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ABSTRACT

In the present study data concerning 272 young adult men and 267

young adult women reared in Putnam County, Tennessee were analyzed.

Data were obtained from a 1975 survey of household heads residing in

Putnam County on their adult aged children reared in Putnam County.

Questions asked of parents of the young adults were designed to generate

information linking migration patterns and present residence to socio

economic characteristics such as occupation, family income, education,

level of living, age, number of children, and marital status.

The objectives were: (1) to determine the frequency of primary

migration and return migration; (2) to determine socio-economic charac

teristics of males and females by migration pattern and present resi

dence; and (3) to determine reasons for the various types of migration

patterns with special emphasis on return migration.

Primary migrants were found to have the highest total family

income average, the greatest average number of home items, and the

greatest average years of education of the three categories. With

regard to employment, return migrant males had a very large proportion

in the unemployed category. Return migrants, except for age or age

related characteristics, were very similar to nonmigrants. Both males

and females residing in Putnam County had, on the average, the fewest

years of education and number of children. Educational differences

of both migration pattern and present residence were rather small for

both men and women.

Attachment to family, for both primary and return migrants, was
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found to be a key factor in subsequent migration. Migrants who marry

natives of Putnam County have a higher chance of returning to live in

Putnam County. Also, the later the age of first migration, the greater

was the probability of returning to Putnam County for the men surveyed.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The United States is a nation composed largely of migrants and

progeny of migrants. While immigration to the U. S. is still a major

event in population change and the structure of the society, internal

migration is a more important event affecting population change and

composition of the population in most regions of the country. Prior

to the 1960-1970 decade the primary trend of internal net migration in

the United States was from the rural areas to metropolitan areas.

However, during the late 1960's a reversal of this trend appeared.

Although population experts were initially skeptical of this reversal

and its impact on population change, the skepticism began to give way

to acceptance of this as a continuing trend in American society (Brown

and Wardwell, 1980, p. 19).

Today, net migration has taken over, in most areas, as
the prime determinant of local population change. Rural
out-migration has declined while urban out-migration has
increased sharply; convergent and low levels of natural
increase have caused population growth rates to be more
responsive to variations in migration. High fertility no
longer masks the population decline associated with net
out-migration, and net in-migration is now the primary
component of growth, not a supplement of natural increase.

Often a sizeable proportion of the urban-rural migrants are

return migrants, or those who have moved from a rural to a metropolitan

area and are returning to their original area.

Those who are interested in influencing migration and those who

are concerned with providing increased services due to in-migration and

continued services for areas of out-migration need better information
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concerning why people migrate. While use of census data and vital sta

tistics provide good data on net trends, these data fail to identify

who migrates or to distinguish return migrants from primary migrants.

Although return migrants share many characteristics with people who

have not migrated and those who migrate and never return, they may also

have some unique qualities that make them different.

Tennessee's population has changed considerably over the past

few decades. In 1970 the rural population of the state was 41.2 per

cent of the state total (Bureau of Census, 1970). During the 1950-1960

and 1960-1970 periods, Tennessee experienced population increases of

8.4 percent and 10.0 percent, respectively. This was less than the

nation, as a whole, which had increases of 18.5 percent and 13.3 per

cent, respectively in these decades. The increase in Tennessee's popu

lation was due to natural increase in both decades, however, as migra

tion figures show Tennessee had a net out-migration of 7.8 percent for

the 1950-1960 decade and 1.2 percent net out-migration in the 1960-1970

decade (Leuthold, 1972).

Putnam County, located on the Cumberland Plateau in the Southern

Appalachian Mountains, was chosen for this study for several reasons.

The primary reason was because return migration was predicted to be

high. During the 1950-1960 period Putnam County had a population decline

of 2.1 percent, but during the 1960-1970 period the population increased

by 21.4 percent (Tennessee Statistical Abstract, 1980). Putnam County

had an estimated 14.0 percent net out-migration in the 1950-1960 decade

and an estimated 12.0 percent net in-migration in the 1960-1970 decade.

The condition of migration turnaround from fairly high net out-migration

to fairly high net in-migration was a primary indication that a
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substantial number of return migrants would be found among the residents

of Putnam County (Leuthold, 1970).

Putnam County was not the only Tennessee county experiencing a

reversal in migration pattern, although the magnitude was one of the

largest among Tennessee counties. In the 1950-1960 decade only nine

Tennessee counties experienced net in-migration, but during the 1960-

1970 decade, this number more than tripled to 28 counties (Leuthold,

1972). During the 1970-1975 period an estimated 83 of Tennessee's 95

counties experienced a net in-migration. The state, as a whole, had an

estimated net in-migration of 2.9 percent in the five year period

(U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1976).

Literature Review

Migration is one of the most important factors affecting popu

lation change. It has been stated that the volume of migration varies

with the diversity of people in an area (Lee, 1965:52). The population

of the United States, one of the most diverse in the world, supports

this statement in that, on an average, one of every five persons changes

residence every year (Lee:47). This subject has been of interest to

demographers for a long time. In 1850, for example, census questions

concerning place of birth were introduced (Lee, 1975:283). Migration

has been defined as "the permanent movement of persons over a significant

distance" (Peterson, 1975:41). Migrants can be classified into several

different categories. Primary migrants were defined in the Censuses of

1960 and 1970 as persons living in different states of divisions from

those in which they were born. Return migrants were described as per

sons living in the state of birth at the time of the Census, but residing
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in another state five years prior to the Census (Lee, 1974:284-285).

Nonmigrants were those who did not move across state or division boun

dary.

Certain characteristics are related to a person's likelihood of

migration. Propositions have been put forth relating migration and dif

ferent personal characteristics. Age, sex, marital status, physical

health, mental health, intelligence, occupation, and motivation were

discussed by Dorothy Swain Thomas's 1938 Research Memorandum on Migra

tion Differentials (Campbell and Johnson, 1976:130). The varying

degrees of those qualities have an effect on the possibility of migra

tion. The factors of migration can be categorized as "push" and "pull,"

or circumstances at home that repel and those abroad that attract

(Peterson, 1969:317) and grouped into either a social or economic cate

gory.

