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RURAL-URBAN DIFFERENCES: MYTH OR REALITY?

TED L. NAPIER

INTRODUCTION

‘The major purposc of this bulletin is to discus
the relationship of place of residence to selected atti-
tudinal and socio-cconomic chatacteristics. A theo-
retical model of social scale is presented and subjected
to empirical test, using attitudinal data collected from
rural and urban residents in several Ohio communi-
tics. Socio-cconomic data relative to fertility, in-
rome, education, and age were derived from the 1970
census to evaluate convergence of differences on an
aggregate basis,

Major emphasis is given to structural-functional
theory, especially the concept of interdependency, to
explain why convergence of differences should occur
on a macro-level basis.' Reliance was placed on dif-
ferential rates of change as the mechanism of explain-
ing why rural-urban differences should remain iden-
tifiable among specific community groups.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Evolution of the Rural-Urbon Debate

A controversy has existed for many years regard-
ing the existence of rural-urban differences in atti-
tudes and behavioral patterns. Many sociologists
have argued that rural-urban differences exist and
arc important in the explanation of human hchavior,
while others have articulated the position that no sig-
nificant differences remain. The controversy prob-
ably had its impetus in the carly use of the rural-
urban ideal types for typological purposes. Tonnies
(37) in the late 1800’s developed ideal-type constructs
which conceptualized what he considered to be char-
acteristics of the Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft® sys-
tems. These ideal-type constructs became the polar
extremes of the rural-urban continuum.,

Once the community ideal types were forinu-
Jlated, rescarchers began to usc them for classification
purposcs, such as Loomis’ (19) classic work on the
nature of rural social systems. When the ideal-type
constructs became widely used for typological pur-
poses, the debate started concerning the validity of
the rural-urban continuum and has proceceded to the
present.  Concomitant with validity of the continu-
um question arosc the debate concerning the existence
of rural-urban differences.

IMacra-level refers 1o the tatal oggregated rural and urban papu-
lations, while micro-level refers to specific communities within the
aggregated papulations.

Implicit withia the Gesellschaft-like systems cre meny of the
characteristics of high.scale systems. Mavement taward Gesellschaft-
like systems suggests increasing scale of the soclety, since complex
farms of socic! argonization cppear te be highly carrelated with the
choracteristics associated with the concept ''Gesellschaft.”

One of the mowt significant  criticisms of the
rural-utban continuum was presented by Rickard
Dewey in 1960.  He argued that characteristics com-
monly attributed to the polar extremes of the rural-
urban continuum were not solely the possewsion of
cither. Characteristics of the Gemcinschaft-like
systems are often present in the Gesellschaft-like
systems and vice versa,  Dewey concluded by saying
that rural-urban differences may exist and have sig-
nificant sociological implications, hut the rural-urban
continnum probably poses some problems for re.
scarch. ‘

The Problem of Defining Rural

Onc of the problems of evaluating the existence
of rural-urban differences is an agreed-upon defini-
tion of rural. Wirth (41) olwerved that rurality is
characterized by low density population, homogeneous
social groupings, integrated roles, traditional orienta-
tion, and informal social organization.  Implicit with-
in Wirth's argument is the contention that urban con-
notes the oppasite of each of these characteristics.

Critics of Wirth’s conceptual scheme are numer-
ous. Stewart (35) noted that density of population
may or may not reflect rurality or urbanity. Individ-
uals living in communities of 2,500 or less, the com-
monly used population definition of rural, may possess
characteristics which are guite urban-like, while people
living in large urban communities may exhibit behav-
ior which is often associated with rural residence.
Stewart attributed part of the explanation for the in-
termingling of rural-urban behavioral patterns to rapid
transportation systems. Transportation and techno-
logical advances have negated the necessity for residen-
tial proximity to occupation, which leads to dispersed
urban populations. The result of population disper-
sion is that rural residence no longer is closcly asso-
ciated with agricultural occupations. Such a situa-
tion could casily create a rural community by popula-
tion definition, but in reality the rural community
may be nothing more than the extension of the urban
community into the rural fringe arcas.

Stewart’s cxplanation for the crosion of rural-
urban differences supports the scalar model, since he
uses increasing complexity of technology and trans-
portation as cxplanatory factors. He suggests that
as technology improved, rapid transportation systems
cxpanded and tended to have a leveling cffect upon
the differences among spatial groups. As the scale
of rural increased, the differences began to decline.

Others have attempted to elaboratc upon the
meaning of rurality. Willits and Bealer (39) showed



that ruzality is difficult 1o define by wsing such vani.
ables ay occupation, place of residence, population den-
sity, traditionalism, distance to metropolis, propottion
of farmers, and area traditionalism.  ‘They voncluded
that an arca of 2,500 or lews rould be quite uthan
oricnted and a community of ore than 2,500 could
be very tural otiented, depending upon the varables
used for evaluation.

Duncan (6) provided further insight into the
problem of the definition of rural when he observed
that clear distinctions cannot be made between rural
and urban comniunities from continuum studics. He
noted that many variations in human behavior can
be observed in supposedly comparable communitics,
using such variables as size and social complexity as
indicators.

The dilenmnnit of rural-urban differences was fur-
ther complicated when Schnore (30) entered the de-
bate. Schinore said that while rural-urban differ-
ences are decreasing over time, the remaining differ-
ences arce crucial in explaining human behavior.  He
contended that the often criticized variable of occupa-
tion is useful in determining rurality or urbanity, but
other factors should be considered before conclusive
delineation is made of commnuunitics into specific typo-
logical categorics. Schnore further stated that there
are social differences between rural and urban arcas
in teris of fertility rates, occupational status, and edu-
cational achicvement which result in behavioral dif-
ferences.

Gladden and Christiansen (12), on the other
hand, reported that rural mining groups did not differ
significantly from urban groups on values.  This study
revealed that rural people in eastern Kentucky mining
communities were similar to urban groups in terms of
basic value structure.

Other Ruial-Urban Studies
Straus (36) analyzed rural-urban differences in
regard to kinship interaction and his findings revealed
that low-income farra women have a higher incidence
of kinship interaction than urban middle-class women.
The study also revealed an inverse relationship be-
tween kinship interaction and achievement values, edu-
cational expectations, and homemaking creativeness
for low-income farm women. While onc may con-
clude that these differences are the product of rural-
urban residence, it is possible that the differences may
be the result of socio-cconomic status differences.
Reiss’ (28) research adds support to the position
. that social class variables may be more significant than
place of residence in the explanation of behavioral dif-
ferences. He discovered that no significant rural-ur-
ban differences exist in terms of time spent in intimate
association with family, friends, and interpersonal re-
lationships outside the home when socio-economic sta-

tus s controlled.  Reiss did note significant differences,
however, between rural and uthan people in terms of
the number of impersonal contacts during the average
worhday.  Uthan males tend to have more impesonal
cottacts duting the wotkday than tural farm dwellers,
while rural farm people devote more time to wotk
activitics than the rural nonfarm or uthan group.

Key (17) offered fusther evidence of the appar-
ent lack of ruraleurban differences in family interac-
tion when he reported that no steaight line relationship
exists between urbanity and familism.  Both rural and
uthan people powsess a familistic orientation in terms
of frequent visitation,

Hathaway, Monachesi, and Young (15) discover-
ed that rural-utban differences were apparent in termis
of personality characteristics.  Rural-reared children
exhibited a tendency to be more shy, more suspicious,
more fearful, and more self-depreciating than urban
children. The urban child demonstrated a higher de-
gree of rebellion to authority and was less self-critical
than the rural group.

