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Slit DT PLACE AND COMMUNITY A11ACHMEN1:

A NICONSIDERA11041

AOSIRAC1

The literature on community attachhent
Is reviewed, and the dichotumlw

tion of theoretical perspectives into "linear
development" and 'systemic"

approaches Is brought into question, It is argued that recent evidence on

the deterioration of U.S. hetroolitan areas and the emergence of net urban-

to-rural migration casts doubt on the exhaustiveness of the "linear develop .

ment" and 'systemic" perspectives and warrants an empirical reconsideration

of the relationships between size of place and community attachment, Rural

residence proves tu be positively associated
with dependent measures of com-

munity attachment in a 1914 statewide Wisconsin survey.
Measures of "partic

ipatory" attachment to the comity, however, are not strongly correlaled

with comunIty attachment,
lhe conclusion summarizes the development of the

conaunity attachment literature and details the implications of the results

for future research,
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INTROOM104

Ihere hds bee; a lung intellectual tradition in Anerican social science

regdrds large, densely populatel cities as fostering "social pathology,"

"Midi disorganization," "anomie," and a variety of other social ills (see for

exdmple, Carstairs, 1969; faris and Dunham, 1339, for some specific melded]

studies, and Micheiwn, ma, for a theoretical discussion.) This tradition

has been nurtured by saninal contributions of classical
theorists (5111nel, 1957;

loeunles, 195/1, popular American values (White and White, 1961; Haden and

Barton, 1913), and the influence of the fmnous sociologist Louis Wirth (1964).

Indeed, the apparent disorder, tunnel], and disorganization characteristic of

0,9 . cities during the early decades of the twentieth century furnished variants

of "geneinschaft-gesellschaft" and "urbanism as a way of life" theorles with a

impelling logic. Urban llfe obviously differed greatly from rural life, and

It appeared the rural-urban "typological tradition"
(McKinney and Loomis, 1961)

had accurately captured the essence of the ongoing forces of urbanization and

Industriallzatin

AILImegl, certain of Wirth's Chicago colleagues-- Thomas, Park, and Burgess

did not totally embrace his conceptions
of the nature of twentieth century urban

life (see Kasarda and Janowitt,
1974:328-)29), the persuasiveness of the Wirth

theoretical systen did not appreciably decline until the 1950's (despite Whyte's,

1943, critique). One of the first major applications of an merging empirical

sociology Was to employ sample
survey techniques te test the applicability of

the rurai-urban twilogical tradition.
The metrical studies of Axelrod (1957),

1
Greer (1956), and Bell del Boat (1951), along with the theoretical work of

daeowitz (1951),
were decisive studies in undermining the notion that cities

hoherently foster a weakening of tomemeity solidarity, a predominance of

1
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"secondary' groupcontacts over "Khoary" ones, and a dissolution of kieship

bonds; rural.urball differences In these measures of "couominity attailineut" were

meager, contrary to Wirth's expectations,

lhe inage of urbanism as articulated by Wirth failtd to he supported by

the evidence, and a polite, but firm, debunking of Wirth has become the typi-

cal pattern in textbooks, journal articles, and monograpiddealing with urban-

ization, Industrialization, or cosily studies (see, for example, Gans, 19601;

Reisman, 1964; Suttles, 1912; Poplin, 1972; Dewey, l963; Hawley. 1911). As

Wilensky and Lebeaux (1965:129) argue:

With striking consistency the retent studies of urban life under-

score the nuclear family as the basic area of Involvement for all

type ef urban populations. We do not find A madly mobile, rest-

less mass, desintegrating for want of intimate ties, hut an almost

bucolic contentment with the narrow circle of kin and close friends

with the typical urbanite spending most of his leisure with the

family at home, caring for the children, watching television, main-

tain the home, reading.

American social science thus moved toward a consensus that while Wirth's ob-

servations of early twentieth century American cities might be descriptively

accurate, cities do not necessarily doom their residents to life as an "Iso-

Toted mass."