Everett S. Lee (1965) summarized the factors of migration under

four headings: (1) factors associated with the area of origin, (2)

factors associated with area of destination, (3) intervening obstacles,

and (4) personal factors. The factors associated with the areas or

origin and destination may be positive, negative, or indifferent while

the intervening obstacles located between the two geographic points are

negative in their influence on migration. The personal factors involved

are the degree to which the factors vary from person to person and from

different stages of the life cycle in an individual (Lee, 1965:51).

Social reasons for migration include such factors as desire to be near

family or friends, improved community services, retirement, and aesthe

tic reasons. Economic issues are primarily job related such as a higher

paying job or a transfer of an employee.
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The components that comprise these economic and social, "push"

and "pull" categories vary as to the type of migration. Primary migra

tion historically has been influenced by job related and economic fac

tors, while return migrants have more often cited social reasons as the

main motive for their moves (Leuthold and Kailasam, 1977:33; Campbell

and Johnson, 1976:134; Farmer, 1967; Howard, 1969). The "counterstream"

movement, consisting of both primary and return migrants, varies by

region as to the main factors of migration. In a Maine study "counter-

stream migrants" were shown to be quality of life oriented (Ploch,

1978:293), whereas the population turnaround of Tennessee's Cumberland

Plateau, from an area of overall out-migration to in-migration, has been

attributed primarily to increased manufacturing (Beale, 1978:27).

When persons migrate, they tend to form certain patterns of move

ment. E. G. Ravenstein (1885:167) was the first to put forth the propo

sition of migration "streams" and "counterstreams." In 1885 he noted

that "each main current of migration produces a compensating counter

current." His concept was that migration is composed of an original

"current" of migration in a certain direction and a corresponding

"countercurrent" flowing in an opposite direction. Size of the streams

is not the determining factor, as some counterstreams are larger than

the original stream at a later point in time.

In later years different terminology has been used to describe

the occurrence of migration movement in the direction opposite the

original. Campbell and Johnson (1976) record several of the terms used

to describe this occurrence such as "countermovement" and "remigration"

(Peterson, 1969:261), "back flow" (Bogue, 1969:765), "reverse stream"

(Eldridge, 1965:445), and "reverse migration" (Davis, 1973).
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Counterstream migration often consists of both primary migrants and

return migrants since those going opposite the original stream can be

coming into the area for the first time or natives returning home.

Reasons for migration may vary greatly for persons in the two categories.

The general migration pattern in the United States prior to 1970

and especially the South has been rural to urban. Since that time the

exodus of blacks from the increasingly mechanized agricultural South to

the industrialized North (Campbell, Johnson, Strangler, 1974:514) and

the general trend of urban population increase and rural decline has

begun to reverse itself. As shown in Table 1, during the 1970-1973 per

iod, nonmetropolitan areas gained 4.2 percent in population through net

migration compared to only 2.9 percent for metro areas (Beale, 1978:518).

The reasons for this change in migration patterns are both social and

economic and the migrants are of both the primary and return types.

In a study of return migration to the Upper Cumberland Plateau

region of Tennessee it was found that return migrants composed a large

part of the "counterstream" that characterized the reversal of migration

patterns during 1960-1970 and 1970-1980 decades (Leuthold and Kailasam,

1979:33). While return migrants listed noneconomic reasons for moving

more often than primary migrants, they were still heavily influenced by

job opportunities and other economic factors (Campbell and Johnson,

1976:134). Da Vanzo and Morrison (1978) term the factors affecting this

move as "location-specific capital" referring to "any or all of the

diverse factors that 'tie' a person to a particular place."

When a person who has migrated moves again, he or she
should favor some former place of residence as the desti
nation because the person has location-specific capital
there (1978:8).



TABLE 1. U. S. Population Change by Residence, 1970 and 1973

Residence

Population

1973 1970

Increase

1970-73 1970-73 1960-70

Thou. Thou. Pet. Thou. Thou.

Total 209,851 203,301 3.2 1,632 3,001

Metro^ 153,252 149,002 2.9 486 5,997

Nonmetro 56,599 54,299 4.2 1,146 -2,996

Nonmetro 2
Adjacent counties
Nonadjacent counties

29,165
27,434

27,846
26,452

4.7

3.7

722

424

-724

-2,273

^Metro status as of 1974.
2."Nonmetro counties adjacent to Standard Metropolitan Statistical

Areas.

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1976.
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The combination of economic, social, and environmental factors that

compose an area's location-specific capital is dynamic and varies from

location to location.

The recent increase in counterstream migration and return migra

tion is a topic where more research is needed in order to better under

stand urban-rural migration (Sikes and Price, 1974:33; Campbell and

Johnson, 1976:128). This phenomenon, described by Brown and Wardwell

(1980) as the "population turnaround," in rural America is widespread.

During the 1970's relatively few nonmetropolitan counties continued to

experience out-migration and population decline. The reasons behind the

nonmetropolitan population turnaround were classified by Brown and

Wardwell into three main categories: (1) economic decentralization;

(2) preference for rural living; and (3) modernization of rural life.

Many nonmetropolitan counties have experienced this incresae of in-

migration. Reduction in the differences between metro and nonmetro

areas is due to such factors as rural electrification, modern water and

sewage systems, telecommunications, improved roads, better schools, and

recreational facilities. Other factors that have had an effect on the

resurgence of nonmetropolitan population increases are community col

leges, declining real income differentials, development of small and

large scale industry, deconcentration of manufacturing, development of

retail and service industries, and increased labor force participation

of women in nonmetropolitan areas (Brown and Wardwell, 1980:29-30).