Middleton and Grigg (22) also olserved rural-
urban diffcrences in terms of personality characteristics.
Urban males tended to have higher aspirations than
rural males, even though both groups aspired to
white-collar occupations. Less obvious was the find-
ing that black rural dwellers did not significantly dif-
fer in aspiration levels from their urban counterparts.

Munson (23) added additional support to the
position that differences exist between rural and ur-
ban people in terms of personality characteristics of
rural, town, suburban, and urban children. Their
rescarch indicated that suburban children were super-
ior to the other groups in ternis of personal and social
adjustment. Urban children were better adjusted
personally and socially than rural and village children.

Other aspects of family relationships have been
analyzed in terms of the rural-urban variable. Bul-
tena (4) noted that family interaction patterns of the
aged were not significantly different between rural
and urban. It was revealed, however, that urban
children visited their aged parents more frequently
than rural children. The rescarcher suggests that
this difference was not necessarily due to a lack of in-
terest in visiting aged parents, but was probably' due
to the spatial distance in the rural areas. Bultcna con-
cluded that the commonly held position that extend-
ed family disintegration is a product of structural
changes resulting from urban growth may be false,
since rural groups have experienced the same phe-
nomenon. What Bultena did not say was that rural
arcas may be more urban-like (higher scale) in terms
of social organization than in the past. This could
partially explain the erosion of the extended family
unit in rural communities.
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Evidence of greater family stability in rural arcas
can be noted from diverce rates of tural and uthan
populations,  Lillywhite {18} found that rural dwell.
ets less frequently seek divoree than utbanites.

Life styles of the aged, however, have been shown
to be somewhat different between rural and uthan
groups (Goldstein, 13). Rescarch has shown that
the rural farm aged expericnced less reduction in their
incomes upon retitement than their urban counter-
part.  These findings strongly suggest that the rural
aged have a better opportunity to maintain a life style
to which they have become accustomed.

Beers (2) contributed another dimension to the
controversy of rural-uthan differences when he ana-
lyzed the attitudes of rural and urban people toward
labor unions, farm price supports, appropriations for
slum clearance, government control of prices, guaran-
teed incomes, government regulation of business, in-
ternational relations, and cducation. The findings
revealed that rural farm populations tended to fit the
classical mold of conservative, rural-agrarian value
structure, while the urban group was much more
liberal on most issucs. The farm group was much
more conservative on personal and socictal issues, but
less so in terms of international questions,

The conclusion to be drawn from this discussion
is that consensus among social scientists has not been
achieved on the issue of rural-urban differences.  Be-
havioral patterns which were at onc time thought to
be clearly identifiable with place of residence (rural
or urban) arc not so casily applied today. In essence,
both rural and urban populations have become high
scale. For example, the cconomic organization of
rural farm operations is quite similar to urban in-
dustrial forms, while urban studies indicate that city
dwellers maintain close primary type interaction with
family and friends. Each of these examples is con-
trary to the expectations one would have if it was
assessed that urban groups were high scale and rural
arcas low scale.

In this context, the hypothesis to be tested was
that rural-urban diffcfences are still identifiable, but
the differences arc only a matter of degree rather than
basic differences. It is further hypothesized that dif-
ferences are being eroded on an aggregate (macro-
level) basis, but significant differences remain be-
tween specific (micro-level) spatial groups.

Causal Factors Associated with
the Disintegration of Rural-Urban Differences

Various theoretical positions have becn offered
to explain the apparent crosion of rural-urban differ-
ences within large, complex social systems. A par-
ticularly promising theoretical position is the scalar
model initially developed by Wilson (40) and elabo-

tated upon by Greer (14) and Simpkine {32}, The
ventral construct of this model i scale, which refers to
a social systemt characterized by a high level of tech-
nological expettise and extensive we of sophisticated
mechanical equipment for production. .\ high scale
social system is alwo characterized by mass communica-
tion and transpoitation systems which enhance the po-
tential for interdepende 1cy of component subgroups
of the society.  Other factors asociated with high scale
are extemsive wse of non-animal energy sources, clabo-
rate systems of social organization, mutual dependency
of socictal members. and claborate systems of social
coutrol,

Ristorical Development of Rural-Urban Differences

While the contemporary American socicty is un-
doubtedly high scale, the social situation in the past
-annot be so casily defined assuch.  When the socicty
was primarily an agriculturally based social system
with little mass communication and few transporta-
tion systems, it is evident that by contemporary cri-
teria the socicty would have been defined as low scale.
Agrienltural production was dominated by animal
energy usc and technology was comparatively simple.
With the advent of rapid industrial expansion and the
evolution of large urban communitics, the socio-cco-
nomic situation began to change. Industrial forms
of cconomic organization were claborated in the ur-
ban communitics with the concomitant development
of complex forms of social organization. Rural areas
of the socicty, however, remained characterized by
small family-farm opcrations in an cconomic cnviron-
ment approaching pure competition which required
less complex forms of social organization and less
claborate systems of interaction. These differing
forms of social and economic organization which were
developed during the carly period of American social
history contributed to the formation of rural-urban
differences.  The two segments (rural and urban)
differed in degrees of scale.

While the American social system was elabo-
rating itsclf in size and social complexity, other forces
were in operation; specifically, technological innova-
tion tended to hasten the crosion of previously dis-
tinguishable social differences. Technological ad-
vances necessitated the claboration of complex social
and cconomic subsystems to accommodate the imple-
mentation of the innovations which facilitated inter-
dependency of the components of the socicty. With
the advent of systemic interdependency came the ero-
sion of rural-urban differences.

The Leveling Effect of Interdependency

Grecr (14) noted that as a social system becomes
more complex (increascs in scale), the components of
the social system become more interdependent. The



interdependency is facilitated by rapid communica-
tion flow and inereased social conteol by latge organi.
zations, which add impetus to further increases in
scales cach process supports and claborates the other.
As a social system continues to matutate, in terms of
cver-increasing scale, forces in opetation tend to de-
strov radical differences among its component parts,
Communication channcls, rapid transportation facili-
ties, and increasing technology tend to destroy physi-
cal and sociai isalation which are major factors block-
ing the diffusion and adoption of new ideas and tech-
niques,  Channcls for eultural exchange open for all
companents of the system which tend to provide the
mcchanisms for the erosion of differences.

The increasing interdependency of the compon-
cnts of a social system has particular significance for
smaller subunits of the system.  Greer (14) noted
that s interdependency of systemic components in-
creises, the lower scale sulwystems tend to lose local
autonomy.  Local communitics {components of the
total system) are exposed to conflicting nonus from
other sectors of the systemn which could contribute to
the fragmentation of the Jocal order.  Such a situa-
tion could result in the assimilation and acculturation
of the smaller-scale subsystem into the larger units to
the extent that local community groups cventually
cannot be casily distinguished from other segments of
the socicty.

