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CHAFTER I
INTRODUCTICN

Problem

In Europe and in the Unlted States where an urban way of
1ife ssems to be spreading repidly and domimeting to & greater or
losser degree all ereas, the interest in the processes of social and
oultural chenge known as urbanization end the preduct or way of life
known es urbanism has been an active one among socoiologists and
others. Scme have passed value judgments upon this process. Some
have seen in growing urbanism a threat to our family struoture, to
neighborhood end community life, to moral integration, and even to
our civilization. Especially in the United States, where the shift
from a primarily rural 4o a predominantly urban society has oocurred
withir the span of a single lifetime, the phencmenon hes been so
dramatlic es to command the attention of laymen and sosial sclentist
alike, for it has profoundly influenced every phase of life.

It is these chenges and thelr ramifications that

invite the attentlon of the sociologlist to the study

of the differences between the rural and the urban

mode of livinge. The pursuit of this interest is an

indispensable prerequisite for the comprehension and

possible mastery of some of the most crucial conteme

porary problems of social life sipce it is likely to

furnish one of the most revealing perspectives for

the understanding of the ongging changes in human
nature and the social order,

1 Louis Wirth, "Urbanism as a Wey of Life," American Journal
of Sociology, XLIV (July, 1938), 2.




2
Many sociologists heve desoribed in qualitative terms what they have
observed to be the characteristis differences between e typically
rural people and a typically urban population or betweeﬁ a rural end
an urban way of life. Almost every textbook dealing with rural
sociology, urben sociology, or general sociology devotes & section to
desoribing in qualitative or demographic terms "ruraleurban differ-
ences," usually employing the rural-urban dichotomy of the popule tion
used by the Bureau of the Census. A more recent practics, however, is
to speak of rural-urban differences as forming e oontinuum of degrees
of urbanness ranging from extreme urbanness in the large metropolis te
extreme rurality in the most remote and least urbanizqg_npral
oommunity.z ;

Loomis and Beegle have developed & 10-point Gemeinscheft-
Gesellschaft soale to aid judges in rating social systems, such as
the E1 Cerrito Ditch Asscoiation or a Division of the U, 8. Doparte~
ment of Agriculture, with respect to a number of oriteria.s Queen
and Carpenter have developed an Index of Urbanism based upon the
arithmetic average of the percentages of the population of a county
living in places of & given size or larger. The Index is ocomposed of
ten place size categories ranging from "500 and over" to 500,000 and

4

over." These investigators hypothesize & rural-urban continuum® and

2 B, Gordon Erioksen, Urban Bohavior (1954), Chap. IIs
Charles P. Loomis and J. Allan Beegle, Rural Social Systems (1950),
¢ 20, Stuart A, Queen and David B. Carpenter, The American City
?1953), Chap. III, Robert Redfield, "The Folk Society," Ameriocaen
Journal of Sociology, LII (January 1947), 294. T. Lynn Smith,
Sooiology of Rural Life, 3rd ed. (19563), pe 17. Wirth, op. oit., ps S

5 Loomis and Beegle, op. oit., Appendix A,

4 Queen and Carpenter, op. cit., p« 28.
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heve made & useful contribution toward developing a research tool
which is a great improvement over the Census Bureau's rursal-urban
dichotomy. The Queen and Carpenter Index will be discussed in
Chapter V., Here it will simply be pointed out thet the Index of
Urbanism is based upon the single dimension of population concentration.

Shevsky and Williams constructed a composite index to measure
the "degree of urbanization® of population aggregates found in census
tracts in Los Angeles.s The index combines three wvariables:

1) fertility ratio: Number of children under five, 2) proportion of
Number of vomen (16~44)

females 14 years old and over who are in the labor force, and 3) per=
oenfage of dwelling units which are single~family detached structures.
These indices were based upon the assumptions that the lower the
fertility ratio, the larger the proportion of women in the labor
force, and the lower the proportion of single-family dwelling units,
the greater the degree of urbanizations While the authors recognized
that en index of urbanizetion must measure factors other ‘than populae
tion size and density, they feil to report how they happened to select
these partioular indices for_ghe purposge.

Miner stetes yhat laok of adequaté scales for measuring the
traits which define the folkeurban continuum was the most serious
methodologioal limitation in his recent study of Timbuctoo.® A
number of observers have pointed out that one of the needs of
sociology as & science is the development of more objective measur-

ing instruments. Dr. Margaret Hagood has this to says

5 Bshref Shevsky and Iﬁarilyn Williems, The Social Areas of
Los Angeles (1949), Chap. IV,

6 Horaoce ﬁiner,‘fha Primitive éity of Timbuctoo (1953), pe 267,
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It seems that through the careful construction and

standardizetion of indexes, the sociologist will be

able best to meet the challenge in the allegation

that sociology can never become scientific because

gsoience demends measurement, while many of the

phenomena of scolology are not the sort that can. be

counted or measured. By developing instruments for

indireotly measuring these nonmeasurables, usually

through measuring some of their more tangible core

relatives, socilologists may be able to gain more

precise and verifiable knowledge about them and their

interrelations.

It was with these two primary interests in mind that the
problem of the present study was formulated, nemely, i) en interest
in ruraleurban differences and the theory of gradual urbanization,
and 2) an interest in the development of more objective measuring
ingtruments for the use of sooial investigators. A preliminary
statement of the problem was: If there is a process of the gradual
urbanization of & population, as many writers assume, then it should
be possible to devise a soale or index by means of whioh degrees of
this phenomenon could be deteoted and compared.

To narrow the scope of the problem, several limits were
established for this study. 1) It was deoided to limit the study to
the population of the United States. It is not assumed that the index
which wag developed has any validity for populations outside the
United States. It is now the judgment of the writer that the inquiry
should have been limited to only one section of the United States in
an attempt to bring greater socio~cultural homogeneity into the
samples However, this remains a matter of opinion until someone

cerries through.a similar experiment with regional populations and

compares the results with this and other studies of the United States

7 Margaret Jarman Hagood, Statistios for Sooiologists (1941),
Pe 243.
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as a whole. 2) It was deoided to use 1950 Census tabulations as the
primary souroce of data, This material was rapidly becomiqg available
when the study was originally planned. .One reason for'using Census
data instead of collecting original date by meens of en interviewing
program was the tremendous difference in costs The Census deta was
recent and would éermit'of'a sample drawn from a much wider geographies
area than would en intérviewing program. Moreover, phe objective was
the development of & research tool which could be usedjby investigators
in ﬁidely separated parts of the country. Another oriterion was that
the instrument be relatively aimpie to adminia%er. The Census maferial
is readily available to anyone, and therefore, it has a distinot
praotical adventage over data privately collected. 3) From the outset
it was obvious that the pre;;nt study would have to be largely explora-
tory and methodologioal; that any indices of urbanism which were
developed would be tentative, agd that the soores arrived at doald in
no sense be considered norms but only first apﬁroximations. While it
hed originally been planned to work ﬁith lérger samplea, the number
of units was reduced as the large amount of neoesaafy computations
became clear. It cannot be too strongly eﬁbhaaized, therefore, that
the specific results of this study shouid be viewed as extremely
tentative unéil the method can be tested with larger semples, norms
established, and the indices further validated.

A disgoussion of the choice of population units or segments
for comparison will‘be.given in Chapter II, After the advantages and
disadvantages of various kinds of units had been welghed, it was

decided to use the Census Bureau's unit, "standard metropoliten area”
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(hereafter designated by the letters "SMA™), and "counties outside of
SuAtg."

‘The problem of the present study, then, within the limits just
outlined, might be steted as follows: To conastruct & composite index
which will help to answer the following question, nemely, reletively
how rural or how urban ls the socio-sultural structure of the popula-

tion of a given sounty or SMA in the United States?

Central Concepts and Assumptions

No attempt will be made to outline the author's entire frame
of reference. However, a few key ooncepts will be defined an& a few
assumptions besic to the investigation will be made explicit. For
the pﬁrposes of this study Wirtﬁ's definitions of city, urbanism and
urbanization will be useds "p o gooiolggical purposes & olity may be
defined as a relatively lafge, dense, and ‘permanent settlement of
socially hateroggneoua;_ndividual!a.‘,' Urbanism is "that oomplex of‘
traits which makes up the oharscteristic mode of 1ife in oities.”
Urbgﬁization ig the development and eztenaion of urhaniam.'sij Then, by
ooni;rast, ruralism is that complex of traits which makes up the mdde
of life least like urbanism.

A fow of the mejor assumptions upon which the present study
is besed are the following:

1) It was assumed thet urbanism and ruralism in the United
States are not oompleteiy different ways of life, thet is,_"it'v wasg
asgumed jéha-b urbaﬁigm and ruralism oonstitute a continuwn of Varsring

dégz?ees of urbanness and ruralness rather then a dichotomy.

BWil"bh.._O_E‘ 2}_2;, PPe 7f-89-
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2) It was assumed that population size and ooncen%rafion are
inadequate measures of urbanism or ruralism, especially outside the
larger SMA'ag;

3) It was assumed that rural-urban differences are differences
An both goologioal characteristics and socio-cultural charaoteristiocs,
inoluding sosial attitudes. It was further assumed that all aspects
of humﬁnhéahavior are so interrelated that demographic and ecologiocal
oharaoteriséibk of a population may be teken as indices of socio-
ouliﬁral structure and of attitudes.

4) Sinbe rural;urbgn differences are differences not only in
aoologigalioh?kaoteristios but are differences in a "way of lif;,“
inclqding y;iﬁéﬁ and attitudes, it wes assumed thet indices cone
structed fiqm.Census date would eventually have to be validated by
comparison with the motual values end attitudes of the pecple ooncerned.

5) Finally, it was assumed that socio-cultural struoture
everywhere is always ohangiﬁg. even though the ohange is so slow that
the structure appears to be static. Hence, any generalizations made
about socio-cultural structure as of April, 1950, will be:only

relatively or partially true, if not wholly untrue, at any later date.

The Constructed Type

As the problem of this study was approached, one of the first
methodological considerations was that of identifylng the phenomenon
or set of oconditions thich was to be measured, that is, urbanism and
ruralisme From the first essumption stated above it follows that some
degree of urbanism may be found in every ocounty and SMA in the United
States. The same would bs true for ruralism. It appeared advisable

to set forth in greeter detail than was done in the preliminary
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definitions given above the “"key" cheracteristics which seemed to the
writer to distinguish urbanism as a way of life most clearly from
ruralism as a wey of 1ife.? Such constructed types ocould then be
used as sets of oriteria for the selection of observational units to
be included in a purposive semple. If it were possible to select a
sample of extremely urban units on the one hand and a sample of
extremely rural units on the other, a comparigon of the Census data
colleoted from these extreme samples might reveal consistent differw
ences which, given a sufficiently large number of units, could be
presumed to be indices of urbanism or ruralism. At eny rate, this
was the working hypothesis of the present study.

As a methodological tool, then, end as a means of clarifying
the meaning of the important concepts of urbanism and ruralism, an
attempt was made to formulate "constructed types" for 1) an extremsly
urban way of life, and 2) an extremely rural way of life, both in the
United States today. These types were construsted afiter a manner
similar to that followed by Redfield in his oconstruction of the ideal
"folk society."

The ideal folk society could be defined through

assembling, in the imagination, the characters whioch

are logiocally opposite those which are to be found in

the modern city, only if we had first some knowledge

of nonurban peoples to permit us to determine what,

indeed, are the cheracteristio features of modern city

living. The complete prooedure requires us to gain

acquaintance with many folk societies in many parts of

the world and to set down in words general enough to

desoribe most of them those characteristiss which they

have in oommon with each other end which the modern
oity does not have.