REVIEW Of ietORY AHD RESEARCH

Kasarda and Janowitz (1974) have rerently added a theoretical and empiri-

cal codification to the debate over Wirth's notion of urbanism as a way of life.

Kasarda and Janowitz detail two ideal-typical perspectives on conmmnity attach-

ment In "mass society" the "linear development" model of Wirth and Tnennies,

and a "systemic model" derived from the work of Park, Burgess, Thomas and

others.
1

They flod substantial empirical support for the systemic model among

a sample of British survey respondents and argue that Wirth's observations of
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a Lich 01 mial Integration of lamihrants into the Chicago comnunity systmn

ark! (Allured hy the rather unique character of the 1920-1940 Chicago social

structere.

briefly, the linear developmeet model presumes that urban Ilfo is de-

cisively shaped by the large population, high population density, and high

social heterogeneity of cities, these attributes, according to the linear

developnent model of conemnity attachment, lead to "a substitution of secon-

dary for primary contacts, a weakening of the bonds of kinship, and a declining

social significance of the local enmity" (Kasarda and Janowitz, 1914i320).

the systmic model posits that the urban coomunity ruins an integral aspect

of social solldarity In "WS, urbanized societies. But since mass societies are

while societies, with persons often being uprooted from their congruities In search

of eoployment, education, and so on, there are variations in the extent to

which persons experience solidary relations within the urban community. The

"comity of limited liability," (Janowitz, 1951) then, aptly characterizes

the systunlc amdel's image of the urban amenity. Urbanites thus develop

extensive participation In and attachment to a comminity as long as they re-

side there, 'yet [are] prepared to leave these comounities if local conditions

fall to satisfy thelr Immediate needs or aspirations" (Kasarda and Janowitz,

1914;329).

Xasarda and Janowitz therefore argue that the explanatory abilities of the

linear development and systenic models may be evaluated by the extent to which

population site and density, versos length of residence, explain variation in

dependent measures of primary group participation aed coomunity attactment,

their data clearly show that length of residence Is a better predictor of rele-

vent depemlent variables than population slze or density. They then suggest

4,

that Wirth failed to "control fur" length of residence In his Chicago urban

sociology studies; immigrants that wore poorly Integrated into the cmmunity

structure likely exhibited greater conmunity attachment as their Uwe in

the urban eomounity persisIed,

FUBIlifb ISSUES IN COHMONITY ATTACHMENT

IN "HASS SOCIETY"

We feel that desplte the rigor of Kasarda and Janowitz's Investigation of

community attachment, certain theoretical and emplrical issues renaln unsettled.

First, the linear development and systemic theories of enmity attachment do

not necessarily exhaust the set of available perspectives. Secondly, the

Kaserda and Janowitz data was British data, not strictly randomly sampled (Lon-

don Was excluded froA the sampling deign), and measurement ws unsophisticated

(despite the skillful use of Goodman's modifle0egression technique for nomi-

nal variables.) Therefore, an empirical assessment of comounIty attachment

seems warranted.

A neglected theory of urban (in relation to rural) cmuunity attachment in

U.S. soclety, we argue, is based on the assumption that patterns of urbanization,

urban structure, and urban decay are largely shaped by the Imperatives of pri-

vate capital accuemlation (see, for example, Hill, 1975). Both liberal (Turner,

1912: Chapter 1) and radical (Bookchin, 19)4; O'Connor, 1973: Chapter 5) ob-

servers have recognized accelerated urban decay and attributed this phenomenon

to the exigencies of private enterprises maximizing profits and product consume-

tion (markets). This accords with the observations of demographers and other

social Scientists Interested in residential preferences and urbanto-rural mi-

gration (Hansen, 1970;246; Fuguitt and Niches, 1975), that a majority of Ameri-

cans residing in cities 500,000 or larger prefer to live in a non-central city
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area; also, prefereoces fur small town and rural residence have increased during

the past decade. these hereon: In small town and ruril residential preferences

appeer to coincide with decreases In the quality of urban life, and t hypo-

thesis of linkage Is not implausible,

fims, it old appear that the "systole" model of community attacheent

might well be as "temperucentrIc" is its "linear *element" counterpart.