In Tennessee two studies, similar to the Putnam County study,

were done utilizing comparable methodology. One concerning the migration

patterns of residents of Hamblen County, Tennessee, also a high
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in-migration county, showed reasons for in-migration falling into either

work connected reasons or social reasons, mainly having relatives living

in the county. In addition, occupational changes occurred in conjunction

with migration, with an increase in factory workers and a decrease in

unemployment (Howard, 1969). Another study was an analysis of residents

in Jackson County, Tennessee in which information from parents was

gathered concerning their adult-aged children reared in Jackson County.

Migration was widespread as 74 percent of male and 78 percent of female

young adults met the conditions necessary to be classified as migrants.

Return migration was also clearly evident. Of the residents residing at

that time in Jackson County, 40 percent of the males and 42 percent of

the females had earlier migrated out and subsequently returned to the

county (Farmer, 1967:41).

Objectives

The purpose of this project was to present an analysis of migra

tion behavior of young adults reared in Putnam County, Tennessee.

Several distinct objectives were: (1) to determine the frequency of

primary migration and return migration; (2) to determine socio-economic

characteristics of males and females by migration pattern and present

residence; and (3) to determine reasons for the various types of migra

tion patterns with special emphasis on return migration.

Methodology

The research was designed to gather demographic and socio

economic data on young adults reared in Putnam County, Tennessee. Data

were collected on adult-aged (age 20 years and older) sons and daughters
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through a questionnaire administered to several hundred Putnam County

heads of households in the summer of 1975. Of the 440 interviews com

pleted on adult-aged children, data on 272 male and 267 female adult-

aged children of these residents were obtained.

A sequential random sampling technique was utilized to select

the sample of residents. Putnam County was segmented into separate rural

and urban areas by use of a 1974 Tennessee highway map. The city of

Cookeville and towns of Monterey, All good, and Baxter comprised the urban

sector which was divided into 159 land segments. Segments were numbered

and selected at random. Each individual household unit was plotted on

each segment selected, and interviews were made of every fourth house

hold unit, based on a random starting point. Surveys were conducted in

24 segments of the 159 urban segments. Similarly, in the rural area

interviews were conducted in every second dwelling unit of 20 selected

rural segments of a total of 163. The different proportions of persons

interviewed in the urban and rural segments was made to produce the

correct balance between rural residents and urban residents in Putnam

County's population.

Migration, for the purpose of this study, was defined as a move

across the Putnam County line for a period of at least six months,

excluding a change of residence for an education or military service

reason. The young adults surveyed were classified into one of three

migration groups; (1) nonmigrants, those persons reared in Putnam County

and who never migrated according to the definition; (2) return migrants,

those persons reared in Putnam County who had migrated and resided in

Putnam County at the time of the survey; and (3) primary migrants, those

persons reared in Putnam County who migrated and were not a resident in
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Putnam County at the time of the survey.

Questions asked of the parents of the young adults were designed

to generate information linking migration history and place of present

residence with various characteristics of the young adults such as occu

pation, income, education, level of living, age, number of children and

marital status. Data were obtained from parents whose familiarity with

their offspring varied. Thus, caution should be taken to remember that

this information was not obtained first hand from the individuals ana

lyzed. Some information was not available because the respondent did not

know the needed information. This was particularly true for information

on family income.

Both raw data and categories were coded and analyzed. Total

family income was divided into four income categories. An arithmetic

mean was used as a measure of central tendency as there were no extremely

large total family incomes to make this number artificially high. A

level of living index was created utilizing a list of 20 selected home

improvement items. These items were: telephone, two or more telephones,

refrigerator, deep freezer, automatic clothes washer, electric or gas

range, clothes dryer, television, color television, wall-to-wall carpeting,

piped in hot water, hot water heater, flush toilet, bath or shower, two

or more bathrooms, dishwater, stereo, air conditioning, central air

conditioning, and air conditioning in car. Categories were created to

represent a scale of level of living according to the number of home items

present. Parents had a good knowledge of home items their children had.

Primary occupation was classified into the following nine cate

gories: (1) farmer; (2) factory; (3) trade (carpenter, mechanic, elec

trician, truck driver, beautician, etc.); (4) unskilled (laborer.
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dishwasher, waitress, etc.); (5) student; (6) housewife (women not

employed outside the home); (7) semi-professional (secretary, bookkeeper,

payroll clerk, salesman, banker, etc.); (8) professional (doctor, lawyer,

teacher, etc.); (9) unemployed. Where noted in the tables some occupa

tional categories were combined again in the analysis. While actual

number of years of education were coded and analyzed, educational cate

gories were also constructed to make the distinction between completion

of grade school, high school, and college work.

Analysis of data was done through The University of Tennessee

Computing Center utilizing Statistical Analysis System 79. Statistical

differences between all nominal data categories of independent variables

were tested using Chi-square tests, while ordinal data categories were

tested for significance utilizing analysis of variance and £ tests. The

level of significance used in each case was the 0.05 level of confidence

for rejecting the "null hypothesis" of no relationship between migration

pattern and socio-economic characteristics, or independent variables.

Differences at the 0.95 level of probability were termed statistically

significant. Presentation in the tables involves percentage distribution.

Caution should be used when making conclusions concerning return migrants

because of the somewhat few numbers of return migrants. Both analysis of

percentages and statistical differences are made more difficult because

of small numbers of individuals (N-36) in the return migrant category for

men.



CHAPTER II

SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF YOUNG ADULT MALES BY MIGRANT TYPE

Socio-economic characteristics of young adults reared in Putnam

County were analyzed by bivariate cross-tabulation with migration pat

tern. Data on 272 men were analyzed in this section. These men were

classified into three categories: (1) nonmigrants; (2) return migrants;

and (3) primary migrants. Migrant categories were cross-tabulated with

the following socio-economic characteristics: total family income,

occupation, level of living, education, number of children, marital

status, age first left Putnam County, place where spouse was reared,

and whether spouse moved to Putnam County before marriage.

Total Family Income by Migrant Type

The percentages of nonmigrants, return migrants, and primary

migrants by total family income category are shown in Table 2. Data

were available on 252 of the 272 men surveyed. Nonmigrants and return

migrants had similar levels of income, on an average, while primary

migrants had a much higher level of income. Primary migrants possessed

a mean income of $11,700 compared with $8,217 for nonmigrants and $8,684

for return migrants.