9 The prastioal utility of such "sponge" types as urbanism
and ruralism has been questioned. For example, see Loomis and Beegle,
3;, oite, pps 9~10. It is believed that the methodological utility
[

"thése type construsts will become clear in the chapters which follow,”
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In short we move from folk society to folk society,

asking ourselves what it is about them that mekes

them like eaoh other and different from the modern

.Oityq ese

Anyone attempting to desoribe the ideal folk aooiéﬁy

must take account of and in large degree include

certein characterizations which have been made by

many students, each of whom has been attentive to

some but not to all aspects of_ the contrast between

folk and modern urban societys.

If the phrase "rural way of life" were substituted in the Redfield
quotation for "folk sooiety" and if the study were confined to the
United States, one would have roughly the procedure used in constructe
ing the urban and rural types of the present study.

Perheps & brief discussion of the constructed type as a
research tool is oalled for at this po.’mt.11 I4 should be clear by
this time that the type oconstruot as it has been used here is differ-
ent in some respects from the ideal type construct employed by Max
Weber. Weber seems to have conceived the ideal type construot as an
instrument primarily for laying bare and accentuating the important
cultural motifs and ideals of a people during e given historical
epoch. Perhaps the principal distinotion lies in a difference in the
purpose for which the oonstruct was used. Weber recommended the use
of the ideal type to get at the "significance" or meaning of cultural
phenomena to the actors involved. This "significance™ he felt could

often be brought out most olearly by comparing empirical data with an

ideal limiting'case.lz Furthermore, he seemed to be interested

10 Rearield, op. oit., p. 294.

11 For a bibliography on the constructed type method, see

Donsgartindala and Elio D. Monachesi, Elements of Sociology (1951),
Pe ¢ 19 ’

12 Max Weber, The Methodology of the Sooial %oienoea (trans.
and ed. by Edward A, Shils and Ebhry;l. inch, s De .
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chiefly in accentuating the rational aspects of sociel action end in
the demonstration of causal relationships.13 -

With these exceptions the types which the present writer has
constructed meet most of the oriteria of Weber's ideal type. An operae
tional definition of the ideal type as given by Weber will assist with
the comparison,

An ideal type is formed by the one~-sided accentuation
of one or more points of view and by the synthesis of
‘a great many diffuse, discrete, more or less present
and occasionally absent concrete individual phenomensa,
which are arranged according to those one-gidedly
emphasized viewpoints into a unified analytiocal
construect (Gedankenbild)., In its conceptual purity,
this mental construct (Gedankenbild) ocannot be found
empirically anywhere in reality.

Our constructed type, like Weber's ideal type, is not &
statistical average of the characteristics of urban or rural populae
tions but rather accentuates those socio-cultural traits oonsidered,
for the purposes of the present study, to be typleal of the extreme or
limiting case, For simllar reasons, our constructed type is more than
2 simple olass or generic concept composed of +traits common to many
urban or rural populations. While the characteristiocs which make up
our urban and rural types are undoubtedly possessed in common by a
number of population units, those cheracteristios whioh were oconsidered
to be gignificant for the purposes of this study were accentuated,
while other characteristics held in common by these population units

but not considered signifioant for present purposes were omitted.?s

13 Herry Elmer Barnes (ed.), An Introduction to the History of
Sociology (1948), pp. 291-92. Martindale and Monachesi, op. oit.,
Pe 37

14 weber, op. oits, ps 90,
15 ¢p, 1bid., p. 100,
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Again, with Weber ope should point out that no value=judgment is ine
tended in our oomparison of the urban and rural types and that these
are "ideal types" only in the logiocal sense that they are’menfﬁig
constructs and do not oorrespond in detall to any empiricél r;ai;¥§.

Howsver, as it has been indicated, these type oonstructs are
abstracted from empirical observations and must point back ‘to conorete
reality, that is, the existence of & population with characteristios
closely approximating those of our type comstruoct should be not only
possible but highly probeble, Since the term "ideal™ has created
oonsiderable semantic end mstaphysical oonfusion,l® the term "oon-
structed type" shell be used in lieu of ™ideal type." Becker's term
"oonstructed type" will serve our purpose nicely. "Such types are
made of foriteria' (so-oalled elements, traits, aspects, and so on)
which haeve disooverable referents in the empirical world or can legi-
timately be inferred from empirical evidence, or both."7 In another
paper Becker makes the nmotion of & constructed type orystal-slear by
means of the following illustration:

It is perhaps permissible to liken this oconstructed

type to the sort of image of the “pure type" Airedale

or Percheron that & judge of dogs or of horses carries

around in his head as the basis for his "objective"

system of sooring for points. He has never seen a

"pure type" Percheron or Airedale, but he has seen

numerous close empirical approximations of his cone

struoted types. In fact, he has bullt up these con=-
struoted types on the basis of numerous observations. 8

16 Cf. Howard Becker, Through Values to Social Interpretation
(1950), pe 107n.

17 Ibid., ps 218.
18 1bid., p. 108.
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Urbanism--A Constructed Type

We have adopted for our purposes Wirth's definition of the oity
&nd his "theory of urbanism" as set forth in hia article "Urbanism ag
a Way of Life."'? In this article Wirth brings together and integrates
most of the generalizetions about the distinotive features of urban
living which had been made previously by Park, Simmel and others. For
this reeson, a number of the oriteria for our constructed type for
urbanism have been drawn from Wirth's artioles The ideas berrowed
will not be footnoted separately; In fact, most of these oriteria are
so much & yart of the ccmmon store of scciologioal theory that it
seems rather pointless to attempt 4o document them in deteil,

"For sociological purposes a oity may be-defined as a relaw
tively large, donse, and pormanent settlement of socially heteiogeneous
individuals."20 Virth rightly points out that population size and
density alone are not enough to account for the complex of character-
istios which have come to be recognized as the urban way of lifes
Hotorogeneity must also be included as a requirements The kind and
degres of heterogeneity found in large oities in the United States
cannot be wholly accounted for by population size and. density. Since
the populations of Iarge cities have-not been reproducing themselves,
replacements must be recruited from rurel areas, other citles, or
from other countries, With the ease of presenteday transportation,
these recruits who come from widely-scattered places, represent great

diversity of biologicel and cultural characteristiocs: The complex

19 wirth, op. cit., pp. 8~18s

20 1bid., pe 8.
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division of labor and occupational specialization of the large eity
attracts pérsons vho are different because their peouliarities meke
them useful.

The faotore of population size, density, and heterogensity -
are SO'interrélated that it seems rather fruitless to attempt to-
account for some of the features of urbanism by size of the population
aggregate, other features by concentration of the population, and still
others by the heterogeneity of the people, as Wirth heg done. In
setting up & constructed type for urbanism, the model used for our -
constructed type for ruralism, which had been formulatod oarlier, was
roughly followed. In this way it was possible Lo contrast one ﬁype
with the other as its logioal opposite. It should be. kept in mind,
however, that these polar oonstructs, while they are intended to
accentuate importent distinguishing characteristiocs, are not. intended
to exaggerate those oharacteristics beyond: what might be expected %o
be found in some oity in the United States today. The wrlter has no
rationale for the partioular order in which the crliteria were listed.
Any other order would have served as well.

With respect to the oriteria of size and concentration of the
population aggregate, urbenism impliss large numbers of people and
high populatiﬁn density. Howover, it would not be eaccurate to say
that the larger the size of & place or the higher the density of a
populetion unit, the greater would be the degree of urbanness.
Espscially in more spersely settled counties, urbanness would not
necessarily vary direotly with population size and density. In the
larger cities, say those having a population of 100,000 and over,
other things being equal, it is likely that there is a direct
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association betwsen urbanism end each of these two ecriteria, but this
is only an untested hypothesis. Moreover, "other ﬁhingé“raré never
equal in population aggregates of this size, or any &ize.

On the whole there would be little physical isolation in our
constructed=-type-city (hereafter designated by "CT-city"). With the
exception of a few "shut-ins" each individual has many physical cone
taots with others. He need only step outside his apartment or house
and he cannot avoid physical proximity to others. The urben resident
also has many social contacts when compared with those of & person in
an extremely rural aresa.

An important. complex of socio~sultural characteristics of
urbanism have to do with the economio organizetion and the division
of labor. In the United States the economy of the metropolis mey be
primarily industriel or primarily commercial, It will probably be a
combination of both with & great many persons employed in personal,
business, and public services, In any event, it will most certainly
be nen-agricultural, if we limit the memning of the word agrioulture.
to the raising of plants end animals. In. the CT=city there is little
direct oontact with nature. The striking feature of the physiocal
environment is its artifiociality, that is, it is men-made.

Urbanism involves & very oomplex ocoupational structure and
great specialization of labor, Durkheim saw this as a funotion of
increased concentration of population. It is also aasQoiated.with
the development of a money economy and the measurement of everything
in terms of its monetary value, The family rarely works as & unit in

the CT~city. Each working member of the family 1s usually employed at
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a different location at a different speoialized Job or profession, s0
that there is little sharing of vooational interests.

.The outstanding feature of the urban family, when compared
with the oonstructed type rural family, is the relative:weakness of
kinship ties beyond thevimmediata conjugal unit. . Even members of the
immediate family group frequently have‘very_different,intereats,ﬂ
belong to different voluntary associations, and actually spend 1ittle
time together. In the CTw-oity the aged rarely live with their ohildren
during their deolining years but receive institutional care when they
are no longer able to maintain & domloile of thelr own.

In many parts of the metropolis neighborhood relations oen
hardly be said to exist. Even if we grant that neighborhoods do
exist in the,large‘oity.zl certainly social relations between neighe
bors are less. personal than those found in the extremely rural
neighborhoods where almost everyone knows everyone else on a "first
name" basis. There is little exchange of work and mutual aid in urban
neighborhoods, There may be & sense of locality belonging on the part
of relatively permanent residents, but certainly there osnnot be
said to0 be muoh homogeneity of attitudes and wvalues.

Many observers have pointed out that the greater number of
sooial oontacts and the higher rate of social interaction in the
larger city has had a profound influence on the way of 1ife of urben
people. Segmentation of soolal roles.ils the result, because persons
do not heve an opportunity to interact with their complste persone-

alities, Social contacts are impersonal, éuperfioial, transitory,

21 cf. Robert E. Park, Ernest W. Burgess, and
Roderick D. MoKenzie, The City (1925), ppe 6-9.
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‘segmental. Most contaots are with secondary groups rather then with
primary groupse Patterns of social interaction are to a large extent
"standardized.” People cultivate stereotyped resctions to artificial
symbols. They recot to the "uniform"™ of a functionary and not to the
mene Simmel suggested that it is by the maintenance of reserve in
his contacts with others that the oity dweller preserves the social
distance and personel freedom that makes urban living with its multi-
‘pliocity of nervous stimuli beareble .22 Finally, business relations in
the CT«city are predominantly formal,. contractual, impersonal.

Sccial control in the large city depends more upon formal
mechanisms, such as the police and oourt systems, then upon the in-
formal community pressure emanating from & commonly accepted set of
ends end values. Durkheim's insight to the effeot that cities
‘necessarily develop "organic solidarity" as a result of a complex
division of ‘labor with the regultimg inteordependence among the resi-
dents has been gonerally accepted in socoiological theory.23 It would
seem that most observers have egreed that moral integration tends +to
become less as population size end density inoremses However, Angell
found that "once a populetion of 100,000 is pasaed, the size is not
negatively related to moral intogration.“24 Nevertheless, he did find

& high correlation between moral integration and territorial mobilitye.