As Janowits ami gasarda were perforeing their research, large cities in the U.S.

were rapidly decaying In term of substandard housieg, unemploymeet, poverty,

fiscal crisis, enviromeental degradation, and so on. While we have no reason

to float their contention that urban &tillers contlnue to adapt to life In

large cities with Increasing years of residence, we suggest that the multitude

01 reInforclog factors whlch hmve contributed to the social and physical de-

cay of the Andean clty during the past decade (see Oodchln, 19141 Cloward

eiW Plven, 1915) have overshadowed the ability of lummn beings to "autuaatic

ally" adapt to such conditions (see also Green, 1913i Mllgram, 1910).

the data of the present studyreceet sample survey data--cannot of

course deflnatively assess the emergleg decadence of large U.S. metro-

politan areas In recent years. Nevertheless, we suggest that those trefWs

cannot be ignored; nor can we account for the appearance of net urban-to-rural

m Igration since 1910 as AO accidental pheummenon umonnectmi
to tbe dynamics

of decay In the urban political ecomm. These features of possible influences

on contmeporary rural-urban patterns of community attachment warrant a recon-

sideration of the size of place and community attachment Issue, while reminding

us of the pitfalls of uncritically advancing cross-sectional
research results

In the form of geoerallealons which hold In all tlemes and places. In (101119 so

we hypothesite that site of place Is Inversely related to coommity
attachment lo

an ideational SOW, and that size of plec e has no clear association with partic.

(pillory %owes of attacIment.

6,

FRAMEWORK NH ANALYSIS

In this study we consides two clusters of dependent measures of enmity

attaclonent attitudinal measures of comity solidarity and satisfaction,

and social Ind organisational participation indicators. While the attitudin-

al measures ore most crucial to our contentions regarding historic daub'.

ation of 0,S1 metropolitan places, participation indicators are also included

to assess whether the "systemic" model-- and its major causal variable, length

or residelea-- is still relevant In accounting for participatory calamity

attachment In American communities. Nevertheless, we imve implicitly posited

above that residents of large, urban places might well participate as frequently

as their rural counterparts with respect to social participation, yet express

feelings of lack of community solidarity and
dissatisfaction with the community.

Our guiding hypothesis, then, Is that (here are rural-urban differences

In attitudinal indicators of community attachment, but that these attitudl.

nal differences are not explicable in terms of corresponding rural-urban dif.

ferences In soclal and organizational participation. In other wards, differ-

ences In cemunity attachment are regarded to be
more-or-less independent of

soclal and family bonds, contrary to both the "linear development" perspective

of Wirth and the "systemic" model of Janowitz and hls colleagues.

A zero-order correlation analysis of the variables In this study Is

followed by an examination of multivariate
equations assessing the ImPacts of

size of place of residence, length
of residence, and relevant control variables

(elucation, income, and age) on attitudinal and participation indicators of

:mumnity attachment, Education, income, and age were selected as control vari-

lilies following Janowitz and tasarda's arguments that size of place and length

)f residence are scoewhat intercorrelated with both cconmnity attaciment Indl-

Ators and theoretically important antecedent variables. Ne then estimate the
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direct effects of the previously mentioned onteukloot variables, as well is

indicators of social and orgaolietimil north:lotion, on the depodeot attl.

Withal immoral of woolly solidarity and satisloction,

DMA AND 411101)

the data for thls study wore collected by the Wisconsin Survey Research

laboratory In o statewide survey during the loll of 1914. A multl.stage prob.

ability sampling technique was saployed, Selection of the respondent within

the household was ramkeelled by the use ofOlection tables. In this sample

only adults id years of age or older wore chosen as respondents. Wooing

units on military reservations and adults in institutions or group quarters

were not included. Thorn wore 40 respondents.