Only 6.4 percent of the primary migrants were in the low income

category. Nonmigrants had 11.9 percent in the high income category com

pared with 6.5 percent of return migrants and 25.5 percent of the pri

mary migrants. Analysis of variance on income showed a significant

13
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TABLE 2. Total Family Income Category by Migrant Type of 272 Males
Reared in Putnam County, Tennessee, 1975

Annual Income
Category (dollars)

Nonmigrant
(n=126)

Return Migrant
(n=32)

Primary Migrant
(n=94)

5,999 and below 31.7 18.7 6.4

6,000 - 8,999 25.4 40.6 26.6

9,000 - 14,999 31.0 34.4 41.5

15,000 + 11.9 6.3 25.5

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Mean (dollars) 8,217 8,684 11,700

^The total of the three categories does not equal 272 due to
missing data on 20 individuals. £ value on males in the three cate
gories [F = 11.32, £ gg(2,249) = 3.04]. £ values computed on raw data.
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difference between the three migrant categories. The analysis, com

puted on noncategorized income, resulted in an £ value of 11.32, which

was statistically significant.

Occupational Category by Migrant Type

Occupations, while coded in nine categories, were grouped into

seven categories for purposes of analysis. Table 3 presents the per

centages by occupational category.

There were several differences found between the three migrant

categories. Nonmigrants were represented by the greatest percentage of

farmers of the three migrant groups with 12.6 percent compared with 2.8

percent of return migrants and only 1.0 percent of primary migrants.

Nonmigrants also had the largest portion in the student/military cate

gory. Primary migrants showed a larger percentage in the professional/

semi-professional occupational category, 31.7 percent, than nonmigrant

or return migrants, 16.3 percent and 11.1 percent, respectively. The

highest proportion of return migrants was in the unemployed category,

30.6 percent. Both nonmigrants and primary migrants were more involved

in the work force with only 11.1 percent and 3.0 percent, respectively,

in the unemployed category. The differences in occupation by migration

pattern were statistically significant. A Chi-square value of 46.66 was

obtained when a 25.19 value was needed for the 0.05 level of signifi

cance.

Level of Living by Migrant Type

The level of living index score was the total of the number of 20

selected home improvement items. The percentages of young adult males



 

16

TABLE 3. Occupational Category by Migrant Type of 272 Males Reared in
Putnam County, Tennessee

Migrant Type

Occupational
Category

Nonmigrant
(n=135)

Return Migrant
(n=36)

Primary Migrant
(n=101)

Unemployed 11.1 30.6 3.0

Unskilled 17.8 16.7 13.9

Factory 16.3 27.8 26.7

Trade 14.1 8.3 15.8

Farmer 12.6 2.8 1.0

Student/Military 11.9 2.8 7.9

Professional/Semi-
Professional 16.3 11.1 31.7

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Chi-square value computed with student/military category omitted.
2 2

Chi-square value for males in all three groups [x = 46.66, x
(10 d.f. gg) = 25.19].
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by category on level of living index score are shown in Table 4. Both

nonmigrants and return migrants had a greater percentage of respondents

in the eight or less category, 36.3 percent and 19.4 percent, respec

tively, compared to 11.9 percent for primary migrants. Nonmigrants and

return migrants also displayed similar averages for number of home items

with means of 12.3 and 12.8 home items per household, respectively, com

pared to a mean of 14.2 for primary migrants. The difference between

these three groups on number of items was significant at the 0.05 level.

Overall, the results are comparable to those obtained from the

family income section, in that the nonmigrants' and return migrants'

results were consistently lower than primary migrants' results with

regard to income and level of living.

Educational Category by Migrant Type

In Table 5 the percentages of young adult males by education

category and migration pattern are shown. Primary migrants showed a

somewhat higher level of education; they had a slightly lower percentage

in the 0-7 years of education category, 7.0 percent, compared to non-

migrants, 10.6 percent, and return migrants, 17.1 percent. Primary

migrants had slightly larger percentage in the 13 or more years of edu

cation category, 25.0 percent, compared with nonmigrants and return

migrants, 18.9 percent and 20.0 percent, respectively. Primary migrants

also had the greatest average years of education, 11.4 years, compared

with 10.6 years for nonmigrants and 10.1 years for return migrants.

However, an £ test for statistical significance on years of education

failed to show a statistically significant difference.
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TABLE 4. Level of Living Index by Migrant Type of 272 Males Reared in
Putnam County, Tennessee^

Migrant Type
Home Items

(number)
Nonmigrant
(n=135)

Return Migrant
(n=36)

Primary Migrant
(n=101)

— — Percent — -

8 or less 36.3 19.4 11.9

9 - 12 23.0 33.3 27.7

13 - 16 32.6 27.9 33.7

17 + 8.1 19.4 26.7

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Mean (number) 12.3 12.8 14.2

^The 20 selected home items were: telephone, two or more tele
phones, refrigerator, deep freezer, automatic clothes washer, electric
or gas range, clothes dryer, television, color television, wall-to-wall
carpeting, piped in water, hot water heater, flush toilet, bath or
shower, two or more bathrooms, dishwasher, stereo air conditioning,
central air conditioning, and air conditioning in car.

£ values between three groups [£ = 6.56, £ gg (2,269) = 3.04].
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TABLE 5. Educational Category Distribution by Migrant Type of lit
Males Reared in Putnam County, Tennessee

Educational
Category
(years)

Nonmigrant
(n=132)

Return

Migrant
(n=35)

Primary
Migrant
(n=100)

Total
(n=267)

U. S.^
1975

Percent - - -

0- 7 10.6 17.1 7.0 10.1 11.6

8 22.0 22.9 14.0 19.1 10.3

9- 11 15.2 5.7 15.0 13.9 15.6

12 33.3 34.3 39.0 35.6 36.2

13 + 18.9 20.0 25.0 21.3 26.3

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Mean 10.6 10.1 11.4 10.8 12.3*

^The total of the three categories does not equal 111 due to
missing data on five individuals.