22 Georg Simmel, "The Metropolis and Mental Life," (trans. by
Kurt H, Wolff) in Paul K. Hett and Albert J. Reiss, Jr. (eds.),
Reader in Urben Sooiology (1951), p. 568,

S fmile Durkheim, The Division of Labor in Sooiety (trans. by
George simpson 1933) ..

24 Robert Cooley Angell, "The Moral Integration of Amsrioan
Cities,™ Amerioan Journal of Sociology, IVII (July, 1951), Part 2,
P« 15,
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Since'heterogéneity is one of the chief oriteria of urbenism in the
preéent study, it has been egsumed that our O0Twoity would have & much
Lower degree of moral integration than our CT~rural community. This
relatively low degree of moral integretion has usually been associeted
with various types of socially deviant behavior, such as crimes and
suicide,25 so one should oxpeot %o find higher rates of orime and
juvenile delinquenocy, sulcide, divorce, end so on, in the metropolis
thanvin the extremely rural area. Mcreover, there seems to bs a
greater moral tolerence and flexibility in the great oity. This is an
aspect of the whole oomplex of attitudes and values known as
secularization.

Wirth and. others have ghown how socio-cultural differentiation
is a function of crowding large numbers of pecple together in a
i;mited space., Individual differences are encouraged snd developed
by an intricate division of labor. A high rate of soolal interaction
stimilates intellectual development of some individuals to such an
extent as further to set them apary from theilr fellows, The hetero-
geneity of reocruits from the outside adds to the heterogeneity
developing from those processes which are teking place within the
large oity. Along with the development of individual bio-social
differences goes the widening of status differences. Persons of
similer interests and abilities tend to "flook together." The olass
structure, while not as rigid in the CT-city as in the CT-rural ccme

munity, reveals extreme strata which are more widely separated,

25 pop exemple, see Austin L. Porterfield and Robert H. Ta}bert.
Crime, Suicide and Scoial Well-Being in Your Stete and City (1948),
Bustin L, Porterfield, "Suicide and Crime in Folk and Secular Scoiety,"

gmerican Journal of Sociology, INII (January, 1952), 33138,
mile Durkheim, Suicide (trané. and ed. by4Géorge Simpson 1951).
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Closely associated with the social and oocupational differentiaticn
of the urban population goes the proliferetion of woluntary associa—,i
tions, corporations, and special interest groups, each organized in
torms of explioitly formulated objeotives and rules of prooedure.z6

The urban population has generally been thought of as beth
physically and socially mobile, Beocmuse of the high degree of
occupational specialization workers are required to travel about &
great deal to find jobs for which they ere best qualified. Also, in-
a population of great hetercgeneity of all kinds and sonsiderable
freedom for competition there is bound to be & oonstant shifting and
sifting going on ag individuals seek to adjust themselves +to their
physical and social environment, In our CTwocity there would be a
relatively high territorial mobility and, of greater signifiecance,
there woyld(be high‘statua mobility as individuals moved up end dowm
the sooiai-ladder. ‘Moreover, there would be much changing of jobs
without necessarily & ohepge in status. This might be ocalled inter=
cocupational mobility.

Several observers have held thet certain attitudes are
characteristic of urban peoples Only & few which were thought to be
representative will be indiocated, Simmel described, as characteristio
of the urbapite, the "blase ettitude,” thet is, a blunting of one's
disoriminability, which he believed %o be partly the result of the
multiplicity of stimuli to whioh the nervous system is daily exposed
and parﬁly-to the leveling effect of the money economy. An attitude
of "reserve™ with en overtons of hidden aversion serves as & shield

against unwanted stimzli and makes life in & crowded oity bearéblee

26 Yartindele and Nonachesi, ops cit., pe 40Z.
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Related %o these attitudes is that of imporsonelity or the sbsence of
sentiment in dealing with most persons and things. Park pointed out
that reflective thinking, as distinguished from the pre-logioal thinke
ing of pre~literste or illiterate peoples, is & product of urben
livinge. The attitude of the residents of large cities is to view the
relationship of means to ends largely in the rationalistio and
deterministic terms of modern soiences?! Traditions are not sacred.
Change‘is welcomed. Where all things are measured in terms of mchéy.
and where so many people are dependent upen one another, attitudes of
approval toward punotuality, preoision, effioiensy, end célduiability
are probably enoouraged.ze Cther attitudes oould be mentioned but

perhaps these are enough for the present purpose.

Ruralisme~A Construocted Type

While the extremely rural way of life in the United States
today in 1ts distinotive features would logically be the direot
opposite to urbanism by definition, it was felﬁ thet there might be
some heuristio advantage in desoribing in broad outline the salient
features of the rural ty?é separately. Actually, the criteria for
this type were roughly formulated prior to the urbanism type. A
great many sources were surveyed for oriteria of ruralisme. The writer
drew so heavily upon severai authors that he wishes to make special
aqknowiedgment here. Separats footnotes will not be given for the
ideas borrowed, Redf'ield's genmeralizations about the folk society were

constently kept in mind and used where it was believed they applied

27 Robert E. Park, "Magic, Hentallty and City Life" in Park,
ﬂ_a-_l_o. 22. O_i;h'o. PpPe 125"410

28 5immel, ops oite, ppe 563=T4s
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to our constructed type rural community in the United States today
(hereafter designated the "CT-rural oommunity")?g Ferdinand Tonnies?
characterization of Gemeinschaft was always in the baokground of our
.thinking.3° Closely related to Ttnnies' work and frequently sugpgestive
were the oomponents of the Famllistio Gemeinschaft ideal type
formulated by Loomis and Beegle.51 Because the writer was privileged
to have a course with Professor Howard Becker, he has drawn upon oless
notes and Becker's essays on the "sacred scoiety" whore possible. A
list of characteristics which Sorokin end Zimmerman included a quarter

century ago in their Principles of Rural-Urban Sociology as typieal of

rural life and rural people is still reflected in many textbooks on
rurel sociology. The writer has drawn heavily upon that lis-b.32
Nelson gives a somewhat different list of typically rural cheracter
istics which was helpful throughout.33
While place of residence alone is not a sufficient oriterion
of ruralism, the degree of isolation from urban influsnces is oer=
tainiy e major condition for the retention of a rural way of life.
Consequently, our CT-rural community would be as isolated as it is
possible to be in present day America from these influences. There
would be & minimum of communication with urbanized peoples In this

country where it has been customary for farmers to live on the land

29 Redfield, op. oit., pps 293-308,

50 Ferdinand Tdnnies, Fundamental Conoepts of Sociology (trans.
by C. P. Loomis 1940).

51 Loomis and Beegle, op. oit., Appendix A,

82 pitirim A. Sorokin and Carle C. Zimmerman, Principles of
Rural~Urban Sociology, 1929, p. 13=58.

83 Lowry Nelson, Rural Sociology (1952), ppe 24 £,
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rather than in villages, it is likely that extrems ruralism would be
found where a majority of the population lived on farms.

The occupational structure of & pecple is basically and
reciprocally related to their way of life. While extrems ruralism
might be assooiated with other occcupations, ‘such as fishing or forestry,
it was assumed thet the predominant ococupation of the most extremely
rurel county in this country would probably be basic agrioulture, thet
is, the raising of plants end animals. In any oase, extrems ruralism
involves direst contact with nature most of the time. The farmer
spends & much larger percentage of hia time interacting with nature
than he does with people. It is true in modern Amerios that he
apehds much of his time using artifacts, such as machines, but he
uses them directly upon the soil, plants, or animels. Unlike many
urban workers, the farmer is still close enough to nature thet he must
adapt his activities oonstantly to the raw biological and meteorologi-
oal forces of nature. In the CT=-rural community there is a relatively
simple division of labor. Ocoupational activities and knowledge are
diverse and relatively unspecialized, MNost persons understend all
phﬁses of the farming enterprise and see it whole.

Moreover, all members of the family are involved.in, end
therefore inteiested in, the agricultural enterprises For this reason
and because of fewer sgocial pontaota outside the family, extremely
rural people tend to be more family»oentered.than urbgnites. Thig
familism includes greater importanoce being attached to kinship
relations beyond the immediate famiiy and greater likelihood that the
aged will be cared for in theAhomgg of children or other kin than 4n

institutions,
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‘In our CTerural community one would expect to find a rather
strong sense of neighborhood belonging and e high degree of consensuse
Many ettitudes and sentiments would be held in common by @ majority of
members of the neighborhood. ' Social interaction with neighbors would
be.of the primary group type with mutuel aid and exchange of work
commonly practicad.34

‘As in the neighborhood, so throughout the extremely rural
community, social contacts would be rolatively fewsr, more persocnal,
and more durable than they would be in the CT=ocity. -The lower rate
of sooial interaction and the smaller number of sooial stimuli would
permit and even encourage the rural resident to interaot as an
integrated personality rather than segmentally. Almost every person
with whom the ruralite interacts has & wellwrecognized status in the
community, & status toward which others can react with clear=cut
sentiments, Considerable is known about the personal history of each
member of -the community, his function in the community, his strengths
and his weakmessesa Uhiformg‘and other standardized symbols are
unnecessary. Patterns of sooial intoraction are less "standardized"
than they ere in the oity. Even business relations tend to be infor=
mal, relying to a great extent upon verbal contract éﬁd custome

‘Tradition and informal oommunity pressures sre the pradominant
mechanisms of scoial control. Gossip and the fear of gossip is a more
effective deterrent than laws and the courts. Here we would expeot to
find a relatively high degree of moral integration and a miniﬁum of

‘the types of socially deviant behavior frequently associated with

‘ 34 John He. Kolb and Edmund deS« Brunner, A Study of Rural
Sosiety (1952), ppe 173-76,
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"sooial disorganization." The "ideal™ moral norms end the “real
behavior patterns more nearly coincide then they do in the metropoliae
Finaily. the rural conception of morality tends to be inflexible. The
moral traditions are sacred,>?

It has beeh emphasized by many aooiologistsse that oonditions
of urban living stimulate sccial differentiation and encourage
individuation. In the small, intimate rural oommunity, on the other
hand, behavior extremes of all kinds are discouraged and the individual
who is "different” is not socially approved. While socio-oultural
homogeneity in our CT-rural community would be fer from complete,

‘there would be & much weeker tendency toward social differentiation
than in the city. With less specialization end intensification of
interests, the number end variety of volumtary assoolations would be
less.®! Such institutionalized groups that do exist are small in
size and reletively simple in struoture. Thelr funotions tend to be
oomparatively general and unspecialized, the genersl store being an
oexample., In these .associations formalized rules and regulations are
stressed less than in their urban counterparts, while informal intere
personal relations play a.more important rolees Some kind of social.
olass structure would undoubtedly be found to exist but 1t is likely

that the range of class differences would be relatively less: A%l the

35 paul H, Lendis, Rural Life in Process (2d ed. 1948), pe 94.
%6 wirth, op. oit., pe 4.
37 Herbert Goldhemer, "Voluntary Assooiations in the United

States,™ in Paul K. Hatt and Albert J. Roiss, Jr. (eda.), Reader in
Urban Sociology (1951), pp. 506-1l.
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same time the statua gtructure would be more stable« It would be more
difficult for a person to move from one status group to ahother 58 -

(ne factor in the low status mobility is the fact that the
simple division of labor doss not provide an occupational ladder o
higher status. There is little shifting of ocoupations for those who
apend their entire lives in the UT-rural community. Likewise, it has
generall& been accepted that there is relatively less territoriel
mobility in the very rural area,

Atvtitudes whioh have been essociated with extreme ruralism
inelude resistance to change, independence, practloality, conservew=
tism, and a fetalistic attitude. There is by no means agreement emong
observers as to rural attitudes. OCompared to the attitudes of the
majority of our CT-urbsn population, it was assumed that extremely
rural people would be more tradition-oriented. They would exhibit &
much greater resistance to chenges of most kinds, The farming enter=
prise is somowhat more selfesufficient than most urban ococupations and
this might encourage an ettitude of independences . The symbiotio
relationships which exist between the farm femily end others in the
lerper community are not daily quite as obvlous nor quite aaz direcot as
they ere for the oity dwellere. On the other hand, mutual aid is quite
prevalent in extremeoly rural communitles, indioating & cooperative
attitude. Mutual aid in such cases may be largely a function of a
situation in which needed heip is not available for hire, and hence,
services must be exchanged, as'goods are exchanged, on & barter basis.
Thile rurel peopie are frequently believed to be more aonservetive with

respect to politics, religion, education, foreign affairs, and so on,

58 smith, op. oit., Chap. II.