Operationalliation. 1101111in

Two ottitudinal indicators, both meesurad as muted Liken scales,

wore chosen for thls study, The first such indicator, which we term com-

munity solidarity, is based on Fessler's (1952) work, the scale has four

component ittes, each measured with a five-point likert !omit ("strongly

agree," and so on): "I feel free to stop by and elstt with most people In

this neighborhood," "I know the people I ivlog around here quite well," I

feel at hoe almost anywhere in this cormunity." lost of the time I do not

really feel like a member of this comity." The scoring of the last item

was reversed to allow sumnation of the respondent's Ito scores, The cme

acuity satisfaction scale contains four !teas measured with a sevon,point

likerttypa tonne ("completely satisfial," "very satisfied," and so on):

"Iiow satisfied are you with this neighborhood as a place to liver "Row

satisf led or dissatisfied are you with this (house, apartment)?" "now sat-

0

Isflol era you with (nao city-or if R lives in rural open country. OW county)

as a place to live Inl"In general, how sallifitx1 or dissatisfied are you with

the envirormant around herenthe land, woodland, water, air, quietness, and

scenery?" loth scales exhibited Cronbach's alpha coeffickets

in excess of ,150 so that we say place faith in the reliability of the stales,

Missing date on a given item were assigned the appropriate mole mean.

The social participation variables were measured with direct questions

asking for how often the respondent talks with friends in the county, or "any

of your relatives," either in person or by telephone, For each participation

variable-participation with friends and particiption with relatives-the

responses were assigned magical scores as follows; 'daily," four; "several

tiro a took," three; "once every week or so,* two; and "once every month or

tbo" and less often," one. Hissing date were assigned the median category

score in each case. Organizational membership was operational Ind as the

met meter of voluntary associations respondents mentioned In response to a

dirot question asking which organizations they belonged to, Respondents with

seven or more marberships were assigned a score of seven, producing a sample

mean of 0,9.

Age, education, and total family inccme were measured with direct questions

asking for the respondent's exact age in years, last yeer of fotill schooling

completed, and the income for all household members during the previous year

(1913), Age was scored in terms of the respondent's exact age, and missing

data were assigned the sample mean (44,0). Education was operationalized as

the exact number of years of schooling completed. Respondents with Ph.D., M.D.

and equivalent degrees were given an arbitrary score of 20; college graduates

were assigned a score of k3 ; persons with four or more years of college, but

who did not graduate were assigned a score of 15; and missing data were given
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the sample mean (11.8). Respondents were asked to chose among 13 income

categories, the highest category betng $25,000 or more. Respondents were

assigned a score corresponding with the midpoint of the income category

chosen, with the upper, open-ended category arbitrarily assigned the value

of 30,000. Missing data were given the sample mean (12,548).

Place of residence was determined from addresses and census materials

for 1910. Scores of six were assigned to persons living in cities of 100,

000 residents or larger; 50,000-99,999, five; 10,000-49,999, four; 2500.

9999, three; nam diace (less than 2500), two; and rural (open country) res-

idents were assigned a score of one. There were mo missing data. Length

of residence was measured by a direct question asking the respondents how

long they had lived in their present residence. ,Persons replying less than

one year were assigned a score of one; one to five years, two; six to 10

years, three; 11 to 15 years, four; 16-20 years, five; 21-25 years, six; 26:-

30 years, seven; and 31 years of greater, eight.

RESULTSq

Table 1 presents zero-order correlation coefficients for the relationships

anmng the attitudinal indicators of community attachment, the participatory

attachment indicators, and relevant antecedent variables. Taking first the

community solidarity and community satisfaction dependent measures, we note

(fable 1 about here]

that size of place of residence is negatively correlated with both attitudinal

measures of comonIty attachment. Size of place has a moderately large, neg-

ative zero-order correlation with community solidarity (r -.336), and a

smnewhat weaker correlation'with community satisfaction (r -.271), The

fact that, at the bivariate level at least, rural and small.town residents

express feelings of community solidarity and satisfaction more often than

12
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their large city counterparts, accords with the hypotheses of the present

study. However, length of residence exhibits positive bivariate relation-

ships with community solidarity and community satisfaction, coinciding

with Kasarda and Janowitz's theoretical notions and research results (r

.241 and .277, respectively). Age is also consistently and positively

related to solidarity and satisfaction with community (r . .282 and .268,

respectively). As would be expected, age and length of residence and age

are substantially intercorrelated (r .551), and multivariate analysis

is clearly necessary to establish whether place of residence, length of

residence, or perhaps age has the largest direct effect in predicting

community solidarity and community satisfaction.