Mutual dependency among the various compon-
ents of a social system is partially a function of the
exchange of goods and scrvices, which implies that
social and economic viability of one component is par-
tially dependent v:pon the others. Interdependency
necessitates coordinated activity for the benefit of all
systemic numbers. To achieve the coordination of
activitics, the various communities must consider the
implications of individual action upon the othcr com-
ponent parts. This suggests that local activity may
become subordinate to the viability of the total sys-
tem. In essence, small rural community groups may
be required to delegate many decision-making respon-
sibilitics to the other scgmients of the system. Thus
a portion of local autonomy is lost.

To achieve the intcgration of the system, a cen-
tral control unit is often necessary to coordinate sys-
temic functions. The coordination function is most
often delegated to citics due to high population con-
centrations, political power, and industrial and scien-
tific expertise located within the urban communities.
Galle (11) and Pappenfort (26) investigated the
functions of urban communities in relation to other
community groups and showed that cities dominate
large geographical areas and become interdependent
with other communities.

The sanie principle applies to local behavioral
patterns, since cultutal changes may e necesary to
accommodate new practices and ideas which will
bring about increased systemic viahility (using the
critetia of high scale ax the mcan« of determining via.
bility}. Adeption of commen practices, ideas, and
normative structure chhanees the integration of the
vatious componcnt subnystems,

Sintce the uthan groups assume the dominant in-
tegrating roles, the subsystem’s members are often re-
quired to modify their behavioral patterns or prac-
tices and hecome quite similar to the dominant sectors
of the system.  In essence, the behavior exhibited
within rural communities becomes much like that in
the larger citics, which means that rural communities
are becoming or ate already high seale.

The Increasing Scale of Rural Areas
Evidence of the rural movement toward large
scale’ may be noted in the work of such writers as
Nclson (2!), Spaulding (33), and Fuguitt (10). The
hasic contention of these and other writers is that the
rural segment of the United States is beconting much
like its urban counterpart.  Nelson (24) noted that
the cconomic organization of rural and urban areas
is becoming less differentiated over time due to the
mechanization of farm operations and the integration
of rural people into the economic. environment of the
large scale social system. Modern farmers utilize
business practices similar to industrial and other non-
agricultural busincss groups. They have adopted so-
phisticated mechanized farm nnchincry to the cxtent
that contemporary farming operations exhibit many
of the characteristics of nonfarm business enterprises.
What has happened in terms of technology is also truce
for behavior.,

Both Nelson (24) and Fuguitt (10) noted that
technology and urban behavioral patterns have been
diffused to rural areas to the extent that rural life in
many respects cannot be distinguished from urban
living. Emphasis is most often placed upon the con-
tributions of urbanites to the rural sector, but rural
migrants also have diffused rural behavioral patterns
to urban groups. This suggests that cultural ex-
change should result in a leveling effect among rural
and urban groups

If this form of logic is followed to its conclusion,
it is highly probable that he would conclude that ru-
ral-urban differences will at some point in time be
completely climinated. Such logic, however, con-
tains a major flaw that change will occur in antici-
pated ways and cventually at the same rate. To
achicve similarity among component parts, the lower
scale subsystems must be increasing in terms of scale

*large scale is used Interchangeably with high scale.
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at a more rapid rate than the highcr scale subsystems,
For the sulsystems to temain similat, once vothpara-
bility is catablishied, the subsyatems must chatge at the
same tate. This iv highly improbable since the in.
ettia of change should continue at differential rates
for the various subsystems,  Some components of a
particular subsyatem may change miore rapidly than
others.  The once Tower seale subsystemn may main.
tain the incrtia of change at such a rate that the pre-
viously amaller seale sulsystem [eommunity) may be-
come higher scale than pther subsystems.  The basic
argunient is that differential change could easily neg-
ate the assertion that rural-uthan differences will be
eventually elininated.

One could question the legitimacy of a model
which proports to explain the erosion of rural-urban
differences while arguing that differences should re-
main identifiable, but the apparent discrepancics in
such a model can be explained.  The sealar miodel
cmploying the concept interdependency has utility in
demonstrating why convergence of rural-urban differ-
ences should oceur on an aggregate basis.  However,
the differential change component of the theory
should be uscful in explaining the dissimilarities be-
tween specific systemic components.  The basic con-
tention of this theory is that interdependency of con-
munitics has undoubtedly climinated many differ-
ences hetween the rural and the urban groups on an
aggregate basis, but that significant differences still
remain identifiable with spatial groups and are im-
portant in the explanation of human behavior. It is
argued that there is considerable variance hetween
various rural communitics and extensive variance
among urhan communitics.

A TEST OF RURAL-URBAN
ATTITUDINAL DIFFERENCES

A research study was designed to evaluate
whether or not rural-urban groups differed in terms
of sclected attitudes and socio-cconomic status.  Data
were also collected from sccondary sources to deter-
minc whether or not convergence of rural and urban
differences was occurring on a macro-level basis.

The independent variable used in the research
was place of residence (rural and urban). Rural
was defined as communities of 2,500 or less. The
dependent variables were community identification,
community satisfaction, physical mobility, education
commitment, familism, socio-ecconomic status, value
oricntation, and alicnation from the local community.
The dependent variables were sclected primarily in
termns of the literature review of studics completed in
the research area of rural-urban similaritics and dif-
ferences.

Operationalization of the Voriables

Community identification was defined in terms
of group eohesion among comnunity members, Coms
munity idestification was said to be operative if the
individual perecived other members of his enmmunity
group to be a teflection of himself to some extent. The
basie enmponents of community identification were
gronp cohesion {a fecling of belongingy, sharing of
successes and failures, and sentiment of liking. It
should be noted that the identity group may or may
not be the total community population. A person
could be identified with one subgroup of the commun.
ity and not the others.

Community satisfaction was conceptualized in
terns of basie gratification with existing services and
shapping facilities within the local community.

Physical mohility was characterized in terms of
the willingness of the individual to voluntarily relo-
eate away from the area.  An individual willing to
relocate intra-community was not considered physic-
ally mobile. The variable is an attitndinal measure
and not necessarily reflective of actual physical move-
ment. A person may wish to remain in a specific
community but he required by circunmstances to re-
locate. The variables, however, should provide some
insight into the cffectiveness of the community in
mecting the individual's perecived needs.  Unless
exogencous variables were operating, it was rcasoned
that one’s faverable attitude toward maintenance of
residence within the community would be a signifi-
cant factor in determining whether or not a commun-
ity member would remain in the commnunity or would
relocate clsewhere.

Commitment to cducation was defined in terms
of commitment to formal edneation and occupational
aspiration.

Familism was denoted as the commitment to nu-
clear and extended family units, even if such commiit-
ment necessitated sacrifice of nonfamily interaction.
The basic components of this variable were intensity
and frequency of family interaction as opposed to
nonfamily rclationships. An individual who was
highly committed to family interaction was considered
to possess a familistic orientation.

Socio-cconomic status was defined as the relative
ranking of the individual within the existing stratifica-
tion system of the society. Components of this vari-
able were occupational status, cducational achicve-
ment, and income level.

Value orientation was conceptualized in terms of
the commitment to rapid change within the commun-
ity. The two concepts used to formulate the con-
struct were traditionalism and modernism. A tradi-
tionalist was defined as one who is less willing to ac-
cept rapid community change since he prefers social



dability to change.  The modeinist is one who desites
hange within the community even if the definitions
of the pazt inunt be subjected to modification,

Alichation was defined as a fecling of powetless.
fiees 1o control one’s future and scll.estrangement from
a social situation pereeived by the individual as un-
able to suffice one’s needs. A person was considered
to be alicnated if he believed the community to he un-
able to gratify lis needs, belicved that he had littde in-
Mnence in the decision-making process of the com-
munity, and was self-estranged from the community
as a group.

