57.3 2 57.9 2 59.6
Vocational training programs in . )
high school 10 v 38.0 7 43.9 6.5 45.8
Improving existiag streets and roads ) 6 45,6 6 45,7 5 47.5
Housing for older people 4 47,6 3 53.8 3 52.2
Building bike paths 7 42,9 10 37.2 10 ~ 34,9
Attracting and developing industry 3 49,4 8 41.4 6.5 45.8
Kendall's Coefficient Concordance: W=0.841
' Chi-square value=22.,7, d.f.=9
Statistigally significant beyond .0l level -

Q7
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Table 5. \Sﬁciueconomic characteristics of interstate migrants, intrastate migrants,

‘and-nonmigxants in community of 2,500 to 50,000 population

"Interstate Intrastate
' . migrangs migrants . Nonmigrants
S ' (n=434) (n=354) a (n=1,328)

~--percent—-

' /Agea re

18-24 9.3 14.4 _ 10.7
25-44 37.2 42.5 27.7 .
45-64 . . 26.0 23.6 33.2
65 and older, 27.4 19.5. 28.4

Sex ) ‘ /e
Male . 48,0 . 47.0 . 43.3 '
Female 52.0 53.0 56.7

Raced. ’ : . .
White -93.3 88.0 90.0
Black, ! ’ 1.2 10.3 8.0
Other , 5.5 2.0

Marital Status
Never married 1
Married . ' 8
Separated or divorced
Widowed . X

* o
oOuwv - S

s~ 0C0
S0 - o

Educationd
. -~ Less than 12th grade . - 11.1 "15.1
High school graduate 21.
Some college 36.7 36.6
College graduate ©15.7
Graduate or profes- .
sional school 15.0 . 9.4 : 9.6

Employment status®
Employed fulltime. 37.1
Employed parttime 7.1
Unemployed ‘ 1.8
Student : 3.5
Homemaker 17.1
Retired ! 31.3
Disabled 2.1

Occupation of household liead®
Professional, technical '
and managerial 28.4 29.0 26.4
Sales, clerical, crafts- '
men - . 21.3 30.8 23.4
Operatives, transporta- "
tion, laborers, ser-
vice workers 10.4 )
Not in labor force 40.0! éf 25.5 35.1




Table 5, (Cont.) . —
-~ 'Interstate Intrastate
migrants migrants Nonmigrants
) (n=434) (n=354) (n=1,328)
--percent--

Income ) \ AN
Under $9,000 P 29.0 51.1 31.2 .
-$9,000-14,999 Y 29.2 22.5 24.9
$15,000-19,999 15.3 15.3 14.9
$20,000 and over 26.5 31.1 29.0

Number of,chiidren under 18 | ’ 7
0 ! 65-4 5.‘).3 66.2 ,
1 14.3 18.7 14.6 (\éf/,
2 12,6 15.9 ~ 11.6 AT

. .. s &-,4
3 5.1 7.2 wis TR
4 or more 2.5, 2.9 3.2 j\
Residence? . E‘
Own 69.8 66.5 8.4
' Rent - 19.1 . 24,7 10.1
Other 11.2 8.8. 11.4
Presently registered J
to voted 75.5 79.5. 86:9
Voted in 1976 presiden- . )
tial election? 72.3 . 72.5 80.2

aChi-square value statistically significant beyond .00l level of significance

bChi-square value statistically signifihant beyond .0l level of significance



P

v
L]
s

‘Table 6. Ranking of severity of specific problems by interstate migrants, intrastate mignants, “and nonmigrants
in communities of 2,500 to 50,000 population

Problem issue

Teenage drug abuse

Job opportunities for youth

Ctime

Traffic rongestion

Availability of low-cost housing

- Upkeep of roads and streets

Citizen participation in community
decision making

Corimunity growing too fast

Quality of junior high and high
school programs

Safe paths for bike riders

. ‘ ’ \

Interstate Intrastate .
migrants . migrants . Nonmigrants,
(n=434) N : - (n=354) (n=1,328) .
Percent medium ' Percent medium Percent medium .
Rank or serious Rank or serious Rank or serious
3 70.0 2 72.8 1 76.9
Vo2 71.4 1 4.3 . 2 12.5
6 57.3 8 56.7 ‘ 4 65.0
1 72.3 3 65.5 3 65.7
4 '64.5 5 60.7 5 64.0
9 51.2 7 ?.s 7 58.4
10 49.3 10 3.7 9 55.4
7 56.9 . 54.4 8 57.3
\
8 55.0 6 59.0 10 54.3
5 60.8 4 64.2 6 6l.3