25
this hypothesis has not been adequately tested. The farmer's depen-
dence upon natural forces over which he hes little control is probably
associated with & tendency to take a fatalistio, if not a superstitious,

attitude toward those fo::'ceeu.?’-9

%9 gar1 ¢, Taylor, et al., Rural Life in the United States
(1949), ppe 497505, James Mickel Williams, Our Rural Heritage (1925)
especially Chape XXV.




CHAPTER II
PILOT STUDY

In Chapter I we stated that the problem of the study was to
construct a composite index which would help to answer the question:
Relatively how rural or how urban is the socio-cultural structure of
the population of a given county or standard metropolitan area in the
United States? To select the component indices of such a measure we
proposed to compare the demographic and socio=-cultural characteristios
of & sample of extremely urban units with a sample of extremely rural
unitse To essist in the selection of these extreme samples, we set
up in broad outline a constructed type of the most urban populetion
which we could imagine existling in the United States today. This
has been labeled the CT-city for brevity. In a similer manner we
outlined the characteristics of the most rural population we could
imagine in the United States todey, the GT-rufal community. With the
aid of these constructed types & number of hypotheses were formulated
with respect to the comparative demographio and soclo~cultural
characteristics of the urbapn and rural populations. The next task
was to select a number of indices which would disoriminate most
efficiently between units of the urben sample and units of the rural
sample. As a device for exploring sources of data and meking a
preliminary seleotion of indices, we developed the pilot study which
will be desoribed in the present chapter.

26
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Observational Units

For reasons given in Chapter I, it was decided to utilize data
already published instead of data colleoted for the express purpose of
oonstructing the Index. Hence, the availability of suitable data
besame one of the principal oriteria for the choise of population
units. For instance, the township did not appear to be a satisfactory
unit for our purpose, because many kinds of deta were not tabulated
for townships. For the rural sample the county seemed to be ‘the popu-
lation unit best suited to our study. However, at the exiremely urban
end of the rural-urban continuum the county es & unit had the disedvan-
tage of being in many ocases only & segpent of the urben ocommunity,’
which we assume to be an organic whole. 'To use & census tract, a
oounty, or even the incorporated part of a oity as representative of:
the urban community as & whole would violate thls assumption of orgenio
unity, ‘The new unit, the "urbanigzed area,"l«waa.delineated by the
Census Bureau to include the legal oity plus its "urban fringe." This
unit possessed the advantages 1) of perhaps being fairly representa=
tive of the urban community, and 2) of being more homogeneous with

respect to some characteriastios than the standard metropoliten area,

1 Each urbanized area contalns one or more clties of 50,000 or
more inhabitants, together with the following types of areas if they
are contiguous to the central oity or cities or if they are contiguous
to any area already included in the urban fringes 1) Incorporated
places with 2,500 or more inhabitants. 2) Incorporated places with
less than 2,500 inhabitants containing a concentration of 100 or more
dwelling units with & density of 500 units or more per square mile.

3) Unincorporated territory with at least 500 dwelling units per square
mile. 4) Territory devoted to commercial, industrial, transporto-
tional, recreational, and other purposes funotionally related to the
central oity. Other noncontiguous areas having 6500 dwelling units per
square mile whioch lie within certain spatial limits beyond the contigue
ous urbanized part are also included. For complete definition, see

U, gézBureaurof the Census, County and City Data Book, 1962, Appendix B,
Pe- .
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Howsver, if data published by agencies other than the Bureau of the
Census were to be utilized, we believed that it would be most diffi-
oult to assemble such data for "urbanized areas.” On the other hand,

since the boundaries of standard metropolitan arens?

follow county
lines, it would be simple to combine data tabulated on a county=.
wide basis to obtain enumerations for the larger urban unit. It wes
felt that the leveling effect obtained by the inclusion in the SMA of
the relatively rural seotions of the component counties outside the
"urbanized area™ would not seriously deorsase the outstanding rurale
urban differences which we believed to exist between populetions at
opposite poles of the continuum. After all, it seemed reasonable to
agsume that the way of life of even the "rural” residents of the
larger SMA's would be rather highly urbanized. Oonsequentiy, wo
decided to use the county es the unit for the rural sample and the SMA
for the urban sample, Parenthetically, we might say that we can see

no reason why the "urbanized area" would not have served as well, as

long as oniy 1950 Census data were used.

Universe
The next problem was to delimit the universe which was to be
sampled. It has been stated that the study was to be limited to the

United States. Of this territory we decided to eliminate the 29

2 Exoept in New England, & standard metropolitan area is &
ocounty or group of contiguous sounties which contain at least one
ocentral oity of 50,000 inhabitants or more. Contiguous ocounties are
included in a SMA if according to certain oriteria they are essentially
metropolitan in oharacter and sufficiently integrated with the central
oity. In New Englend SMA's have besn delineated on & town rather than
& oounty basis. For a more oomplete definition, see County and City
Data BOD]C, 1952, Pe xi.
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"independent” oities which are often inoluded in Census Bureau tables
for countlos, We also oliminated the 4 federal arems, inoluding the
Distriot of Columbia, because we did not consider them to be compars=
able to counties or SMA's elsowhere in the United States,® This left
e universe of 3070 counties in the United States in 1950, 274 ineide
167 SMA's and 2796 outside SMA's, For sampling purposes this universe
was divided into two subwuniverses as follows: &) 167 standard
metropolitan areas, exoluding Washington, D.C., &nd b) 2796 countles

outside of standard metropoliten areas.

Selection of Pilot Sample

For the pilot study, as for the expérimental study which was
to follow, we wished to find a group of SMA's whose characteristics
approximated as closely as possible those of the C'f-oity and a group
of rural counties whose scoio-oultural struoture was similar to that
of the CT-rurel commtihity. It was a simple task to seleot the urﬁan
part of this purposive sample. For the pilot study we simply used the
10 most populous SMA's from a list ranking the SMA's acoording to totel
populatiot#. This urban sample included the following SMA's: New York-e
Northeast New Jersey, Chiocago, Los Angeles, Philadelphis, Detroit,

Boston, -San Francisco-~0Oakland, Pittsburg, St. Louis, and Cleveland.

3 our reason for doing this was that we did not oonsider these
independent cities comparable in socio-culturael struoture to counties
and SMA's, For instance, 17 of the independent cities in Virginia each
have less than 25,000 inhabitants. Seven of the 29 cities were ine
cluded in our universe as parts of SMA's. Washington SMA was omitted
because its demographic make~up and its socio~-cultbural structure was
thought to be extremely unlike any other American SMA. The three
federal areas excluded in addition to the District of Columbia were all
within the boundaries of Yellowstone Park. See U. S« Bureau of the
Census, County and City Data Book, 1952, Appendix B, p. 552,

% See Clarence E. Ridley, et al. (eds.), Municipal Yearbook
(1952), Table 2, p. 27.
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To select & sample of extremely rural units wes not so simple.
Criteria of population size and demsity, accessibility, proporiion of
the population engeged in agrioculture, and percentage of rural farm
residence were set ups It soon beoame obvious that population size and
density were largely meaningless as indloators of degree of ruralness
when applied to whole cocunties. For instance, the population per
square mile was found to be less for most cf the counties in the
Mountain and Pacific States than for the most sparsely settled counties
of the South Atlantic end East South Centrel States. We felt that
physical end social isolation wes an important oriterion of rurelity:
but we were hot oonyinc;d that distance from.grban places was en
accurate index of accessibility. Accossibility is also limited by the
numbeyr and ocondition of highways, railroads, and bus lines, by ouitural
factors, by topography, and by climatic conditions. For example;
communities in the northern states are somewhat more isolated during
winter when roads become blooked by snows It seems reasonabiq that &
community relatively isolated in the mountains somewhere by the
absence of good roads might possess more of the charactoristios of the
CT=-rural ocommunity than ons equi-distant from & city of 650,000 populaw
tion to whioh it was conneoted with a super~highway, fast trains, and
frequent buses. Even 2 high percentage of rural farm rosidence and
employment in agrioulture do not seem sdequate oriteria, For example,
& farm population in the dairy area or in the Corn Belt, especially if
the county were close to & lerge city, might have attitﬁdeS'ahd values
which were quite urban.

After some experimentation we finally settled upen the followe

ing oriteria for the selection of 10 counties to represent the CT;ruraI
ocommunity for the pilot study:
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1) Counties having the highest percentage of rural farm
residence, provided:

2) Sixﬁy-five per cent or more of the population were engaged
in agrioulture;

3) There were no places in the oounty with a population of
2,500 or more;

4) The county was 100 or more miles distant from any city of
100,000 or more populetion (Mountainous roamds and other barriors 4o
transportation might permit decreasing this distance requirement);

5) The county was 50 or more miles from any oity of 50,000 or
more, subjeot to the seme qualification as the fourth orlterion; and

6) Not over 10 per ocent.of the land area of the county was in
public lands, such as national forests, parks, or reservetions.

While these oriteria were adhered to for the most part, o few
counties ranking higher in percentage of rural farm residence were
passed over to obtain & wider geographio diastribution. There wag
likewise soms effort made to obtaln units in several of the typo~farming
arsas as delineated by the Bureau of Agricultural Eoonomios.s‘ The

data for the seleotion of the rural counties used in ‘the pilot study

were taken from 1940 Census tabulationa in +the County end City Date

Book, 1949.6 This source was used beoszuse the 1950 data were not yet
available when the study was begun. When the 1950 Census data beoamse .
available the pilot study ves carried out with these wmore recent data

but it was not felt that it would be necessery to repeat the work

5 See Carl C. faylor, et al., Rural Life in the United States
(1949), Fig. 35, p. 340.

6 Ue S. Bureau of the Census, County end City Data Book, 1949,
Table 3, ppe 74=381.
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involved in selecting the rurel sample. Counties which were seleoted
with 1940 deata in accordance with the criteria given above were the
following: Baker, Georgla; Elliott, Kentucky; Jefferson Davis,
Kississippi; Hickory, Missourl; Garfield, Montena; McPherson and
Banner, Nebraska; Ashe, North Carolina; Oliver, North Dakote; end

Borden, Texase

gygotheses

Using the constructed type urﬁan and rural communities dege
oribed in Chapter I as reference pointa, hypotheses were formulated
fegérdipg the demograpﬁio and soqio-oulﬁural oharaoteriatios of
oommunities distributed alomg the continuum: The more urben &
populagion

1) The more its population will depend upon & money economy.