Hypotheves Formation for a Micro-Level
Test of the Scolor Theorelical Model

Using the above variables which were selecied
on the basis of the literature review, hypotheses were
constructed in the context of the differential change
component of the theory. I the differential change
poition of the theory is correct, there should be sig-
nificant diffecences among  specific  communities
{micro-level). The hypotheses for testing are pre-
sented below in null hypothesis form:

1. There is no significant difference between

rural and urban populations in terms of
socio-cconomic status,

There is no significant differcnce hetween
rural and urban populations in terms of
commitmient to formal education.
There is no significant differcnce between
rural and urban groups in terms of value
oricntation,

4, There is no significant difference between
rural and urban groups in terms of commun-
ity identification.

5. ‘There is no significant difference between
rural and urban groups in terms of commun-
ity satisfaction with services.

6. ‘There is no significant difference between
rural and urhan popnlations in terms of
physical mobility.

7. There is no significant difference between
rural and urban population in terms of
familism.

8. There is no significant difference between
rural and urban populations in terms of
community alicnation.
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METHODOLOGY

To test the differential change portion of the
theory which posited that rural-urban differences on
a micro-level basis would be identifiable, a sample of
313 people was drawn from urban and rural arcas on
a systematic random sample basis (4).  Onc-hundred

seventy people were selected from three tural com.
munitics, while 143 individuals were chosen from an
uthan community in central Ohio.  The data were
collected duting 1969 and 1970. ‘The primary data
collected from these individuals provided the basis for
evaluating attitudinal differences between sural and
urhan groups,

The rural communitics wete pusposcly selected
on the basis of low population and non-indistrial ceo-
nomic base, while the uthan center was selected on the
basis of Industial cconomic base and relative high
population. ‘The tural communitics had no popula-
tion concentration within a recognized  political
boundary of more than 2,500, while the uthan com-
munity in 1970 had a population base of approxi-
matcly 670,000 within the sampled arca (1971 cen-
sus). The rural community residents were dispersed
and the urban population was concentrated.  The
rural communitics had expericnced stable or declin-
ing population, while the urban community had ex-
pericnced population growth over the last decade,

SAMPLING TECHNIQUE

The sampling technique for the rural communi-
tics consisted of the selection of cvery fourth house,
with the initially selected residence chosen at random.!
The interviewers were instructed to enter cach com-
munity from a diffcrent direction and to begin the se-
lection procedure from diverse points during the inter-
viewing period. All outlying scctions in the rural
communitics were included in the sample, since the
interviewers were cautioned not to cluster the sample.
Detailed county maps showing every occupied resi-
dence in the county were used to validate the random
distribution of the ssmple. Every sclected house was
specified to note its conclusion in the sample. In-
spection of the county maps upon completion of the
data collcction revealed that the sample was widely
distributed throughout the samiple areas.

The urban sampling technique consisted of the
sclecticr: of every tenth house, with the initially sclect-
cd residence chosen at randem. The interviewers
were instructed to enter specified sectors of the city
from different points. The urban community was
subdivided into approximatcly 30 subarcas and the
systematic random sample was sclected from cach
subarca. Inspection of the city map upon comple-
tion of the data collection revealed that the sample
was widely distributed. The characteristics of the
samples are presented in Table 1.

‘A portion of one rural community was purposely sampled since
it had been cffected by farced relocation of population. However,
analysis of the dala revealed that the relocated subgroup did not sig-
nificontly differ from the sampled nonrelocoted postion of the com.
munity grouvp,
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INSTRUMENT CONSTRUCTION

Astructured questionnaire was formulated using
Likert-type scales (7) to mcasure the sclected atti-
tudinal vasiables, There were five possible responises
to each item: strongly agree, agree, undecided, dis
agree, and strongly disagree.  “The Rundguist-Sletto
{8) technique for atbitrary weighting was wed to
determine item values.  The item values were sum.
inated to provide a seale seore for cach individual, and
the individnal scale scores were grouped into tihan
and nural categoties for analysis purposes.  Analysis
of variance was used to determine whether or nnt the
uthan and rural groups differed on the selected atti.
tndinal variables,

The scales were pre-tested, wing stadents from
rural communitics enrolled at The Ohio State Univer-
sity as the prestest subject greap.  The data from the
prestest group were analyzed by intemal ennsdstency
item analysis (5) and modificd for use in the stndy.,
The revised scales were administered to the subject
community groups and again analyzed by internal
consistency jtem analysis.  The reliability scores for
the attitudinal scales are in Table 2.

The relatively high Spearman-Brown cocfficients
indicate that the scales are reliable measurement de-
vices.  Construct validity was employed as the vali.
dation technique for the various sealzs.  Several pre.
viously constructed scales® were consulted in the for-
mation of the instruments used for this rescarch, en.
hancing the confidence placed in the validity of the
measurement instruments.

The final schedule consisted of 79 Likert-type
items.  Warner's Index of Status Characteristies (16)
was modified and added to provide a measure of
sacio-cconomic status. The attitudinal scales are in
Appendix 1 and the technique for determining socio-
cconomic status is in Appendix 11,

‘Androws ond Eshleman, 1963; Dovit, 1954; Flinn, 1966; Rico-

Veloso, 1959; Phillips, 1966, Nettler, 1967, Meier ond Bell, 1959,
Seole, 1956,

TABLE 2.—Spearman-Brown Prophesy Coefficient
for Solected Attitudinal Scales.

e ]
T T :

Sprarmon-Brewn
$cale Prophety Ceafficient
Commitment to Formal Education 4920
Vaolue Orientation .8203
Community {dentification® 8464
Community Satlsfoction 7934
Physicol Mobility 8579
Fomilism <153
Community Alienotion® , L2100

*To ensurs independenca of meosures, both scoles were ona-
lyzed together and the item foadings indicoted thot the two scules
were not meusuring the some phenomenon and constituted inde.
penden! measures.



‘The data from the tutal groups ware aggregated between the vutal and uwiban groups in tams of com-
to fotm the rural poition of the rescarch.  The tural musity idontification, amilisn, and community alicn.
and uthan data were subjected to one-way analysis ation.  Summaties of the analysis of vaiiance lindings
of vatiance to detanmine if there were significant difs ase in Tables 3 and 4,

fetences between the groups. EVALUATION OF HYPOTHESES

PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF 1. Socio-coohontic status was significantly high-
ATTITUDINAL FINDINGS o for the uthan group. ‘The mean scores for both

The findings of the toscarch verified the exits groups place each within the lowersmiddle das range,
eice of tutal-uthan attitudinal differences,  “The ana. Imit the urhan group was en the extrane upper end
lysss of vatanee findings indicated that the rural and of the class leved while the tural grotp was on the low.
uthan groups were significantly different on socio- erend. The null hypothesis for socio-cconomic statis
ccohomic statug, commitment o formal education, must be sejected.
value orientation, community satisfaction, and physi- H. ‘The utban group oxhibited a significantly
cal mohility, There were no significant dilferences higher degree of commitment to formal education
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TABLE 4 —~Summary smmzu for Am!yut of Vca‘,am Between Rurcl cmi Utbcu wapt.