'^U. S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the U. S.:
1972 (100th Edition), Washington, D. C., 1979.

The F value was computed on raw data using full years of educa
tion.

The £ value on males in the three migrant groups [£ = 3.00,
F gg (2,213) = 3.04].

♦Median school years completed.
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Age Category by Migrant Type

The percentages by age categories are shown in Table 6. Non-

migrants had the greatest proportion in the under 24 age category, 26.7

percent, as compared with return migrants, 5.6 percent, and primary

migrants, 6.9 percent. Nonmigrants also showed the smallest percentage

in the 45 years or more category, 12.6 percent, while return migrants

and primary migrants had 36.1 percent and 18.8 percent, respectively,

in this age category.

Nonmigrants had the lowest mean age, 32.3 years, while return

migrants possessed the greatest average age at 41.3 years. Primary

migrants had a mean age of 36.2 years. The difference in age by migra

tion category was statistically significant. The fact that the rela

tionship between primary and return migrants is a sequential one

undoubtedly had a large impact on the age difference. To quote Campbell

and Johnson, 1976, p. 134: "Since a migrant cannot be a return migrant

until after he has been a nonreturn (primary) migrant, returnees must

be older."

Number of Children by Migrant Type

The percentages of males by number of children categories are

shown in Table 7. Although there was not a statistically significant

difference, both return and primary migrants had a greater proportion in

the three or more children category and a smaller proportion in the zero

children category. Nonmigrants had the least number of children on the

average, 1.6 children, as compared with return migrants, 1.9 children,

and primary migrants, 2.0 children. The age difference of the men was
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TABLE 6. Age Category by Migrant Type of 272 Males
County, Tennessee, 1975

Reared in Putnam

Age Migrant Type
Category
(years)

Nonmigrant
(n=135)

Return Migrant
(n=36)

Primary Migrant
(n=101)

Under 24 26.7 5.6 6.9

25 - 29 24.4 11.1 21.8

30 - 34 13.3 25.0 22.8

35 - 39 11.9 11.1 11.9

40 - 44 11.1 11.1 17.8

45 + 12.6 36.1 18.8

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Mean 32.3 41.3 36.2

F value computed on ungrouped years of age of males
groups If = 11.88, F (2,271) = 3.04].

in the three
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TABLE 7. Number of Children by Migrant Type of 238 Married Males'
Reared in Putnam County, Tennessee, 1975

Migrant Type
Number of

Children

Nonmigrant
(n=98)

Return Migrant
(n=34)

Primary Migrant
(n=96)

— - - Percent - -

0 21.4 17.6 18.8

1 and 2 60.2 50.0 51.0

3 + 18.4 32.3 30.2

Total
100.0 100.0 100.0

Mean (number) 1.6 1.9 2.0

Mean Age 32.3 41.3 36.2

Unmarried respondents were removed from the analysis.

The number of children categories of 1, 1, 2, 3, and 4+ were used
to compute the £ value.

[F = 2.95, F gg (2,225) = 3.04].
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possibly the greatest contributing factor on number of children since

nonmigrants were younger than those in the two migrant categories.

Marital Status by Migrant Type

The percentages by marital status are shown in Table 8. A dif

ference is apparent as nonmigrants had 28.9 percent in the single cate

gory while return and primary migrants had 5.6 percent and 5.0 percent

single, respectively. Nonmigrants also displayed a smaller percentage

in the divorced category as compared to return migrants and primary

migrants. A significant difference was found through use of a Chi-

square test in marital status.

Age First Left Putnam County by Migrant Type

Return migrants and primary migrants were examined to determine

differences in the age at which they first left Putnam County. Non-

migrants were omitted, since by definition they had not migrated from

the country. The percentages by age first left Putnam County are shown

in Table 9. Return migrants had a smaller proportion in the age 19 or

less category, 30.6 percent, than primary migrants, 45.5 percent, and a

larger proportion in the 24 or older category, 41.6 percent, compared

to primary migrants, 20.7 percent. The average age that migrants first

left the country shows return migrants with a mean age of 23.7 years

and primary migrants 21.6 years. Thus, those who left Putnam County

and later returned migrated at a somewhat leter age than primary

migrants. Although the difference of two years doesn't appear to be

large, a statistically significant difference was found between the two

groups on age they first left Putnam County. Viewing the data from
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TABLE 8. Marital Status by Migrant Type of 272 Males Reared in Putnam
County, Tennessee

Marital
Status

Nonmigrant
(n=135)

Return Migrant
(n=36)

Primary Migrant
(n=101)

Single 28.9 5.6 5.0

Married 67.4 86.1 87.1

Divorced 3.7 8.3 7.9

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

2

Chi-square value between males in all three groups [x - 28.26,
(d.f. 4 gg) = 9.49].
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TABLE 9. Age First Left Putnam County by Migrant Type of 137 Males
Reared in Putnam County, Tennessee, 1975

Aae First Left

Return Migrant
(n=36)

Primary Migrant
(n=101)

_____ Percent -

19 or less 30.6 45.5

20 - 23 27.8 33.8

24 + 41.6 20.7

Total 100.0 100.0

Mean (years) 23.7 21.6

®The total of the two categories does not equal 272 due to
omission of the 135 nonniigrants.

F_ for males in the two groups [F^ = 3.99, £ (2,128) = 3.07].
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another perspective shows that 41.7 percent of those leaving at age 24

or later returned, compared with only 20.8 percent of those leaving at

a younger age.