2) The more will commerce and industry predominate Qver
agriculture.

3) The more complex and specialized will be the division of
labor,

4) The greater will be the proportion of women employed outside
the home.

5) The lower will be the sex ratio.

6) The less will be tho emphasis placed upon family relations,

7) The higher will be its median age.

8) The lower will be the proportion of persons in the uppor
and lower age brackets.

9) The more complex will be the technology of the equipment
with whioh the dwelling units are furnished,

10) The greater will be its territorial mobiiity;f
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11) The more indireot end impersonal will be its forms of
comnunication.

12) The greater will be the comploxity of its mechanized forms
of communicetion and trangportation.

13) The greater will be its biological and ocultursl
he'torogenelity.

14) The more will formal training of the young be stressed,.

15) The more highly differentiated will bo the structure of its
institutions.

16) The greater will be the disparity between the ideal
cultural norms and actual bohavior, |

17) The more concentrated will be its population.

18) The more complox and imporsopal will be the forms of social
ocontrol.

Other hypotheses might have beon formulated. These were zome

for whioh we thought we might bs able 4o find measures,

Sources of Date

For the pilot study the following sources of data were used to
construct indices suggested by the above hypotheses, that is, indices
which wore belioved to discriminate consisteprtly between the urban and
rural units of the pllot sample:

1) U, S. Census of Population: 1950, Preprints of Volume II,

Characteristics of the Population.

2) U. S. Census of Housing: 1950. Preprints of Volums I,

General Characteristios.

3) U. S. Consus of Businesss 1948, Volumes I, III, V, and VII,
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Preprints for the U. S, Census of Agrioultures 1950 were

examined but the kinds of data collected by the Census of Agriculture
were judged unsuitable for oomparing rural counties with standard

metropoliten areas. The County and City Data Book, 1952 was not

available at the time that the pllot study was made.

Indices

Cut of this 1950 Census data we constructed 73 simple indices
which we thought to be related to the hypotheses given above. These
indices were mostly in the form of peroentages or ratios. All ere
présenﬁed in Appendix B, where they are listed under the hypothesia
to which we fesl they most closely relate. The data required for each
index were copied on work sheets for the 10 SMA's and tﬁe 10 rural
counties of the pllot sample. The percentages and ratios were then
computed.

After carefully comparing these relative vaiuea for the urban
units with thoss of the rural units by visual 1nspeoti;n and after
oonsulting several sociologists, we discarded 37 of the 1ndioes ﬁlthn
out further statistical analysis. Ve will not ettempt to set forth
our reasons for dropping each of the 37 but a few examples will be
given, Many were discarded besause they failed to disoriminate
clearly or consistently between the rural and urben semples. For
example, the index designed to measure mobility, viz., "Per cent of
persons one year old and over who were in the same house in 1949 and
1950," revealed no noticeable differsnce between the two semples. A
ranking of the percentages for the 20 units showed a great deal of

overlapping. While the size of the sample was much too small to test.
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the hypothesis of mobility as an urban characteristie, the index did
not eppear to discriminate consistently, if at all, between extremely
urban and extremely rural units.

Other indices were discarded because distributions obtained
with the pilot sample appeared to be unreliable. For instance, pere
centege of the population which was 65 years old and over was l4.4 per
cent for Hickory County and only 4.3 per cent for Borden County, while
percentages for the SMA's ranged from 5.4 to 9.7 per cente This
measure seemed to be unstable, especially among the rural units.

To be a satisfactory measure an index should be such thet
values of greater or lesser meghitude can be found in all units of
the distribution. A few indioces were dropped because tov many cells
of our tables were without date. For example, it was found that none
of the rural counties in the pilot sample had multiple dwellings with
10 or more dwelling units. The absence of data for the rural counties
was found to be very prevalent in the Census of Business, where
volume of sales and other financial data were often withheld to avoid
disclosure of the records of individual firms. Anocther reason that
indices involving money values were avoided was based upon the diffie
culties involved in adJusting for the changing value of the doiiar.
Cur constant aim was to keep the index as simple to apply as possible.

Some indices were discarded for logical considerationse. For
example, after trying out the index of heterogeneity, viz., "Per oent
of population who are classified as monwhite," we decided that this
was more closely related to rogional differences than to rural-urban
differences. The units located in the North had 2 low proportion of

nonwhite while the units in the South hed a high proportion, whether
urban or rural,
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Still others were dropped because they seemed to be measuring
roughly the same aspect of the socio~oultural struocture as another
index which appeared to be more reliable. For instance, "per cent of
employed persons who are farm laborers, unpaid family workers" was
disoarded in favor of "per cent of employed persons who are unpaid
family workers."” There seemed to be much more eonsistensy in the.
values obtained for the latter.

Thus, with the aid of the pilet study the number of indices
- wag reduced from 73 to 36, The 36 which were retained for the more
rigorqya statistioal.analys;s of the experimental study are followed

by taﬁ correlation coefficients in Appendix B.



CHAPTER III
EXPERIMENTAL STUDY

After the preliminary selection of indices by means of the
pilot study, it was necessary to devise a more rigorous technique for
the purpose of eliminating those measures which would not discriminate
oonsistently between extremely urban and extremely rural population
units;\ To acoomplish this objective we selected a sample one half of
the units of which were as urban as we oould find and the other half
of which were as rural es we could find. The power of each simple
index ‘to disoriminate oonsistently between the two classes of units in

the sample was then tested statistioally.

Selection of the Experimental Sample

While we originally planned to experiment with a sample of
approximately 50 urban units and 50 ruralhunifs, we deoided thaet we
would not have time to do the computations for so large & sample.
Since the study was to be primarily exploratory and methodological end
was not to be defin&tive in ahy sense, it was decided that a sample of
35 to 40 units in all would be adequate.

We had not been satisfied with our method of seleoting the
rural units of the pilot sample. For the experimental seample rural
soclologistes at 18 agrioultural colleges were raquésted to help select
the "most rural” ocounties in their respective states. We believed

37
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that a rural sociologist who had been woi'king at a state agricultural
college for a number of years would be fairly competent to make a rough
Judgment, in accordance with a set of general oriteria as to which of
the counties of his state were "most rural,” Fully realizing that such
a semple would necessarily be rough and would probebly omit some of the
most rural counties in the country, we decided thet it would be
adequate for our purpose.

Since our aim was to secure counties which were as rural as we
_oould find and etill have & rather wide geographio distribution, we
had %o set up eriteria for selecting the states to be represented in
our sé‘mple.u For example,. it seemed rather unlikely that the "most
rural” county in a state such as Connectiout would be &s rural. as the
"most rural® counties in states with a large peroentage: of the popula=
tion 1iving‘ on farms and engaged in basic agrioulture. To solve this
problem a table was compiled showing a) the percentage of the popula=-

1 and b) per cent of employed

tion classified as "rural farm" by states,
persons who were farmers and fearm managers, farm foremen, and farm
laborers, paid and unpaid, by states.? Percentages from this table
were ploﬁted on an outline map of the United States and studied for
distribution. |

At that time we were thinking in terms of a sample of 50 rural

counties. To secure such & sample which was both as rural as possible

and rather widely distributed geographicelly we could either a) select

1 computed from U, S. Bureau of the Census, U. S. _Census of
Populatiom 1960, preprint of Vol, I Number of Inhabitants, Part I.
TU. S. Summary, Chap. 1, Table 15,

2 Ibid., Vol. II Characteristios of the Population, Part I
U, S. Summary, Chap. B, Table 79,
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two counties each from 24 states, or b) choose three counties. each
from 17 states. We could obtain a 24-state sample by seleoting those
states which were over 16 per cent rural farm end had over 14 per cent
engaged in farming, or we oould obtain an 18«state sample by selecting
only those states having over 19 per cent rural farm residents and
over 20 per oent engaged in farming, We deoided in favor of the 18-
state sample. Letters were sent to rural scoiologists in those states
esking each to name three of the "most rural” counties in his state.

~In requesting rural scoiologiste to make these selections, the
writet.fait'that the homogeneity of the sample could be increased by
furni;hing them with a set of rather general criteria Qinved from the
constructed type rural community. Consequently, e list of 83 such
criteria was enclosed with & form letter aﬁd a blank for the rep‘.l‘ya5
These letters were mailed in June of 1963« While some had to be for=
warded to summer addresses, replies from 17 states were received almost
immediately. The reply from Iowa was received too late to be included
in the sample.

After we decided to reduce the size of the experimental semple
0 40 or less, a selection had to be made from among the 51 counties
named by the rural sooiologists. Since we were not interested in
obtaining a random sample at this stage, we chose the simplest
procedure of using the first oounty listed by each sooiologiste

For the urban pert of the sample, the 18 SMA's having the most

populous urbanized areas, excluding Washington, D.C., were chosen.?

5 See Appendix A for copies of these forms.

4 Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, Op. oit.,'Vol. I,
Part I, Chap. 1, Table 18, '
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It wes thought that the populaﬁoti sli;ze of the urbanized ares would be
a better oriterion for obtaining the "most urban" SMA's then the
population size of the entire standard metrﬁpolitan area, the criterion
used in the pli’lot studye. Eighteen SMA's were used to balanoe the 18
counties which were planned for the rural sample. Urbanp and rural
‘units whioch were selected for”tl;e ‘experimental semple by the means just
desoribed were the followings

'EXPERIMENTAL SAMPLE

.+ S8taendard
Metropolitan Areas Rural Counties
1, New foric-‘--Nor’-Eheés-b L Gooéa, Ala‘bamé.
' New Jersey '

2, Chicago |  @e Newton, Arkensas

. Los Angeles g 3+ Fannin, Georgia

4, Philadelphia 4, Clark, Idaho

6. Dotroit 5. Nemahe, Kansas

6+ Boston 6+ Wolfe, Kentucky

7« San Francisco--Oakland 7« Dodge, Minnesota

8. Pittsbur_gh 8. Perry, Mississippi

9+ Ste Louis 9. Lake, Montana

10, Cleveland 10+ Porkins, Nebraska

11, Baltimore 11, Greene, North Carolina
12. Minneapolis~~St. Paul 2, Billings, North Dakota
13, Milwaukee 13, Grant, Oklahoma

14. Cincinnati 14. ¢1arendon, South Carolina
15, Buffalo 156, Mollstte, South Dakota
16. Houston 16, Hencook, Tennessee

17. Kansas City 17. Crook, Wyoming

18, New Orleans
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Method of Item Selsction

Since the experimental deslgn ocalled for a purposive sample of
two widely=-separated classes of units, teohniques of item selection
based upon the assumption of a normal distribution oould not be useds
A statisticel technique whioch would test the relative power of simple
indices to disoriminate clearly between the rural and urban units in
the experimental sample was needed, Kendall's coeffioient of rank
correlation (tau) seemed best suited to the requirements of the present
¢study55

The tau coofficient is desighed to measure the degreec of apgree=
ment or correspondence between two rankings. The numerical value of
this coefficient must range between fi, which wéuld indiocate perfect
egroement, and -1, which would indioaﬁe oo@pleta disggreement. To
employ this technique of rank oorrelatién some rules of rank order had
to be set ups With the quantitative vaéiablea,?we decided to considor
the largest quantity in a given serles as ooouéyipg the first renk and
the smallest gquantity the last rank, fﬁe problem was %o compare &
raﬁking of quantitative values (percentages or ratioa)~witﬁ a ranking
of population units whioh had been, for the purposes of this phese of
the study, arbitrarily labeled "urban" or “fural;“ The SMA's in the
experimental sample wore treated as if éhey were all of equal rank,
Likewise, the rural counties.of the sample were treated as if they
were all of equal rank, Then, for the purposs of compufing the teu
coofficients, a rule was adopted that the urben units:of thi§ rural-urban

dichotomy would remk first and the rural unlts would rank lagt. This

meant that & positive tau coefficient would be obtained for variables

5

1 and 3 Maurice G. Kendall, Rank Correlation Methods (1948), Cheps.
and 3,
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having higher values (percentages and ratios) for SMA's than for rural
countiea. Conversely, a negative ocefficient would be obtained for
variables having higher values for the rural counties than for the
SMA's,
The formula which was used for computing the tau coefficients
between the renking of a set of index values and the rural-urban

dichotomy of the experimental sample was the followings

= S
Q/Wt%n(n-l); -U]

where S represents the astual amount of agreement or disagreement in

6

the two rankings,” x the number of SMA's, y the number of rural

counties, n the total number of units in the sample (x # y), end U
the sum of deduotions for tied ranks among the index va.luea."
Tau coefficients for the 36 indices retained from the pilot
study end for 8 new indices which were not examined in the pilot study,
a ‘total of 44 in all, were oomputed. These coefficlents, together
with the indices which they represent, are tabulated in Appendix B.
They range from =72 to #.73, 12 of them indicating & negative
relationship and 32 a positive association. A few examples of & low

degree of agreement were the followingae

S For an explanation of the meaning of S and the method of
computation, see Kendall, op. oit., pp. 4-b.