T e e e s S coed
Depondent Rored Uthn an of f-ldlo ond
Vershle Orovp Crovp Possible Scomms Oogres of Frovden
Socio-Leonomic X =103 X== 08 13 Mot Fz= 189
Notvy D= 24 D= 335 3 Min, d.!.::!mdzn
Commitment 1o X==174 =187 40 Mot 120000
forna! Education $O= 43 0= 46 . 8 Min, ‘.!.::l‘n‘!ll
Volve X = 209 X=2 40 Mox? g3 129000
Orlentotion = 47 =2 44 8 Min, df =1 end 319
Community X =527 R =516 70 Moxt r== 21
Identification o= 6 o= 72 14 Min, dt, =21 ond 3N
Communlty X==192 X =254 30 Mort £ 18000
Satistortion = 43 = 18 & Min, df. =} ond 313
Physcal f = 310 X =281 43 Maxt o= 1530
Mobility == 40 = 70 9 Mh, d.!.nl“ﬁll
Fomiiom T == 404 X =402 &S Mor? =
8;:: 58 l;:: 4y 13 Min, d.!.::!mtlall

Comemun) = 401 =3 443 108 Moxd t 3 — ] *
A.umu:' 0= 95 0 == 1.1 21 M, d:.=lﬁ3"

*High scorss Indicote low stotus, igh scures Indicote commiiment 1o fomily,

SHigh scorss indicote low commitment, Niigh scores denote olisnotion,

*High scores denote troditionclism, m« ulwﬁeam ot 05 Jowel,

*High scoras Indicots hgh community identifcation, *gianificont ¢1 .01 level,

*High scores indicate high mw nﬂlleclu\. *ssBignificont ot 001 lewel,

"High scores Indicote high physicol lmmobil



than the varal group, Howover, both gronps wese
highly committed. “The null vpothesiv seative 1o
comnitnent to edvcation must be tejrcted,

UL The group sncan score for value oo tion
vevealod that both groups were tuch hote snodoinis:
tic than traditionalistic, ‘The rural gioup was sip-
nificantly more modernitic than the uthan, conteary
to the stated ditection of the Wypathess,  “The sl
hypothesds it be rejected,

IV, There was no significant diferonce bes
tween the gionps i teims of community idontifica-
Gon, The null bypotheis rdative 1o communiny
entification was aceepted,  Both groups wore bas
cally identified with thair respoctive communitie, shee
the mean scale scores tevealod that both groups had
portive attitudes on this varjable,

V. The uthan proup was significamtly mose
satisfied with community sendoes an the tursl
goup.  The raral e, however, wore not hasies
ally disatisfied with the senices and facilities avalls
alde 1o them,  The null lypothesis redative 10 eom-
munity satislaction mrusa be tejocted, The mean
enmmunity satifaction scores for both groups were
greater than the median powilie scale wore, mgeets
ing that both groups held posdtive attitudes toward
the servives offored,

VI, Physical mobitity was significantly greater
for the wiban group than the rural group,  However,
loth groups indicated that sesidential stability was des
sitable,  The null hypothess rdative 1o this vardalide
must be rejected.  The mean scale scores for physiral
immobility revealed that both gmoups desieed resds
dential stability,

Vil. Both groups posscssed a familistic oricnta.
tion. No significant differences existed briweess the
two groups on this variable.  The null hypothesds for
familism must be accepied.

VI  There were no significant differences bes
tween rural and urban groups in torms of commun.
ity alicnation. Nelther group could be comsidered
alienated, but the urhan group exhibited slightly Jess
alicnation than the rural group,  The null hypothesis
selative to community alienation must he aceepted,

DISCUSSION OF ATTITUDINAL FINDINGS

The research findings revealed significant difier-
ences between rural and urban groups, but the dif-
ferences were of degree rather than basieally polar-
ized positions, The findings demonstrated that attl-
tudinal differences were identifiable with place of resi.
dence.  Soclo-cconomic status was different as well.,
Both the sural and the urban greups possessed fami-
listic orientation, were identified with thelr commun.
ity group, and were not alienated from thelr respees
tive communitlcs,

Beah groups hedd 3 modonitie attitude abont
comnitunity ehange, hoth valued education bighly,
and buth weve vatha heterogenoous ob socioseonomie
tater, The sample standard deviations tevealnd
miove homogeheity i the varal evonp, bist hoth groups
had several clases vepresented,

The findihgs sugeest that Dewey and Dancan
6) weye contect when thry ohserved that similar
charactoristies eonld be noted i rural and uiban
groups. The pelative back of polatized ateitudes
the sural and urban groups ean be explained m terms
of the diffusson piocess and ntardepondency of Jom.
ponetit patts of the wistom,  In esence, hoth suisal
and uihan arcas ate now high seale, This suggents
that increaving seale of the soritty Ras blutyed the dis
tinctions betwoen sutal and wiban groups,  The dis
toction and rvapidity of the acculturation of attitudes
ar~ Yeyosd the saope of this erossectional study,
Longiudival research should bhe vonducted conoen.
ing this particular apect of surabaiban stodics,

An intoresting discovery was the apparont reduct
ance of urban poople 1o dbasociate themschves from
several primarysdile attitudes even though they were
Hving in a barge, complex woctal systons,  The appars
ent desire to maintain primary-like attitudes in sacial
sftuations which have many charaderisties of Gesdl-
schaft {high scale) cannot be attributed 1o recent in.
migration of rural poople 10 the uthan community.
“The mean length of residence of the urhan sample was
approximatcly 1 years, which means that the uthan
people wete long-torm residents,

An cxample of the Gemdnschalt-like attitudes
held by the usban group is familism,  Perhaps, uthan
people maintain close familial Bes bocause the family
& one of the fow womaining primary evoups in which
the individual interacts® If this &s true, then one
could conclude that the nudiear family will prohahly
increase in importance in urhan arreas and remaln sig.
nificantly important for rural prople as the rural sys.
teim moves toward larger scale swclal organization,

The familism findings are supportive of Relss’
{28) research which demonstrates) that rural and ur.
bhan people did not differ in terms of time spent inin.
timate Interacdon.  The data tend 16 refute the com-
monly held position that urhanites are jess familistieally
eriented than rural peoaple, since boih the rural and
the urban groups were highly commiited to family res
lationships,

Both rural and utban groups were not alienated
from their respective communities, hoth groups were
at leax marginally sathsfied with the seivices provided
within thelr respective arcas, and both groups were

Sinteraction within shis content is defined o intense ond fraquent
oMY, Anteraction is vesd 99 connole intimngy of inmeracyion,




identified with their com diwiiy sioup.  “These find-
ingy suggest that the atieaction of rural living is not
necessarily in terms of perecived effectivencs of the
community in providing services nor in the type of
interpersonal interaction oceutring within a rural so-
cial sctting.  Pethaps the attractivencss of nuieal coms
munitics is the slower tempo of living and the increas.
ed freedom to achicve sclf-actualization in rural oni.
ented subsystems,

Masddow (20) defined self-actualization as a state
of being where the individual fulfills his needs in such
a manner as to bring satisfaction to himself and nnt
necessarily directed toward others,  Sclf-actualiza-
tion is a fecling of enjovment and personal satbfaction
in various aspects of living. While the oppotunity
may be awvailable in uthan communities for the
achicvement of sclf-actualization, pethaps greater
opportunity for achievement of this state is providod
in rural areas, This is an area of research which
should he investizated further.