Place Spouse Reared by Migrant Type

The percentages of migrant types of place spouse was reared are

shown in Table 10. Analysis of data in this table show the percentage

for return and nonmigrants were similar. Nonmigrants and return

migrants both showed a very strong tendency to marry someone reared in

Putnam County, 73.3 percent and 67.7 percent, respectively, compared

with only 27.8 percent for primary migrants. Conversely, nonmigrants

and return migrants both showed a small percentage of marriage to women

reared in other Tennessee counties and other states. A significant dif

ference was found between the three migrant categories. The analysis

shows that nonmigrants and return migrants were most likely to marry

women reared in Putnam County, while primary migrants were much more

likely to marry persons reared in areas outside Putnam County.
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TABLE 10. Place Spouse Reared by Migrant Type of 212 Married Males
Raised in Putnam County, Tennessee

Migrant Type

Place Spouse Reared
Nonmigrant
{n=90)

Return

Migrant
(n=31)

Primary
Migrant
(n=91)

Putnam County 73.3 67.7 27.4

Adjacent County 15.5 12.9 23.1

Other Tennessee County 5.6 9.7 17.6

Other State 5.6 9.7 31.9

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

2
Chi-square value between males in all three groups [x = 46.91,

^ (6 d.f. gg) = 12.59].



CHAPTER III

SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF YOUNG ADULT

MALES AND FEMALES BY PRESENT RESIDENCE

The socio-economic characteristics of 272 men and 267 women

reared in Putnam County, Tennessee were analyzed through cross-

tabulation with place of present residence. The place of present resi

dence was coded into three categories: (1) Putnam County; (2) other

Tennessee county; and (3) other state. Cross-tabulated with present

residence categories were the characteristics of occupation, education,

age, number of children, and the place where spouse was reared.

Analysis of young adults by present residence is valuable in

contrasting primary migrants, that is, those presently residing in

other Tennessee counties and other states with nonmigrants and return

migrants, that is, those residing within the Putnam County area.

Another important area of the analysis is the opportunity to examine

short distance primary migrants, such as those grouped in the other

Tennessee county category, and the longer distance primary migrants

included in the other state category. Although the geographic location

of Putnam County makes feasible the possibility of another Tennessee

county move being equidistant or greater distance than a move out of

the state of Tennessee, the psychological barrier imposed by a state

boundary provides a significant reason for the different categorical

groupings.

28
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Occupational Category by Residence of Males

The percentages of males by occupational category from each of

the present residence categories are presented in Table 11. Those

residing in Putnam County had the greatest proportion engaged in

farming as a primary occupation with 10.5 percent as compared with 2.0

percent of those residing in other Tennessee counties and none for

those residing in other states. Putnam County residents also had the

greatest percentage in the unemployed category, 15.2 percent, followed

by those in other Tennessee counties, 3.9 percent, and other states,

2.0 percent. The other Tennessee counties category possessed the

greatest percentage in the combined professional and semi-professional

category, 41.2 percent, while those in the other state category had

32.0 percent and those in Putnam County had 15.2 percent in this occupa

tional category.

When the Chi-square test was computed for the three groups, a

statistically significant difference was found to be present on occupa

tion makeup. Putnam County male residents, consisting of return

migrants and nonmigrants, were more likely to be farmers and unemployed

and were less likely to have been engaged in a professional or semi-

professional career than those residing in other counties in Tennessee

and other states.

Occupational Category by Residence of Females

The percentages of females in the occupational categories by

their present residence are shown in Table 12. The combined professional

and semi-professional category also contains those involved in a trade.
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TABLE 11. Occupational Category by Present Residence of 272 Males
Reared in Putnam County, Tennessee

Residence

Occupational
Category

Other

Putnam Co. Tennessee Co.
fn=17n (n=51)

Other

State

(n=50)
All Areas
(n=272)

- - - -

Farmer 10.5 2.0 7.0

Factory 18.7 21.6 32.0 21.4

Trade 12.9 15.7 16.0 14.0

Professional/
Semi-Professional 15.2 41.2 32.0 21.3

Unskilled 17.6 11.8 16.0 16.2

Student/Military 9.9 3.9 12.0 9.2

Unemployed 15.2 3.9 2.0 10.6

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Chi-square value between males
= (12 d.f. gg) = 21.03].

in all three groups [x^ = 36.43,

ib Pi. t *
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TABLE 12. Occupational Category by Percent Residence of 267 Females
Reared in Putnam County, Tennessee

Present Residence

Occupational
Category

Putnam Co.

(n=135)

Other

Tennessee Co.
(n=61)

Other

State

(n=58)
All Areas
(n=254)*

- - - -

Factory 21.5 16.4 3.5 16.2

Professional/
Semi-Professional 20.0 21.3 15.5 19.3

Unskilled 11.1 9.8 10.3 10.6

Housewife^ 47.4 52.5 70.7 53.9

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

^Professional/semi-professional category includes those in the
trade category.

'^Housewife category includes those in the farmer and student
categories.

2
Chi-square value between females in all three groups [x = 15.83,

X (8 d.f. gg) = 15.51]. Chi-square computed with trade as separate
category.

*The total of the three categories does not equal 267 due to
missing data on 13 individuals.
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The housewife category was enlarged to contain women in the farmer and

student categories. Females residing in other states had the greatest

percentage in the housewife category, 70.0 percent, as compared to

Putnam County, 47.4 percent, and other Tennessee counties. 52.5 percent.

The other state category had the least percentage involved in the fac

tory category with only 3.5 percent compared to 16.4 percent of those

in other Tennessee counties and 21.5 percent in Putnam County.

A significant difference between the three resident categories

and occupation of the young adult women surveyed was found when a Chi-

square test was utilized. Other state residents differed from the

Putnam County and other Tennessee county residents mainly through a

smaller percentage in the factory category and a greater percentage in

the housewife category. This difference represents less overall parti

cipation in the work force for females who resided outside Putnam County.