7 1bid., p. 34.
8 Item numbers correspond to the olassification system used in

Appendix B,- The value following each item is the tau coeffmient
obtained for that item with the experimental sample.
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III-B-1 Marriage rate, ¥.28
III-C-~]1 Crude birth rate, =.39
III-D=1 Infant mortelity rate, «.26
- Number of persons who lived in &
Vi-A=-1 differenﬁTz::;tgoszlzzigzd in 1949 4 3000, =.35

IX-A=4 Persons 25 and over completing less than five

grades, =.24

On the other hand, 18 of the 44 indioces yielded tau coefficients of
plus or minus 70 or more. Twelve others were between £«60 and .69
or between 5,60 and -.69,‘indiqating a large number of indices with
rather good disoriminating powér.

Next, an attempt was made to test the slgniflcance of these
tau coefficients. Actually, the procedure is a test of the signifi-

9

cance of the numerator "S" of the tau quotient.” The general formula

for the signifioance test is: 8 where 0g is the standard
O

deviation of S. Beoause the "sampling distribution of Kendall's tau
converges t0 normal very rapidly and can be considered normal whenever
N is equal %o or greater than 10,"10 tables of areas under the normal
ourve can be used to estimate the probability that a given multiple of
the standard devietion will be ettained or exceededsll The eritical
ratio (hereafter designated by "C.R.") obtained by dividing S by its

¥ Eendall, op. oit., ps 40.

10 Margaret Jarman Hegood and Daniel O. Price, Statistios for
Sociologists (rev. ed., 1952), p. 470,

11 gendall, op. cit., pe 40.
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standard deviation will be in standard deviation units, so that any
GeRe over 1.96 will be significent at the § per cent level and & C.R.
over 2,68 will Se'significant at the 1 per cent level.

The formula used for finding the standard deviation wass

% Ny [Fon-E -4

where x is the number of SMA's, y is the number of rural counties, n
~.is the total number of units, and t is the number of'memhera in any

12 We computed the C.R.'s

one set of tied ranks among the index velues.
for ail 44 iﬁdices of the experimental study. These have been
tabulated along with the tau ocoefficients in Appendix B.

Tt was found thet the tau coeffioients for the following
indices wers not significant at the 5 per cemt levels

III-B=l Mhrriage rate

III-D-1 Infant mortality rate

IX-A-4 Persons 25 end over completing less than five grades

Two more were significant at the 5 per cent level but not at the
1 per cent levels They were:

ITII-C~1 Crude birth rate

Humber of persons who lived in a

VI-A-l W x 1000
The tau coefficients of the remaining 39 indices were significant at
the 1 perioentllé#el. Invfaot; 16 wers significant at the 000002

level, which was interpreted to mean that if an infinite number of

12 1bid., p. 44.
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semples were drawn from the universe, en agreement between the renking
of index values and that cf the rural urban dichotomy of the degree
found would have & probability of ocosurring by chance :not more than
two times out of a millions

Since the purpose of the experimental phase of the study was
to seleoct out of tﬁe 44 indioces tested a ;onsiderably reduced number
of items which diseriminated most sfficiently between the urban and
rural units of the experimental sample, it was necessary to establish

- some criteria for yaking'thia selection, Because of the amount of
work.invoived it was not feasible &o compute & matrix of intercorreles
tionsj(tau soefficients) for each pair of the 44 items. It was noted
that one half of the items tested mgainst the experimentel sample had
tau coeffioients greater than #:65,'while one half were 1953 than #,65.
ébnsequently, the'folidwing oriteria were arbitrarily established:

1) Atteﬁpt to measurs &s many aspeots as pcssible of the
sooio-cultural structure of the community. Specifically, try to keep
one or more indices in each of the broad oategories under which cui
hypotheses had been olassified.l®

2) Retain only those indices with a tau cocefficient of <66 or

greater, positive or negative.

3) Retain only those indices with a C.R+ of 4.0 or greater.

Thet is, the ﬁrobability (P) value should be equal tB or greater than
+0000634,
Several excoptions in the application of these critorie will

have to bs explainad. The quantities which follow each index are the
tau coefficient and the C.R., respectively,.

13 566 Appendix B.
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IIT-A~1 Sex ratio: Total number of males x 100 (web4, 4447)
Total number of females

While the tau coefficient was slightly under .66, we decided to retain
the index at ‘this stage of our study, because we had not been ableuto
find & more useful measure Pfor the whole area of the family. The
item, "sex ratig of persons 14 years old and over who were singlo.h:
tested out equally well but appeared to be measuring much the same
aspect of the structure of the population. When the rankings obtained
by the two different sex raiiog were qompared; 8 tau oocefficient of
/278 ;;sulted, 8o we decided téAretaiﬁ only the index for the sex
ratio .of the total population.

IV=B«1 Per oent ofﬁpopulation which is under & years of age
(=e62, 4.34) This was rekained, beoause we could £ind no better index
of "age ébmposition," one of the broad oategories of population
s%:uoture. In acoordance with the first criteriop above, we felt en
index of this aspect of the population was needed. The index "medien
age” tested equally well, so & tau ooefficient.waa>oomputed between
the two;' It turned out to be {381, 80 we disoardéd the lattef whioh
had a élightly lower C.Rs A further reason for this choice was thet
item IV-B-1 had appeared to be more disoriminating on the piiot study.

V-A-l Per cent of dwelling units with hot running weter,
private toilet and béth, and not dilapidated (}272,“5.03) |

VeA=2 Per ocent of dwelling units having no pip;d running
water (—.72, 5,00)

V-A-3 Por cent of dwelling units reporting a kitohen sink

(/§72, 5.00) There seemed to be & great deal of overlapping ambng
these three indices in the "home equipment" oategory. Tau coeffioients

for intercorrelations of these three indices are shown in Table 1.
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Table 1

TAU CCEFFICIENTS FCR INTERC ORRELATICNS
COF SELECTED INDICES CF HCME EQUIPMERNT

Vel VA2 VoA
Vehel | -.88 4,80
V-A-2 -.88 -.82
V-A=3 ¥.80 -a82

Sinoe the teu coefficients were all very high, we deoided to retain
only one of the three indices. V-A-3 had the disadvantages oi_':,. Yeing
based.on & 20 per cent aample, so we eliminated that index. We
objected personally to V-A=l ag an index because of the rather sube
jeotive qualification "not dilapidated.” Conaequently,;we shose rather
arbitrarily to retain V-A-2 as en index of rurality.

Wo obtained a tau correlation ooefficient of /.'75 batween
V-Aws, "per cent of dwelling units reporting eleotris lighting," end-
V-A-5, "per cent of ocoupied dwelling units with mechanioal refrigeras
tion.” Since V-Aw4 was more discriminating than V.A<6 on the experi-
mental sample, as measured by their teu coefficients (See Appendix B),
we retained the former and discarded the lattere

V-A=6 Per cent of ooccupied dwelling unite with central heating
(#.67, 4.57) TWhile this index met our criteria, we discarded it
because 2) it was marginal, b) we had two more efficient measures of
degree of oomplexity of home equipment, and 6) logioally, central
heating would vary with the coldness of the climate perhaps even more

than with the degres of urbanness of the population.
VIII-A-1 Per cent of persons 21 years of age and over who

were foreign born (£.60, 4,21) This index was retained because we
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were unable to find a mors efficient measure of the cultural hetero~
genelty of the population. Because of the emphaesis whish Wirth and
obhers have placed upon heterogeneity as & basie characteristic of
urbanism, wavfalt that we needed some index of this charasteristic.

IX-A=l Median school years completed (.49, 5.62)

Ve can perhaps be fairly oriticised for retaining thls index with its
felatively low teu coefficient, However, it was felt by us and by our
advisers that we should have & measure of the amount of formal
~education received by the population. This was the best index we were
able to find, with the exception ofblxqﬂ-ﬁ, "Per cent of persons five
and siz years old who were enrolled in kindergarten," which we
retained also. The latter measure has certain disadvantages whioh
were evident on both the experimental and the random samples, For a
mumber of counties there were no kindergarten enrclless enumerated.

In & number of other countles not more than five or ten were tabﬁlated.
Because of the small numbers 1nvoived wo had doubts about the reli=
ability and disoriminability of this index.

\ IX-B=~1 Per cont of employed persocns who are in publie
administration  (f.57, 2.99)

IX-B=2 Per cent of employed persons in medioal and other
heelth services (#.73, 5.04) The tau correlation cosfficient
between iheaa 2 indices was {CGO, which soemed low enough to jua%ify
retaining bothe Haweve:,vour retaining IX-B~l was probably not
Justifiable. At this stage in the research we were lodking for ab
least one measure for the structure of each of the major social
institutions. We retained IX-B-l as a measure of gévernmsntal

structure, while‘Ix-B-z,was considered to be an index of health and
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welfare institutions. Besides, we had a hunch that IX-B-1 ought to
be an efficient index of the degreec of urbapness, Our hunch was not
substantiated and that index was dropped in the next phase of the
study.

X~A«l Por cent of the civilian labor forece who were umemployed
(A.50, 3.56) The only defense which we csn offor for the retention
of this index is the first criterion. We felt that we should have a
measure of normative integration and this is the test we were able to
~discovers While unemployment doss not neoessarily indiocate moral
disintegration, it does indioate a disparity between the ideal norm of
full émploymenb for those who wish employment end the actuel societal
situation. Horeover, it was assumed that e person's ccoupational role
and his role as earner of the femlly income are so bnsic and go
intimately related to personal and social integration that the denial
of the opportunity for employment would soon affect other sspects of
the personts way of life.