An important finding in Table 4 was that both
the rural and the urban groups were strongly com.
mitted to education. 1t is apparent that formal edu-
cation and job training were perceived quite favor-
ably by both groups, even though urhanites posevsed
a significantly higher commitment,  The urhan group
tended to express a more favorable attitude toward
formal cducation, which may be reflective of a more
applied educatinnal orientation of the rural popula-
tion. However, it should be emphasized that the ru-
ral group held high pasitive attitudes toward educa-
tional achi vement,

Evaluation of data concerning physical mohility
indicated that the rural people wese significantly loss
physically mobile than the urban group, but that the
urban group also possessed a positive attitude toward
residential stability.  Perhape the relatively frequent
relocation of residence by urban penple is a function
of occupational job transfer rather than the desire to
relocate elsewhere, The data suggest that urban
dwellers in the sample were well integrated within the
urban community and were basically satisfied with
the shopping and service facilitien, The urban group
also exhibited high community identification, adding
{urther support to the contention that hasic diseatis-
faction with urhan living was not a significant moti.
vating factor in physical relocation.

Part of the explanation of the physical immobil-
ity of rural farm dweller can be attributed to the
commitment to their farms, It is much more diffi-
cult to move a farm operation than houschold goods,
The farmer must acquire new land and move his per-
sonal possessions, livestock, and machinery, which are
difficult tasks.

10

The valuz otichitation findings demonarated that
the tural people in the study were willing to aceept
rapid social chanige.  The data tefuted the commonly
held position that rural people will tesist extensive and
eontinval community change and maintain the status
quo.  Although both groups posess poritive attitudes
toward community change, the finaings suggest that
rural people are somewhat mote anienable to change
than uthan people. The implication for rural de-
velopment agencies is that rural people are willing to
comsider change and probably will initiate change
within their community if the change ean be shown to
be beneficial to the group.

A TEST OF THE CONVERGENCE OF
RURAL-URBAN PMFFERENCES

Due 10 the nature of the rescarch design used 10
evaluate raral-uthan attitudinal differences, little can
be stated regarding the convergence of rural-urban
attitadinal differences. However, it should be noted
that the scalar theory pasited eatlier strongly supports
the position that differences should be converging on
amacro-level hasis.  To test this theoretical pasition,
data were collzcted from the 1950, 1960, and 1970
censisses’ 10 evaluate the validity of the theoretical
mndel,

Data were collected from census publications for
Ohio to determine whether or not convergence of ru-
ral-urban dilferences was occurring on sclected vari.
ablex,  Schnore's research which demonstrated differ-
ences in terms of fertility, educational achicvement,
and occupational status was used as a basis for sclec-
tion of three variables to test the convergence of dif-
ferences,  Fducational achicvement in terms of me-
dian years of school completed for adults 25 years of
age and older for the 1950-1970 period was used to
test whether or not convergence was occurring in re-
gard 1o median school years completed.  The fertility
ratios for the rural and urban population were also
compared for the 1950-1970 period.  Since occupa.
tiunal status should be highly correlated with income,
median family income was utilized for test of the con-
vergence model, using data from 1950 through 1970
for comparative purposes. The fourth variable in-
cluded the median age of the population to test con.
vergence and the 1950-1970 period was again used for
analysis purposes,

If the theoretical model which was articulated
carlicr i8 correct regarding the role of systemic inter-
dependency in the leveling of rural-urban differences,
then definite trends toward convergence should he

'No ortempt wos moda to correct the dato for ony chnnging
delinitioms of rural or urbon, The dota wers en as prosented

in tha vorious consus publications, it is Possible thot some contomi.
notion of the {indings covld result from definitional chenges,




TABLE $.~Rurol-Urbon Educationol Achisvements for Ohioans 25 Years of Age and Older, 1950.1970.
Panttiid WAL STt T L.l Tt . _'“;? N T LU L L s —_ . N e . P

e Yo Compivied 1930.1940 1960-1970
1930 1900 1970} ~ Peront Change  Poreem Change
Pt 9.0 104 120 158% 154%
Urson 102 10 121 78% 100%
$1ate 9.9 109 12.4 10.0% 1.0%

*Sowrces U, §, Consvs of Popvistion 1950, Ohio Ceners! Social avd Leononie Charatteristics, PCIT) 37€ Chio, U, 8. Dept. of Conwnerte,
U, $. Gonr. Printing Office, Nashington, DC., 1982, p. 37:220

Yoovries Colivioned from data preserted in Toble 51, U. s of Papuistion 1970, Cenerat Soxiol ond Economie Choracsetistics: Ohio,
U. $. Depn. of Commene, U, 8, Cov, Primting O¥fce, Wathin. o 1972, bp. 37-334, 37335,

TABLE 6.-Rmn!~Utban Mod!oo F‘om‘ll»yﬂlpcqmo for O‘Mo. 1950-]970 )

S et et St e bl

Modion income 1950.1960 1960-1970
1950 1940° 1970¢ Porcont Chenge Porcont Chonge
P N 1Y 15 N T 77 S 3 X 7Y B 7Y L S T % | A
Urben $3.629 88,442 $10,573 77.5% 841 %
Shote $3.412 867 $10,313 809% 0%

Eaa. o et el o~ PR

*Source: U, S. Census of Population 19580, Ohio General Sociol ond Lconomic Chorocteristics, PCI1) 37C Ohio, U. S, Dept. of Commerce,
Y. S, Gow. Ninting Office, Warhington, D.C, 1982, p, 37-247,

$Sovrte; Colnvioted from dosa presented in Toble §7, U, S, Census of Population 1970, Gene.e! Sociol ond Econpomic Choracteristicss Ohio,
U. S. Depn. of Commerce. U, S, Gowt, Printing Office, Washington, 0.C., 1972, pp. 37-346, 37:347,

identifiable from longitudinal data.  The four vari. Convargence of Rural-Urbon Differences
ables mentioned above were subjected to critical  for Medion Fomily Income

analvsis i " rpose of d trat} The findings of the income variable for rural and
::;\f:;m‘z ;22::2;:;:’\5“ o demonsirating urban segments of Ohio are in Table 6. The findings

again demonstrate that convergence has been taking
Convergence of Rural-Urban Differences for place during the last 20 years on the income variable.
Medion School Yeors Completed Table 6 reveals that between 1950 and 1960, mc-
Data from Table 5 clearly indicate that educa- dian family income for the rural residents of Ohio in.
tional achievement differences hetween rural® and ur. creased by 9496 and rose by approximately 95% dur-
ban populations in Ohio are heing eroded over time. ing 1960-1970. The corresponding incrcases in ur-
The median years of school completed by the adult ban arcas were about 7895 during 1950-1960 and
rural pupulation has heen increasing at a much more about 649 during 1960-1970. These findings sug-
rapid rate than for the urhan population. Ifthetrend  §est that median income differentials are not nearly
continucs as it has in the past 20 years, little difference as great as they once were,
should exist in the future in terms of median school ~ Convergence of Rural-Urban Differences for Fertility

yeans completed for the 25 years of age and older seg- Data collected for "".: I"crtilily m.ﬁ° of '.hc rural
ments of rural and urban populations in Ohio. The and urban scgments of Ohio’s population arc in Table

education findings support the position that converg- TABLE 7.—Fertiity Ratlo® for Rural-Urban Areas

ence of differences is occurring, of Ohlo, 1950-1970

Table 5 reveals that median school years com. lhihe - =
pleted for the adult rural population increased about 19504 19608 19700
16% between 1950-1960 and approximately 159% be- Rurol 490 539 78
tween 1960-1970. The urban increases were about ~ Urbon 386 N 351
8% and 10% during the same time periods. It is State 418 503 367
highly probable that the magnitude of the increases o0 fertlity rotlo Is the number of children $ years and under
for the aggregated rural and the urban groups will be. $Source: Calculated from data presented In U, S, Census of Popu:
come quite similar in the next decadc, since the differ- 131100 1950, Genoral Population Charocieristics, Ohio, Table 15, pp.
ences in the achievement levels are not very great, e ﬁo\;m. U, S, Consus of l’opulgtlon 1960, Generol Population