Educational Category by Residence of Males

In Table 13, the educational categories of males by residence

are presented. Putnam County residents had a greater percentage in the

lower educational categories and smaller percentage in the higher cate

gories than did those in other Tennessee counties and the other state

categories. Putnam County residents also possessed the lowest mean

years of education, 10.5 years, as compared with those in other Tennessee

counties, 11.7 years, and other state category, 11.1 years. There was

a significant difference between the three groups of men on the years

of education based on the £ value although the size of difference is

not great.
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TABLE 13. Educational Category by Present Residence of 272 Males
Reared in Putnam County, Tennessee, 1975

Educational
Category
(years)

Present Residence

Putnam Co.
(n=167)

Other
Tennessee Co.

(n=50)

Other

State

(n=50)
All Areas
(n=267)*

0 - 7

8

9 - 11

12

13 +

Total

Mean Years

12.0

22.1

13.2

33.5

19.2

100.0

10.5

• - Percent

6.0

8.0

16.0

42.0

28.0

100.0

11.7

8.0

20.0

14.0

36.0

22.0

100.0

11.1

10.1

19.1

13.9

35.6

21.3

100.0

10.8

®The total of the three categories does not equal 272 due to
missing data on five individuals.

£ value between males in the three groups [£ = 3.28, £
(2,264) = 3.04].
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Educational Category by Residence of Females

The percentages of females by present residence and educational

category are shown in Table 14. The percent of persons in each category

was very similar for the three groups. The primary exception of edu

cation was the other state category where 25.9 percent had some college

as compared with only 14.7 percent of Putnam County residents and 16.7

percent of other Tennessee counties' residents. There was not, however,

a statistically significant difference between the three groups.

Age Category by Residence of Males

The number of children, marital status, education and to a lesser

degree all of the characteristics of the residents are affected by the

respondent's age. Table 15 shows the percentage in the different age

categories by present residence of males. Some 22.2 percent of those

in Putnam County were in the under 24 years of age category compared

with only 7.9 percent of those residing in other Tennessee counties and

6.0 percent in the other state category.

With respect to mean age, Putnam County male residents were only

slightly younger, 34.1 years, than other Tennessee counties, 34.4

years, and other states, 33.0 years. There was not a statistically sig

nificant difference between the three groups of male residents on age.

Age Category by Residence of Females

Table 16 shows the age categories of females reared in Putnam

County. The results are comparable to age difference shown in Table 17

for males. Although there was no statistically significant difference
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TABLE 14. Educational Category Distribution by Present Residence of
267 Females Reared in Putnam County, Tennessee, 1975

Present Residence

Educational
Category
(years)

Putnam Co.

(n=136)

Other

Tennessee Co.

(n=60)

Other

State

(n=58)
All Areas
(n=254)a

- — - - Percent •

1

O

7.4 3.3 3.4 5.5

8 17.6 20.0 24.1 19.7

9 - 11 19.1 15.0 13.8 16.9

12 41.2 45.0 32.8 40.2

13 + 14.7 16.7 25.9 17.7

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Mean Years 11.0 11.4 11.3 11.1

^The total of the three categories does not equal 267 due to
missing data on five individuals.

£ value between females in the three groups [£ = 0.76, £ qc
(2,251) = 3.04].
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TABLE 15. Age Category by Present Residence of 272 Males Reared in
Putnam County, Tennessee, 1975

Age
Category
(years)

Present Residence

Putnam County
(n=171)

Other Tennessee County
(n=51)

Other State

(n=50)

Under 24 22.2 7.9 6.0

25 - 29 21.6 29.4 14.0

30 - 34 15.8 23.5 22.0

35 - 39 11.7 9.8 14.0

40 - 44 11.1 13.7 22.0

45 + 17.6 15.7 22.0

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Mean (Years) 34.1 34.4 38.0

3.04].
£ value for males in the three groups [£ = 2.54, £ (2,269) -
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TABLE 16. Age Category by Present Residence of 267® Females Reared in
Putnam County, Tennessee, 1975

Age
Category
(years)

Present Residence

Putnam County
(n=171)

Other Tennessee County
(n=61)

Other State
(n=59)

Under 24 25.5 18.0 10.2

25 - 29 21.3 26.2 18.6

30 - 34 14.2 19.7 13.6

35 - 39 8.5 9.8 18.6

40 - 44 10.6 6.6 17.0

45 + 19.9 19.7 22.0

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Mean (Years) 34.5 33.9 36.9

®The total of the three categories does not equal 267 due to
missing data on six individuals.

Rvalue for females in all the three groups [£ = 2.15, £ gg
(2,258) = 3.04].
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between the three resident categories, the under 24 years category was

proportionately represented greater by Putnam County residents, 25.5

percent, than was other Tennessee counties or other states' residents,

18.0 percent and 10.2 percent, respectively. The mean age for residents

ranged from 33.9 years for other Tennessee counties residents, 34.5

years for Putnam County residents, and 36.9 years for other states'

residents.

Number of Children by Residence of Males

As is shown in Table 17, there is not a great deal of difference

for the men in number of children by residence category. The mean num

ber of children was 1.6 for Putnam County residents, 2.0 for other

Tennessee counties' residents, and 2.1 for other states' residents.

There was not a significant difference between the categories on number

of children.

Number of Children by Residence of Females

The percentage of females by age category and place of present

residence are shown in Table 18. Although the Putnam County category

had a smaller percentage of persons in the three or more children cate

gory, 20.8 percent, compared to those in other Tennessee counties, 26.7

percent, and other states, 31.6 percent, there was not a significant

difference between the groups. Further, the mean number of children

for each category was nearly identical to the corresponding averages

for men shown in Table 17. Female Putnam County residents had a mean

of 1.6 children compared with 1.9 children for those in other Tennessee

counties and 2.1 children for those in other states.
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TABLE 17. Number of Children by Present Residence of 272 Males Reared
in Putnam County, Tennessee, 1975

Present Residence

Number
of

Children

Putnam Co.
(n=132)

Other

Tennessee Co.
(n=48)

Other State
(n=48)

All Areas
(n=228)a

------- — — — — — —

0 20.4 18.8 18.7 19.7

1 and 2 57.6 50.0 52.1 54.8

3 + 22.0 31.2 29.2 25.5

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Mean 1.6 2.0 2.1 1.8

^Total n of all areas does not equal 272 due to removal of
unmarried respondents and missing data.