The data in Table 1 do suggest, however, that previous theorists'

assumptions that participatory indicators of comnunity attachment are

strongly associated with attitudinal dimensions of attachment are empir-

ically untenable. Social participation with friends and social partic-

ipation with relatives have no blvariate relationships with either comun-

ity solidarity or community satisfaction. Organizational membership does

have meager, but statistically significant, zero-order correlations with

solidarity (r .125) and satisfaction (r . .141). Nevertheless, Table

1 shows that organizational membership is more substantially correlated

with age and length of residence (r g .188 and .186, respectively), sug-

gesting the possibility that the bivarhate relations among organizational

membership, commonity solidarity, and community satisfaction might well

be spurious. Again, multivariate analysis is dictated, and we now move

to a preliminary examination of the effects of age, education, income,

sfie of place of residence, and length of residence on the two groups of

conounity attachment indicators.

Table 2 reports standardized partial regression coefficients for

13
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the regression of community solidarity, community satisfaction, social

participation with relatives, social participation with friends, and

organizational membership on the five independent variables. Looking

first at the predictors of community solidarity, we see that size of

place of residence continues to have the largest impact on solidarity

. -.305), supaorting the relevant hypothesis. Length of residence

[Table 2 about here]

has no discernible Impact on community solidarity, while age has a sub-

stantial multivariate impact (b* . .256). The structuring of community

satisfaction is virtually Identical, with size of place of residence

(h* . -.254) and age (b. . .323) having substantial direct effects, and

length of residence having little multivariate impact. Family income has

small, but statistically significant,effects on both solidarity and sat-

isfaction. Thls suggests that wealthy families might well be able to

locate In more desirable communities and therefore express generally high

feelings of comnunity attachment.

Um of the five independent variables has a statistically significant

direct effect on either social participation with friends or social part-

icipation with relatives (see Table 2). Age proves to be the best pred-

ictor of organizational membership, followed by educational and income

rank. Neither size of place of residence nor length of residence has any

6

large moltivariate association with organizational membership.

To Investigate more concretely the nature of the Interrelations among

malty attachment as measured by social and organizational participa-

tion, and attitudes of community solidarity and community satisfaction,

we have computed the regression equations summarized in Table 3. Again,

we note that social participation with friends and relatives and organ-

12.

Izational membership have no substantial direct effect on either com-

munity solidarity or community satisfaction. Size of place of residence

[Table 3 about here]

continues to have moderately large, Inverse direct effects on both

solidarity and satisfaction (b* . -.308 and -.251, respectively), while

length of residence has no moltivariate association with either dependent

variable. Age and income also have significant net effects on both depend-

ent measures, as in Table 2.

DISCUSSION

The sociological literature on community attachment in U.S. society

has taken many turns, and we might note in a sociology of knowledge sense

that new directions in this literature have rather faithfully reflected

major social changes in the tenor of urban life. As noted earlier, the

period during which major American cities were undergoing massive influxes

of black and European migrants--along with labor violence and inter-

ethnic hostilities--reinforced the classical sociological viewpoints of

Simmel and Toennies. Many spoke of "urbanism as a way of life" in such

a way that cities would inherently foster a weakening of social, familial,

and community bonds. While most observers accepted the fact that large

cities were here to stay, many sociologists could not help comparing

urban 'social pathology' with the presumed social and communal solidarity

of rural areas (Mills:1963).