‘Dota for the rurol non-form ond rurol form were opgregored 1o ?“;:::1‘:: 'U.Oh.':'.o't::::‘:: :?'Pg:;lo;;‘n’.) 970, General Population
form the rurol group, Rurol hereofter Is used In this content, Charocteristics, Ohlo, Teble 18, pp, 37.75.



7. The data show that convergerce of rural-urban
differences is taking place in terms of the feruility
ratio.* ‘The difference between the rural and urban
fertility ratios in 1950 was 104 (490-—386=104),
while the difference was only 24 {375—351=24) in
1970. ‘The pattern was consistently converging for
the 20-year period, indicating a definite trend to-
ward conivergence of the difference on this variable
as well.  While there were higher fertility ratios for
1960 than cither 1950 or 1970, it should be noted that
the trend toward convergence was still maintained.

Convergence of Rural-Urban
Differences for Medlan Age

Data relative to median age were collected from
the census for rural and urban segments of Ohio and
compared for the 20-year period of 1950-1970. The
findings revealed that convergence was occurring on
this variable. TInspection of the median age of the
rural and urban population in Table 8 shows that the
difference between the two groups (rural and urban)
for 1950 was 2.8 years, but only 0.8 years in 1970.The
major portion of the reduction of the difference oc-
curred hetween 1960-1970.  These findings support
the position that convergence is also occurring on this
variable.

EVALUATION OF THE SCALAR THEORETICAL
APPROACH TO RURAL-URBAN STUDY

The findings tended to support most aspects of
the theorctical model presented.  Longitudinal re-
scarch findings clearly demonstrated that convergence
was occurring on a macro-level basis on sclected vari-
ables, which is consistent with the scalar model.  The
differential change position which posited that rural-
urban differences should be identifiable on a micro-
level basis was basically supported by the attitudinal
findings of the research.

While the differential change model and the in-
terdependency concept appear to he incompatible,
both thearectical positions when simultancously ap-
plicd to the study of rural-urban differcnces appear
to have considerable utility. The interdependency
component proved to be useful in providing an ex-
planation of apparent convergence of rural.urban dif-
fcrences on a macro-level basis.  Rural and urban
arcas of Ohio arc becoming quite similar on the select-
ed variables. From the macro-level perspective, the
processes of change implicit within the increasing scale
modecl as claborated by Greer (14) and others were
extremely useful in the explanation of the leveling of
differences on an aggregate basis.

*Fonility rotio Is colculated by the stondordized formulos
number of children 5 yeors
old and younger

number of women 16 1o 49

x 1000 = fertility ratio
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TABLE 8.-~—Median Age of Rural-Urbon Popula-
tion in Ohlo, 1950-1970,

1950* 1960° 1970t
Pural 29.2 27.3 274
Urban 32.0 3o0.1 279
State n.2 29.5 277

*Sources U. S. Census of Population 1940, General Populotion
Chorocteristics, Chio, Toble 16, pp. 37.55.

{Sources U. 5. Cenius of Populstion 1970, General Populotion
Choracteristics, Ohio, Toble 20, pp. 37-84.

On the other hand, considerable variance should
accur between different conmmunitics (subsystems) as
posited by the differential change component of the
theory.  If one assumes that subsystems are changing
at differing rates to achieve the leveling of significant
differences, then some aspect of the subsystems should
remain different from others.  This was validated in
terms of the attitudinal variables and the socio-cco-
nomic status variable,

The attempt to use two theoretical models simul-
tancously to analyze rural-urban differences revealed
that basically two different conclusions could be de-
duccd from the findings by using each of the tico-
rctical perspectives separately.  The conclusion drawn
from longitudinal data used to test the scalar model
would have been that convergence was occurring.
The conclusion which would have followed from the
attitudinal and socio-cconomic status analysis would
have been that differences were identifiable with place
of residence.

The apparent discrepancies of the two positions
conceivably could be partially attributable to the dif-
ferential methodology used.  Utilization of cross-sec-
tional design to test the attitudinal findings and longi-
tudinal design to test the convergence model could
lead to some difficulty, since the attitudinal differ-
ences may be converging as well.  However, it is
highly probable that while differences arc converg-
ing, considerable variance within rural and urban
groups is still present.  The argument is that aggre-
gation of the variances to form the total rural and
urban groups would hide considerable variance within
aggregated groups. Within this explanatory frame-
work, convergence of differences could eccur on the
macro-level while significant differences could be pre-
scnt on the micro-level '

¥Since only four vorlobles were onolyzed on @ longitudinol bosis,
it Is reodily odmitted thot some significont deviotions from the pat-
tern perhops could have been noted if other variobles hod been in-
cluded In the onolysis, More extensive analysis should be conducted
before the convergence principle Is obsolutely occepted. Vorlobles
which moy be useful to analyze would be: participation in formol ond
informo! orgonizotions, voting behovior, mass medio utilizotion, ond
tole structure within rurol ond urbon groups,



The two-thcory approach for rural-urban study
would appear to have considerable merit in preventing
vertical theory formation without regard for other
potentially fruitful models and increase the validity of
the conclusions drawn from the findings. The re-
scarcher must reconcile any apparent discrepancics
such as revealed in this research attempt.  The find-
ings of this research suggest that the controversy asso-
ciated with rural-urban differences may be the level
of convergence of differences, rather thian inconsisten-
cics in research findings. The convergence of ruial-
urban differences could casily occur on a regional,
state, or national basis (macro-level), while specific
rural groups could differ. It is also conceivable from
this particular perspective that rural and urban groups
could be quite similar as well. It is also highly prob-
able from this position to arguc that some rural groups
could be significantly different from other rural groups
and that urban communities could differ as well.

The basic conclusion from this sequence of logic
is that generalizations concerning the convergence and
possible eradication of rural-urban differences on an
aggregate basis appear valid. Extreme caution
should be exercised in terms of saying that such gen-
cralizations are applicable in micro-level situations.
The tremendous variations among community groups
in Ohio should suffice to show that significant differ-
ences are recognizable. A rural farming community
primarily dominated by inarginal farm opecrations in
onc sector will probably differ significantly from a
rural cominunity group of wealthy farmers located
on the fringe of a large metropolitan arca. A small
urban community in a rural farming arca may differ
significantly from a large industrial-based metropoli-
tan community.