It was suspected that the correlation between I-A-2, "per cent
;f employsd persons who are private wage and salary workers," and
VII-A-1l, "per cent of perscns who are clerical and kindred workers,®
might be high, so the tau ccefficient was computed. It turned out to
be .58, which we did not think high enough to justify dropping either
indox, so both were retained.:

When the experimental study wes completed the 44 indices
tested by the tau technique had teen reduced to 25. The 25 indices
which were retained are marked with an asterisk in Appendix B. Thess
indices were-then applied to the random sample of unlts used in the

next phase of the study. This will be described in Chapter IV,



CHAPTER IV
ITEM REDUCTICN

The next phase of our study involved the selestion of & random
sample -of population units, the computation of composite scores with
_the 25 simple indices selected by means of the experimental study, and
the cq?relation of each set of component index soores with the set of
compo;ite scores. The purpose of this step was threeefold, namely,

1) to check the validity of the items selected by means of the experie
mental sample, 2) to examine the nature of the relationghip between
éach set of component item soores and the set of composite scores, and
3) further to reduce the number of indices by the elimination of those
whose scores were not closely assoclated with the soores of the come-
posite index. The assumption was made, rightly or wrongly, that the
ﬁhenomenon which we were trying to measure would be selfwconsistent.
Honce, the set of indices used 4o measure it should possess & rather
high degree of self-consistensy, that is, for population units having
a reletively high composite urbanness score all of the eomponent
scores should be relatively high. If the soores of & given simple
index did not vary concomitantly with the composite index scores, then
it was assumed thet the item was not an effioient indicator of the

phenomenon which we were calling urbanness.t

1 ohe term "urbanness," as it is used in the present study, is

50
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Selection of the Random Sample

Since this is in no sense & definitive study, we decided thet
e random sample of 40 units would be sufficlent for our purpose of
exploring & technique. We tried stratifying our universe in several
different ways but fihally ohose simply to list the 167 SMA's and the

2796 counties outside of SMA'az

together elphabetically by states and
-make a rendom selection from this 1list, so that each SMA and each
county outside of the SMA's would have an equal chance of being drawn,
tTha population units ;n'thia alphabetical list were numbered from
1 40 2963, Forty numbers within this renge were obtained from a table

of raﬁdom numbers3

and.- the units having the corresponding numbers were
drawn from the alphabetical list. Unite thus selected for the random

sample were the followings

RANDCM SAMPIE
1. St. Clair County, Alabama 7. Camas County, Idaho

2. Dol Norte County, California 8. Grant County, Indiana

.3+ Modoo County, California 9+ Audubon County, Iowa
4, Sumnit County, Colorado 10. Clayton County, Iowa
5. Monroe County, Florida 1l. Hardin County, Iowa
6. Screven County, Georgia 12, Ellsworth County, Kansas

intended to mean resemblance to the 18 SMA's of the experimental
sample, with respect to the characteristios being measured by the come
ponent indices employeds. The term "urbanism,” on the other hand, is
used to refer to the mode of life in those cities. Urbanness refers
to urban-like ecological and soccio-sultural structure, while urbanism
refers to a way of life, which we take to be a dynamic process.

2 See "Universe" in Chapter II,

3'R. A. Fisher and F. Yates, Statistical Tables for Biologiocal,
Agricultural, and Medioal Research (3d ed., 1948), p. 93.
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13. Stanton County, Kansas - 27, Bryan County, Oklahoma
14, Fleming County, Kentucky 28, Muskogee County, Oklehome
154 Greenup County, Kentucky 29, Marion County, Tennessee
16. Boston SMA, Massachusetts 30+ Sevier County, Tennessee

17. Nantucket County, Massachusetts 31l. Hartley County, Texas
18. Hillsdale County, Michigan 32, Kent County, Texas

19, Chickesew County, Mississippi  33. Martin County, Texas

20, Howard County, Missouri 4. Midland County, Texas

- 21. Howell County, Missouri 35. Frederiok County, Virginia
22. Jefferson County, Montena 36, Okanogen County, Washington
23. Iiﬁn-t:eraon County, New Jersey 37. San Juan County, Weshington
24, Duchess County, New York 38, Releigh County, West Virginia

25. Yancey County, North Carolina 39. Pierce County, Wisconsin

26, Eddy County, North Dakota 40, Waupaca County, Wisconsin

Computetion of Standard Scores

We evaluated for each of the units of the random sample the
25 gimple indices which were retained in the experimental study. This
resulted in 25 distributions of peroentages and ratios, which we have
treated as raw scores. Thinking of these 8 soores rather than pexr=
oentages, we proceeded to compute the mean and stendard deviation for
each distribution. Then, the raw soores were oonverted to standard
scores by meens of the following formulas

2 @ X=H
o

where & is the standard score, X is the raw score, M is the mean of

the distribution, end (@ 1s the standard deviation of the
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distribution. The purpose of this step was, of oourse, ‘to obtain
rolativo indox values which could be combined into a composite index
SOOI‘QQ4 Combining standard scores in lieu of "rslatives ," created
by dividing sach index value by the United States average, has the

advantage of glving equal weight to all of the componsnt indices,5

Item Weighting

A system of weighting was employed based roughly on the C.R.'s
obtained in the experimental study.e Sixteen of the 25 indices were
“found to have & C.Re of 4.75 or more. To simplify computations, &
welight of 1.0 was assigned to those 16 items, while to the remaining
9 items were assigned weights which were fraotions of 1.0 roughly
proportional to the relative sisze of their C,R.'s, The C.Ra's wore
grouped into 5 classes and each index was weighted in ascordance with
the size of the midpoint of the class into which its C.Re fell. The
class intervals used in determining itom weights are shown in Table 2,
An example way help to clarify the procedure of weighting. From
Appendix B we find that & C.Ra of 4.21 was obtained for the index,
"per cent of persons 21 years old end over who wore foreign born."
Sirce this C.R. fells in the class interval 3.75+~4,24, we assigned a
welght of 0.8 to the item. A complete list of weights ‘for the 26

items tested in this phase of the study is given in Appendix C. Time

4 ., F, Lindquiet, A First Course in Statistios (1988),
PPe 134=5.

5 Por a good desoription of the technique of combining
"relatives," see Margeret J. Hagood, Statistics for Sooiologists
(1941), pp. 225-233,

6 See Chapter III and Appendix B.



b4
Table 2

CLASS INTERVALS USED IN GROUPING CRITICAL RATICS
FOR THE PURPOSE OF DETERMINING ITEM WEIGHIS

C.R.'s Midpoint wjﬁ&
2.75-324 3,00 6
54250374 » 3.50 W7
Be75=4424 4,00 .8
4.25-44T4 4.50 .9
4.75-5.24 5.00 1.0

limitétiona-would not permit the more laborious tochnigue of empleying
factor apalysis to determine item weights. It was felt that the
teohnigque which we used was adequate for the small semple with whioh

we were working in the present study.7

Composite Scores

Each of +the standerd scores wes multiplied by the item's
weight, .The;signs were revorced on 6 indlces because we chose +c let
a high score represent & high degree of urbanneszs snd & low score a
low degres oé urbsuness. Indices for which the signa wore reversed
were the rollowing=8
IqA-ﬁ. Por cent who are unpaid family wo rkers

I-B-4 . Por cent of population clagsified as "rural ferm”

7 For a discussion of item woeighting by means of faotor
analysis, see Hagood and Price, Statistics for Sociologists (rov. ed.,
1952), Chape XXVI. Also, soe Margaret J. Hagood, rarm Cperator Family
Level of Living Indexes for Counties of the United States 1930, 1940,
1945, and 1950 (1952), ppe T6=794

8 Itom numbers refer to classification system used in Appendix B.
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IIl-A~]1 Sex ratio
Iv-B=1 Per cent of population under 5 years of age
V-A-2 Per cent of dwelling units with no piped running water
XI-A-2 Per cent classified as "one-dwelling-unit detached
structures"
Next, a constant was added to all weighted standard scores to make all
of them positive for easier arithmetic manipulation. It was noted
that the standerd scores for our semple renged from =4.40 to £6.22,
so the value 6 vas chosen for the constant. We ihought that it was
large.euough to counteract most extreme negative scores on any sample.
To combine the component scores for & given county or SMA into
a composite score we simply oaloulated the arithmetic mean of the
oomponent weighted standard scores (plus 6) for that unit. For units
which had date missing from one or more oslls the composite score wag
obtained by using the arithmetic mean of those component scores whioh
wore available, No attempt was made to interpolate missing data,
This was not & serious problems Twenty-five component soores were
aiailable for 34 units, twenty-four soores for 5 units, and twenty-

three geores for 1 unit.

Correlation of Component Scores With Composite Scores

The set of composite scores obteined by the prosedure just
desoribed was used as an internal oriterion for testing each of the
25 sets of component scores for ooncomitence of variation or, in other

words, for consistency of measurement.? It was 2gsumed thet those

® For a discussion of some of the limitations of tests of
internal oonsistenoy, see Re. F. Sletto, The Construotion of Personality
Scales by the Criterion of Internal Consistency, (1937).
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indices whose distribution of scores was most closely associated with
the distribution of composite scores.would be the most efficient
indiocators of urbanness, and thorefore, should be retained in the final
Rural«Urban: Index.

“Our fi;st task wag to check for linearity the relationship
between each of the 25 sets of component scores and the set of come
posite scores. This we did by construoting a scatter disgrem for each
pair of distributions to be oompareds ~In plotting these diagrams,  the
oomposite soores were used as the Y cocordinate and the ocomponent
scoregubeing compared were used as the X coordinate,

’ For 15 of the items the relationship being examined appeared *
to be certainly linear. While we did not attempt any curve fitting,
four: of the scatter plots seemed roughly to approximate a-modified
exponential curvé.lo. These weres

I-A-3 Per cent of employed persons who are unpaid family
(reversed)

V~A<2 Dwelling units having no running water (reversed)

V-A=-4 .Dwelling units reporting electric lighting:

- VII-A«2 Dwelling-units reporting radios
‘In these four ceses the inoidence of the characteristic seemed to
inoreasé at an ino;easing\réte as one moved from thé population units
with & low composite score to»those‘withna highvcompqsité goore.
Another way of desoribing the relationship might be by noting that

onoe a certain degree of urbanness, that is, & composite score of &
certa{n»size, was reached there was little difference in the incidence

of the trait.

10 5ee Hagood and Price, op. Olt., pp. 446-7.
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The following two indices produced a kind of faneshaped con=
figuration, indioating little varlability in incidence of the trait in
the more rural countiss with a greater variability as the size of the
composite score increaseds

VIi-B-1 1In transportation, communication and other publie
utilities

IX«B«1 In public administration
With one or two exceptions in eaoh ¢ase, the unweighted standard
scores for these two indices were smaller than #1.0, so it is evident
that phe variability among most of the units was not greats On the
otherfhand,vcraenup County, Kentuoky, had a standard soo;e c£L{%.5Q
for VII~B-1 and Monroe County, Florida, had a standard soore of l¢5.66
for IX-B=le.

Three soatter diagrams had a large proportion of the points
grouped olose to & vertiocal axis whioh would interseot the Xesoale
somewhere between 5,0 end 6.0. It will be recalled that & constant of
6.0 was added to all standard soores,].'1 80 6,0 on the X~gcale of the
scatter diagrams represents the mean of a given set of component index
scores. For the three following indices, a large proportion of units
had equally low component scores, although thelr composite scores
varied between 500 and 700:

VIl-A-3 Dwelling units reporting television sets

IX-A=3  Per oent of persons 5 and 6 years old in kindergarten

XI-A&l Populaﬁion density ratio
In 6 counties no television sets were reported, while im 30 others

3 per ocent or less of ococupied dwellings answering this question

11 e, "Composite Scores" ahove,.
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reported television sets. In other words, only 123 per cent of the-
units in the sample reporited amy substantial number of sets. This
accounts for the bunching of points at the lower end of the X-socale
with 2 few scattered points high on’the soale.