"^Totals do not equal 100.0 due to rounding errors.

£ value between males in the three groups [£ = 2.47, F
(2,225) = 3.04].
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TABLE 18. Number of Children by Present Residence of 267
Reared in Putnam County, Tennessee, 1975

Females

Present Residence

Number

of
Children

Putnam Co.
{n=130)

Other

Tennessee Co. Other State
(n=60) (n=57)

All Areas

(n=247)a
------

0 20.0 20.0 12.3 18.2

1 and 2 59.2 53.3 56.1 57.1

3 + 20.8 26.7 31.6 24.7

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Mean 1.6 'l.9 2.1 1.8

®The total of the three categories does not equal 267 due to
missing data on five individuals and the omission of the 15 unmarried
individuals.

£ value for females in the three groups [£ = 2.30, £
(2,244) = 3.04].
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Place Spouse Reared by Residence of Males

Young adult males tended to be married to a spouse from the same

geographical area as that in which they resided. Data in Table 19 show

that 77.7 percent of married male Putnam County residents married

spouses also reared in Putnam County. Some 47.7 percent of other

Tennessee county married men residents married spouses from other

Tennessee counties and 67.6 percent of other state residents married

a spouse who was also reared in another state. There was a significant

difference, as determined by the Chi-square value on place where spouse

was reared for the three categories.

Place Spouse Reared by Residence of Females

Results of the females on place of spouse residence, as shown in

Table 20, were similar to that for males. They tended to marry someone

from their area. For example, 68.0 percent of Putnam County residents,

56.1 percent of other Tennessee county residents, and 76.7 percent of

residents in other states married spouses reared in the same area as

their present residence. Females showed a slightly greater tendency to

follow this pattern than did males. There was a statistically signifi

cant difference on place where spouse was reared for the three cate

gories.
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TABLE 19. Place Spouse Reared by Present Residence of 272 Males Reared
in Putnam County, Tennessee, 1975

Putnam Co.

Present Residence
Other

Tennessee Co. Other State

Putnam County 77.7 41.3 21.6

Other Tennessee County 9.8 47.6 10.8

Other State 12.5 11.1 67.6

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Chi-square value between males in the three groups [x =92.46,
(4 d.f. 95) = 9.49].

The total of the three categories does not equal 272 due to
omission of the nonmarried individuals and missing data on 14 indivi
duals.
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TABLE 20. Place Spouse Reared by Present Residence of 267 Females
Reared in Putnam County, Tennessee, 1975

Place Spouse Reared

Present Residence

Putnam Co.
(n=125)

Other

Tennessee Co.
(n=66)

Other State

(n=30)

Putnam County

Other Tennessee County

Other State

Total

68.0

14.4

17.6

100.0

Percent

31.8

56.1

12.1

100.0

20.0

3.3

76.7

100.0

Total n does not equal 267 due to omission of unmarried respon
dents and missing data.

2
9 Chi-square value between females in all three groups [x = 94.59,
(4 d.f. = 9.49].



CHAPTER IV

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Data on 272 young adult men and 257 young adult women reared in

Putnam County, Tennessee, were analyzed on migration pattern. Data

were obtained through a 1975 survey from personal interviews with a

random sample of residents of Putnam County regarding children who were

age 20 and over. These data were utilized to analyze the relationship

between migration behavior and socio-economic characteristics. Distinct

objectives were: (1) determine the frequency of primary migration and

return migration; (2) determine socio-economic characteristics by

migration pattern and present residence; and (3) to determine reassons

for the various types of migration with a special emphasis on return

migration.

In analyses of 272 males by migrant type, primary migrants, that

is those who left Putnam County and did not return, tended to have the

higher total family income than return migrants and nonmigrants. Non-

migrants were most likely of the three migrant groups to be farmers and

return migrants had a relatively large proportion in the unemployed

category, 3.0 percent.

Primary migrants had a greater average number of selected home

items and average years of education than nonmigrants and return

migrants.

Several characteristics of migrants were undoubtedly related.

Nonmigrants had the youngest average age, the smallest average number.

44
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and greater proportion of single respondents while both migrant cate

gories were older, had more children and more were married.

Primary migrants, on an average, first left Putnam County at a

somewhat earlier age than did return migrants. Young adult men first

leaving at age 24 or later had twice the probability of returning, 40

percent, compared with those leaving at an earlier age.

Both nonmigrants and return migrants showed a much stronger ten

dency to marry a spouse from Putnam County than did primary migrants.

Primary migrants were much more likely to marry a spouse who was reared

outside of Putnam County than were the other migrant types.

Of the present residence categories males in Putnam County were

more likely to be employed as farmers as compared with those from other

Tennessee counties and other state categories. Putnam County residents

also had the highest unemployment percentage and the lowest percentage

in the combined professional and semi-professional occupational cate

gory.

Females presently residing in Putnam County had the greatest

proportion of those actively involved in the work force, with smallest

percentage in the housewife category followed in order by the other

Tennessee counties and other state categories.

Both males and females presently residing in Putnam County had,

on an average, the fewest years of education and number of children,

and were youngest for the present residence groups.

Male Putnam County residents had the highest proportion of men

marrying a spouse reared in the same place of present residence.

Females from the other state category showed the highest proportion of
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the female group to marry a spouse reared in their current place of

residence.

Conclusions

Return migrants, except for age or age related characteristics,

were very similar to nonmigrants. Primary migrants were quite distinct

from return migrants and nonmigrants. Hence, migrants cannot be viewed

as a homogeneous category. Return migrant male category may have con

tained some "social losers" as determined by high unemployment. Those

who marry natives of Putnam County have a higher chance of returning to

live in Putnam County if they migrate. Thus, attachment to family, for

both primary migrants and return migrants, may be a key factor in migra

tion behavior. Natives who marry nonnatives less frequently return to

Putnam County and thus may mean residing closer to "home" of spouse.
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