The implication of this research is that planners
must be cautious of aggregate data since many varia-
tions may be hidden within the data. Implicit with-
in this type of argument is the need for primary data
collection for program implementation within com-
munity groups.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Schnore’s (30) position that rural-urban differ--

ences do exist and have significance in the explanation
of behavior appears to have been partially supported
in terms of the attitudinal variables examined in this
study. The findings suggest that, in terms of specific
attitudes, place of residence remains a significant fac-
tor in the explanation of differcnces among the groups
studied.

The longitudinal findings gleaned from the cen-
sus data support the position that rural-urban differ-
ences are being croded by time. The implications of
these findings are that it is highly probable that exist-

ing differences will continue to be eliminated on an
aggregate basis. The scalar model which posits that
subsystems should become less differentiated over time
was strongly supported by the longitudinal data.
Place of residence appears to remain a factor in
the explanation of attitudinai differences on a micro-
level basis, but is of less utility in explaining differ-
ences in other social phenomena on a macro-level
basis. It is not the intention of this author to arguc
that place of residence is a cause of the attitudinal dif-
ferences, but rather to suggest that arca of residence
(rural or urban) still appears to have utility in dif-
ferentiating groups on sclected social phenomena. It
is also not the intention to suggest that the findings
of this research effort are new discoverics in the disci-
pline, but rather arc an attempt to empirically vali-
date several contemporary positions on the subject of
rural-urban studies. The findings suggest that rural-
urban differences on a micro-level basis are quite real
in terms of specific attitudes, but that in the relative
near future, many differences between rural and ur-
ban groups on a macro-level basis may become myths.
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APPENDIX 1

Familism Scale

1.

2.
3.

9.

10.
1.

12.
13.

I would rather visit with friends than with my
relatives.

I take pride in the success of a close relative.

My personal business is of no concern to my
rclatives.

Most of the time I do not want to be bothered
by my relatives.

A person should live close to his relatives if pos-
sible.

Writing letters to f'muly members is important
to me.

Home is the most pleasant place in the world.

Family reclationships have been stressed too
much.

The family group is becoming less 1mport'mt to
me over time.

A person should seldom visit his family.

What happens to my relatives is of little concern
to me.

A good family life is necessary to be happy.

A person should be willing to sacrifice nearly
anything for his family.

Commitment to Formal Education

1.

9

&

3.

Education is really not worth the cffort.

Education beyond high school is a necessity for
success.

Getting an education is the best 'vay to get
ahead in this world.

Pcople should not be so concerned about im-

proving themselves.

I would not be willing to take special training
even if I could get a better job.

My children’s occupation will probably be bettcr
than mine (or my husband’s).

My children will have a better chance in life
than I have had.

Education is not as important as most people
think it is.

Physical Mobility Scale
1.

2.

il

o Noo

I do not ever wish to leave my present home.

I would find it difficult to feel at home in an-
other community. '

I would move if I could afford it.

When I move, I will move to another place in
this community.

I do not want to leave this area.

I would like to move from this community.

I would enjoy moving to another state.

I would not move very far even if I could get a
better job.

I would not want to move more than 25 miles
from this community.

Value Orientation Scale

1.

e N

Noee

Most of the changes in this community have
come too slowly.

What this community needs is niore change.

Most old-fashioned ideas hold back progress.

Most people must give up the old ways of the
past if this community is to progress.

Change is coming too fast in this community.

This community is changing too fast for me.

Most modern ways of doing things bring prog-
ress to the community.

Community progress is more important than liv-

" ing by the ways of the past.

Community [dentification Scale

1.
2.

3.

8.
9.
10.
11.

12.
13.

14.

I know most people in this community quite
well.

The people in this community are like one big
happy family.

I trust most people in this community. _

I am concerned about what happens to this com-
munity.

Most people in this community are friendly to
my family.

No one can agree upon 2 'mythmg in this com-
munity.

When someone in the community is sick, I will-
stop what I am doing to help him.

I feel that I have never been a part of this com-
munity.

Many people in this community are unfriendly.

I take pride in the success of a neighbor.

When a neighbor needs help in a job, I am
happy to lend him a hand.

I often share tools with my nelghbors

I do not feel that I am wanted in this com-
munity.

When someone leaves this nelghborhood nearly
everyonc feels a loss.

Community Satisfaction Scaie

1.

2.

3.

Most people are not able to buy the things they
need in the stores in this community.

We often have to go to surroundmg towns to get
the thmgs we need.

The services of this community basically satisfy
my needs.

Basically, the services in this community are very
poor. '

Most people have to do without many services
in this community.

I can get most of the things I need in this com-
munity or in the stores nearby.

Community Alienation Scale

1.

15

Most leaders in this community are capable
men. :



9

<

I would associate with inost people in this com-
munity,

Weighting Values for Education.

. . . . . Waelghted
3. I definitely like this community. Educationcl Level Vagluo
4. This community fulfills most of my pecds. Post Graduate Studies
5. Most of the leaders of this community are con- (17 Years and Above] !
cerned about me. L‘f”; ‘S(:I‘:" I°é C:"ege ((]]:YY“';’ ";
. . . ig ool Graduate ears
6. M?st c;f ctlhc people in this community cannot bhe 811 Years of School 4
rusted. 5- 7 Years of School 5
7. 1 feel fairly well adjusted to this community. 1- 4 Years of School 6
8. I feel fairly well satisfied with this community.
9. I am not important as a person in this commun-
ity.
10. I would prefer to live in another community. Weighting Values for Occupation.
11. Most clected officials cannot be trusted.
. . . . ) Woeighted
12. I do not believe this community will prosper. Occupational Level Value
13. Most of the leaders of the community under-
Professiona! (proprietors of large industry;
stand the prObl.ems of the pcoplc. . requires master’s degree or better) 1
14.  This community is a good place to live. Semi-professional (lesser officials of large
15. I am pround to be a member of this community. industry; requires bachelor's degree) 2
16. Th . ovide § Owners and proprietors of small businesses and
: € comrrlllumty does not provide for my needs farms (highly skilled white collar] 3
very well. Skilled laborers and foremen (secretaries,
17.  Few of my neighbors are concerned about me as lesser white collar. personnel) 4
Semi-skilled laborers and clerical stoff 5
a person. . . . Unskilled laborers 6
18. Few people in this community care what hap-
pens to the other members of the community.
19. I do not feel at home in this community.
20. Most people in this community work to make

the community a better place in which to live. Class Groupings on Socio-Economic Status.

21. Most of the leaders of this community respond

Score on Socio~

to the needs of the community members. Closs Economic Scale
: Upper 3. 4
Upper Middle 5.8
APPENDIX 1l Lower Middle 9-1
Upper Lower 12-14
SOC|O-ECONOMlC INDEX To Lower Lower 15-18

DETERMINE CLASS POSITION

Weighting Values for Income.

Welghted

v Class position was determined by summating the
alge

weighted values for income, education, and occupa-
tion. For example, a person would receive a score
of 3 and be classified in the upper class if he had the
following characteristics: income of $15,000 or more,
post graduate education, and was classified as a pro-
fessional in terms of occupation.

Income Level

$15,000 and more ’ 1
$10,000—$15,000
$ 7,500—$10,000
$ 5,000—$ 7,500
$ 3,000—$ 5,000
$ 3,000 or less
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