As the close of World War 11 brought some stability to ethnic influxes

into U.S. cities, the American metropolis experienced nearly two decades

of steady economic expansion and a muting of social antagonisms in the

city. It appeared that the rapid social changes that had unleashed the

turmoil and disorder of earlier decades were essentially complete, and

14 15
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urban residents were viewed to be increasingly integrating themselves

into social, familial', and coanmnal relationships. The "new urban

sociology" did find expressions of community within the while. urban

U.S. society. The notion that urbanization leads to social pathologies

of various sorts was rejected in favor of the notion that opportunities

were still available to urban man to stake out community within the

vast metropolis.

However, the urban racial rebellions beginning in the mid-1960s

we the beginning of several trends which undermined the optimism of

many observers of hnerican urban life. The out-migration of affluent

whites and their capital to the suburbs, declining inner city tax bases,

envirunmental problems, urban decay and other related phenomena were begin-

ning to dominate the metropolitan landscape. Many large cities were even

losing population as those who could afford to sought to escape the city.

The present study has reviewed the two major prspectives on the

structuring of community attacimentthe linear development and systemic 4

perspectives--and argued that each was based on and restricted to specific

periods in American urban development. It was suggested that the recent

trends of urban decaylight well be mdnifest in major rural-urban differ-

ences In feelings of community attaclment, solidarity, and satisfaction.

Rural residents were found to express solidarity and satisfaction with

their cmounities more than residents of large cities, in accordance

with our hypothesis. Clearly, our data du not allow us to assess changes

in such attitudes over the past several decades. However, our review

of the relevant literature suggests an hypothesis of increased rural-

urban differences in community attaclunt over past decades, and this IS

certainiy an important topic for subsequent research.

Our results also cast doubt on the notion that differences in social

16
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and organizational participation have a major Impact on fzeiHigs of

calamity attachimmitan assumption of Importance to both the linear

development and systemic perspettives. The systemic perspective's

hypothesis that length of residence is z major factor in determining

levels of coomunity attachment received little support in our multivariate

analysis, While age and length of residence are substantially inter-

correlated, it was found that age has the major direct effect on both

community solidarity and conmunity satisfaction. While the strong impact

of age on the attitudinal indicators of community attachment was origin-

ally unanticipated, we suggest that this finding might be accounted for

by the young beine more oriented toward geographical mobility than the

elderly. Thus the young might generally have Jore options in selecting

a community of residence and be more critical of their present conmmnity.

Income also had moderately low multivariate effects on attitudinal indic-

ators of community attachment, again suggesting that the well-to-do are

best able to select desirable communities within which to live.

Although the results of this study cast doubt on the applicability

of many notions about community attachment, it is painfully obvious that

we have not been able to address many crucial issues pertaining to this

field of inquiry. The profound social changes occurring in American

metropolitan areas--and resulting Impacts on urban-to-rural migration

, and population distributionmake the size of place and coomunity attach-

ment Issue an important focus for future inquiry.

17
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FOOTNOTES

I. !he 'linear development perspective has been termed as such by

Vasarda and Janowitz (1974) because they argue Wirth and his colleagues

presumed that progressive, linear advances in urbanization would create

the various consequences he detailed as "urbanism as a way of life"

(Wirth, 1964). tasarda and Janowitz term their perspective a "systemic"

one since they generally prefer to view the urban community as a system

of institutions and social groups which adapts to ongoing social changes.

18
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1A010:- Standardized Partial Regression Coefficients for the Regression

of Community Solidarity and Community Satisfaction on Selected

Independent Variables, lotal Sample.

Dependent Variable

Independent Caormnity Cmwminity

Variable Solidarity Satisfaction

I.
0

.
Education 039 .054U.

Income 103 .142'4.
0

V
Age .249* .312'4

0

Size of place of residence -.308* -.251*

Length of residence .015 -.0290
0

O
Social participation with

relatives -.032 -.0230

A
Social participation with friends

in coomunity .065 -.0140

Organizational membership .021 .037

Coefficient of

determination (R ) .204 .168

*Absolute value of the coefficient Is at least twice as large as the standard

error.
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