-

U

Kendall's Coefficient of Concordadée:

- W=0,882

Chi-square value=23.8, d.f.=9
Statis;ically significant beyond .0l level

-

31
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Table 7. Ranking of specific problems where more tax.dollars should be spent by interstate migrants, intrastate

A}

migrants, and nqnmig;ants in communities of 2,500 to 50,000 population

' Interstate Intrastate _ ;
migrants migrants , ' Nonmigrants
) (n=434) . (n=354) ) (g:},328)
. - Percent spend Percent spend Percent spend
_ Problem issue - Rank more ° "Rank more Rank mere
“*  Nursing care in the homes of older C ‘
people 3 51.6 ' 2 58.6 1 62.1
Special education programs for re- : , '
tarded aﬁﬁ handicapped citizens _&) 48.8 4 514 4 49,7
Preserving natural scenic areas 46.6 7.5 44.5 6 47.1
Housing for poor people 10 40.3 . 10 42.0 8 44.6
Crime prevention 1 "56.,2 - . ] 60.7 2 61.0
Vocatiorlal training programs in- ) TN
high school 7 46.1 7.5 . 44,5 9 43,5
Improving existing streets and ' o ‘.
roads 8 45.5 -~ 6 45.4 s 48.0
Housing for old people 6 46.3 . 3 53.2 3 51.0
Building bike paths ‘ 9 43.9 5 47.0 10 43.3
Attracting and developing industry 2 54.6 9 43.4 7 45,3

-~

. &
Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance: W=0.750 :
Chi-square value=20.3, d.£f.=9 : y
Statistically significant beyond .05 level ’

(¢ - . - 33
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Table 8. Socioeconomic characteristics of interstate migrants, intrastate migrants,
' and nonmigrants in communities with population over 50,000

..

Interstate Intrastate
' migrants "migrants Nonmigrants
(n=287) - {n=m312)- ) (n=1,390)
¢ ‘ --percent--
Aged ' C ' .
18-24 9.9 . 18.2 - 10.2 ' o
25-44 47.3 55.7 : 31.8
45-64 24,7 19.2 . 38.1
65 and older 18.0 . 6.8 '19.9 ,
Sex \ - ’ .«
Male - 46,2 42.1 45.4
Female -, 53.8 - 57.9 54.6
Raceb . " ~
White. ' 93.4 86.9 87.6
Black 1.7 7.4 7.6
Other ) 4.8 5.8 4.9
Marital Statusb
Never married 14,0 14.] 13.0
Married 76.9 74.7 71.1
Separated or divorced 4,5 9.0 8.8 ~
Widowed 4.5 2.2 7.1
Educationd ~ ) . )
Less than 12th grade 11.0 7.9 14,4
~= - High school graduate 19.0 19.9 26.1
- Some college 34.5 41.5 33.6
College graduate 15.5 17.7 13.3
, Graduate or profes- : ¢ - -
ol sional school 20.1 o, 12.9 12.6 ’
Employment status®
Employed fulltime 45.5 62.7 50.1
Employed parttime 12.2 6.4 9.3
_ Unemployed . 3.5 - 3.2 2.5
Student 3.8 4,2 - 3.1
Homemaker ‘ 14.7 ° 15.1 16.9
Retired - : 18,9 6.8 15.6
Disabled 1.4 1.6 2.5
Occupation of houshold head? /
Professional, technical
and managerial 43.0 42.8 33.5
' Sales, -clerical, crafts-
men 2.9 28.8. 29.2 c
Operatives, transgdr-
tation, laborers, ser- 5
vice workers 8.2 12,7 10.8
Nct in labor force & 26.9 15.7 . 26.5 _ .

\
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" Table FS. (Cont.) 1 * i < g
T « Interstate ' Intrastaéé "
migrants . migrants Nonmigrants
(n=287) (n=312) - (n=1,390)
. . --percent~-
 Income : ST ‘
Under ,$9,000 21.4 18.0 - 22.0
$9,000~14,999 25.9 22.8 ° ;24,1
$15,000~-19,999 16.9 - . 20.7 15.8
$20,000 and over - 35.7 38.4 ' 38.1
- Number .of children under 18 o . _
0 : 62.0 56.3 * ' 63.2
1 16.5 19.9 16.0
2 . 13.4 16.4 13.1 .
3 6.7 5.5 ! 5.6
'4 or re 105 109\.’ 2.1
Residenced . )
Own 63.2 61.8 - 77.0
- Rent 28.8 ¢ 26.9 12.1
B Other 8.1 - 11,4 10.9 v
- Presently registered ' ] _
to voted . ) 74.8 77.1 85.9
Véted in 1976 presiden- .
tial election?® 70.9 © 71.6 79.8

' aChi-—équate value statistically significant beyond .00l level of sign;f;pance

bChi-square value statistically significant beyond .01l level of significance
' ~
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Table 9. 'Ranking of severity of specific problems by interstate migrants, intrastate migrants, and nonmigrants
in coomunities with populations over 50,000 . . - :
. Interstate’ Intrastate _
' migrants _ * migrants st Nonmigrants
R e . _ (n=287) : (n=312) ) ‘ (n=1,390)
L Percent medium Percent medium Percent med':’.umg
Problem issue Rank or serious - Rank or seriousg Rank 'or serious
Teenage drug abuse . 2, 72.9 "2 82.9 . PN 87.4 °
Job opportunities for youth ' 4 68.4 5 70.8 A N 72.6
Crime 3 72,7 3 78.5 2" 85.6
Traffic congestion . 1 80.7 1 83.6 3 85.1 .
Avallability of low-cost housing ' 7 57.4 6 68.5 6.5 = 65.7
Upkeep of roads and streets 10 50.7 9 62.1 F 9 60.0-
€itizen participation in community - ) ‘ ”
decision making 9 52.7 8 62.6 8/ 62.5-
Community growing too fast 6 60.4 7 66.4 6.5 65.7 A
Quality of junior high and high ,
school programs 5. 64,2 ' 4 \\ 73.8 5 . 69.0
Safe paths for bike riders 8 55.0 1o 59.7 : 10 59.1
. L
Kendall's CoefficmeQ£~2£'Concordance: W=0,956 - \
‘ - Chi-square value=25.8, d.f.=9
‘\j> Stati@tieally siguiflcawt beyond ,01 level

r
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Table 10. Ranking of specific problem where more tax dollars should be spent by interstate migrants, intrastate
m;grants. and nonmigrants in communities with populations over 50,000

Interstate Intrastate
¢ , migrantn migrants - ‘Nonmigrants
' ’ L (n=287) ‘F (n=312),‘ (n=1,390)
Percént spend Percent spend Percent spend

Problem issue Rank . more Rank more . dRank more
Nursing care in the homes of older ' 5 .

people . 2 54.1 % % 2 56.9 & 2 ‘ 59.3
Special education programs for re- ' ﬁ '

tarded and handicapped citizens 3 50.2 3 53.8 3 50.9
Preserving natural scenic areas p 5 » 45.7 6 47.5 5 46.8
Housing for poor people 9 38.8 g 42.4 9 43.3
Crime prevention and control 1 - 65,2 /// 1 66.6 1 68.8
Vocational training programs in . .

high school 10 38..7 5 48.5 ' 6 46,2
Improving existing streets and roads 7 43.2 7 43,0 7 45.3
Housing for older people 8 41.9 4 49.0 4 47.9
Building bike paths : 6 b4.4 10 38.4 8 44,6
Attracting and developing industry 4 46.0 9 42.9 10 42.9
Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance: W=0,779

Chi-square value=21.1, d. f.-9

N

'Statistically.significant beyond .05 level

9