4 similar distribution was noted for the percentage of ohildren
5 end 6 years of age who were enrolled in kindergarten. XNine counties
reported none, while 14 others reported less then 5.2 per cent. There
weg oonsiderable veriability among the remaining 17 units, with higheyr
- inoidence ‘tending to be asscciated with larger composite scores. ¥e
suggest that this index be revised in future studies by using as &
base ;'persene 6 and 6 yeara of age enrolled in school™ in lieu of
"total number of peraons 5 end 6 years.of age.," We belisve thet the
former base would make the index more disoriminating between rural and
urban upits and would not be so subjeot to regional differences in.
educational opportunities as the present form..

The points on the scatter diagram for population density ratio
were grouped much more compactly along & vertiocal exis than for' the
two indioes just disoussed, Ninéty per cent of the points fell
between 5.75 and 6.0 on the X-soale. This means that standard scores
for 36 counties were between «.25 and gero, while the standard score
for Boston SMA was #6.22, ‘The positions on the diegram of & few
points for units with & relatively high composite score suggest that e
distribution for & larger sample might possibly form a curve, - If so,
it appears that this ourve would have a very steep positive slope, &
rather sharp bend to the right as medium-sized SMA's were plotted, and
then a very mild positive slope as the larger SHA's vere plotted. We

have little evidence so far, howsver, upon which to bese such & hypothesis,
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‘Iwo soatter diagrams revealed no apperent pattern of assooie-
tion. They wore:

III-A-~1 Sex ratio

‘IV-B-l . Porsons under & years of age.(reversed)

Although the Llinearity of several of the relationships examined
by means of soatter plots was somewint doubtful, to save time we
decided to proceed on the assumption thet all reletionships were
linear end to compute simple linear correlation coefficients for all
25'se%§ of scores. ‘' In adopting this essumption we were mindful of the
Tact that the linear correlation coefficient is always smaller then
therchrvilinear coefficient, in cases which justify & curvilinear
assumption.lz For ezample, if we obtained a linear correlation
coofficient for item V-A-2, "no piped running water," whioh wes signi-
ficent 2t the 1 por cent level, wo would know that the curvilinear
correlation coefficiont {assuming that the relationship were
survilinear) would be even largers A compleote list of the correlation
coefficienta, together with their level of significsnee, is given in
Appendix D.

In making this partewhole tost of internal consistoney it is
customary to eliminate from the computation of composite scores the:
set of component scores to be tested, especially if the pumber of
component: items are few in numbex .13 However, with 25 component
indices;,eéoh»item.would account for only 4 per cent of the total

variance in the set of composlite seores. Wo did not believe that the

12 Hagood and Prioe, Op. s_i_.;t_o,. PPe 443-4-

13 Quinn UcMemar, Psyohological Stetistios (1949), ps 139.
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results of the test would be improved sufficiently to jusiify the
additional labor involved in this step. Consequently, we simply
computed product-moment'dorraiation coefficients between each set of
component scores and the set of oomposite scores constructed by oon=
bining the weighted standard scores of all 25 indices.

Only 3 correlation ccefficients out of the 25 were not
statistically significant at the & per cent levels, These were:

III-A~l Sex ratio (reversed) r s #.00

IV-B~l Persons under 5 (reversed) r e £.16

_ VII-B-1' In transporietion, communication and other public

ubilities r m Fe24
The question may proporly be asked: If these items ere not indices of
urbanness, ﬁhy-were thoy not eliminated by the experimentel study? Ve
were unable to explain the complote absence of association betweon the
soores for sex ratio and the composite index soores except to guess
thet either the experimental sample or our random sample wes atypiocal -
with respeot to this pariiculay characteristics For instance, Soreven
County, Georgia, whioh is ‘the "most rural” county in the randem
sample (acoording %o composite scoro), had e sex ratio of 99.8.
Chickasew County, Mississippi, which renked 38th from the top of the
list of composite soores (See Table 3), had a sex ratio of 95,7, and
Sevier County, Tennessee, which ranked S5th, hed & sex ratio of 9844
Boston SMR; Duchess County, New York, Nantucket County, Massoochusetts,
Midland County, Texas, and Kuskoges County, Cklahoma, all had sex
ratios below 100.0, as would have beon expected from their high
urbanness scores, but Monroe County, Florida, which ranked &th on-

total urbanness, had a sex ratio of 148.9, the highest of allithé
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Table 8

CCMPOSITE SCORES FCR THE FORTY UNITS OF THE RANDOM SAMPLE
ARRANGED IN CRDER CF SCORE SIZE

: Score Score Rank Rank
County with 12 with 25 with 12 with 26
or SMA indices indices indices indices
Boston SMA 836 804 1 1
Duchess, N. Y« 763 719 2 2
Midlend, Tex. 747 678 3 4
Nantucket, Mass. 716 707 4 3
Monroe, Fla. 710 662 5 b
Grant, Ind. 683 658. 6 6
Muskogee, Okla,. 678 656 7 8
Hunterdon, N. J. 672 657 8 7
‘Summit, Cole. 647 631 9 9
Del Norte, Calif. 634 616 10 13
Ckanogen, Wash, 623 629 11 10
Hillsdale, Mioh. 622 624 12 11
Modos, Calif. 620 597 13 19
San Juan, Wash. 612 606 14.5 16
Viaupaca, Wis. 612 607 14.5 16
Herdin, Iowa 611 619 16 12
Ellsworth, Kans. 610 602 17 18
Jefferson, Mont. 609 599 18.5 17
Hartley, Tex. 609 586 18.5 22
Releigh, W. Va, 602 609 20 14
Bryan, Okla. 6592 6592 .2l 21
Camas, Ideho 581 682 22 24
Clayton, Iowa 679 580 23 2645
Audubon,, Iowa 577 583 24,5 23.5
Eddy, N. Dak. 577 673 24,6 28
Pierce, Wis. 576 580 26 2645
Howerd, Mo. 571 594 27 20 .
Greenup, Ky. 544 583 28 23.5
Stanton, Kans. . 542 569 29 31
Marion, Tenn, 636 6564 30 29
Frederick, Va. 533 562 31 30
Howell, Mo. 528 554 32,5 32.5
Martin, Tex.. 528 536 3245 36
Ste Clair, Ala. 526 554 34 32,5
Kent, Tex., 514 547 - 86 34
Chiockesaw, Miss. . 506 520 3646 38
Sevier, Tenn. 606 538 3645 35
Fleming, Ky 494 523 38 37
Yanoey, N. Car.. 490 510 39 39

Soreven, Ga. 463 493 40 40
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units in the sample., For some reason the relationship found for the
random sample does not square with that found on the experimental
sgmple where we obtained a tau coefficient of «,64 and a C.Rs of 4447,
indicating oonsiderable agreement between the size of sex ratios and
our rural«urban dichotomy of units.

Again, the low degree of association between "per cent of per=-
sons under 5" end the oomposffe scores for the random sample does not
bear out the results of the experimental study, where a tau of «.62 and
a C.Re of 4,34 were obtained. Theorstically, we wuld expect & larger
perceptage of persons under -5 in the more rural countles where
fertiiity is supposed to be relatively high and vhere large families
are not so mush of en economic handicap. Our experimentel study
seemed to bear out this hypothesise On the other hand, if the come
posite scores on the random sample can be taken as an index of the
degree of urbanness, then doubt is thrown upon the hypothesis by the
low correlation coefficient of £.19, Some units from the rendom
semple which contributed to this low correlatlion coefficient were the
followings Midlend County, Texas, which ranked 4th from the top of
tho composite scores, had en unweighted standard score of ~1.,29, after
gigns hed been_rgversed,‘while Eent County, Texas, which ranked 34th,
had & stendard score of f1;04, just the opposite of what would have
been expected, thferdon County, New Jersey, which ranked 7th as to:
urbanness, had a standard score of ~3.13, while Howard County, Missouri,
whioh ranked 20th, had a standard score of #4.23; In a replication
of this study the item IW-A-2, "median age,”™ should be substituted
for IV-B=1l, "per cent of persons under five," and tested against the

set of composite soores. "Median age" was just as diseriminating on
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the experimental study and might prove ko be more reliable then-
IV-B=l.

The correlation coefficient between the scores for item
VII-B-l, "persons in Eransportation, communication and other public
utilities,” and the composite scoreé was #o24, In the preceding sece
tion we have noted that the seatter diagram for this relationship was:
& peouliar configuration. All except two of the unweighted standard
scores was smal}er‘than £1,0, while Greenup County, Kentucky, whosa
rank in the-list of composite scores was 23.5, had a standard soore
of #5.59 for this item. Then Greenup County wes eliminated from the
oompﬁ%ations,,a correlation coefficient of #.62 was obtained, This
coofficient is significant at the 1 por cont level.

Two of the 25 correlation coefficients of the internal
consistenoy test were”signifioant at the 5 per cent level but not at
the 1 pef cont levels, They were:

I-B=3 Peid wholesale employees I m #etl

IX-B«l In public administration r = £e37
Item I-B=3 had & tau coefficient of /.70 and a C.R. of 443 on the
experimental study. . On the random semple data were missing on this
item for 4 unlts. All except two of the unweighted standardveco;aa >
were smaller than ﬁb.75,~which indicates low variability. The score
for Okenogan County, Washington, was extreme.with a standard score of
#5416,

Item IX-B=-l wes merginel in the experimental sample with a teu
coefficient of /ﬂ57 and & CeRe Of 3,99, It probably should have been
dropped at that stage. The scatter dlagram for this index has been

briefly described eerlier in this chapter.



64
The remaining 20 aorrelation coefficients were significant ot

the 1 per cent levels These coefficients ara listed in Appendix D.

Final Item Selgction

Fromltha outset we had planned to include only 10 to 15 items
in the final composite index. We felt that more than 16 items would
make the use of the instrument by other investigators too time-
consuming. With this in mind, together with a few oonsiderations of
evailability and rqliabiliﬁy of the data, we set as a oriterion for
the fﬁhal selootion of items & correlation coefficient of #«70 or more
on the internal consistency test. We felt that this oriterion was
high enough to result in a set of indices each of whioh'wbuld oOnN=
tribute consistently to the total urbanness scores The 12 items which
not this criterion beceme the components of our final Rurgl-Urban

Index.

Rural-Urban Index

The oomposite Rural-Urban Index score is the arithmetio meen
of the weighted standerd scores of the following 12 component indicess

1. Per cent of employed persons in finance, insurance and real
estate

2, Per cent of the population clagsified as "rural farm" (reversed)

3+ Por cent of employed persons who are professional, technical
"and kindred workers

4, Por oent of employed persons who are service workers, except
private household

5, Por cent of all dwelling units with no piped running water

(roversed)
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6. Per cent of oocupied dwelling units reporting electrioity

7o Per cent of employed persons who are coleriocal and kindred

workers

8, Per cept of employed persons who are telecommunications

workerﬁ

9« Per cent of persons 21 years of age and over who were

foreign born
10, Mbdian sohbol years completed
ii. Per cent of employed persons in medical and other health
N sqrvic;s
L12. Per cent of all dwelling units which arg.gnendwélling unit
detached structures (;évorcad)
Before the Rural—Ugban Index ééﬁvbe used for research purposes norms
will have to be established for the United States or for subregions
for the means and standard deviations of item scores. A random sample
of several hundred counties and SMA's should be used to establish
these means and standard deviations.

Af%er having selected the 12 items to be included in the
Rural«Urben Index, we. computed & new set of composite scores, using
only these 12 items. A list of the Rural-Urban Index scores for the
units of the random sample is given in Table 3 on page 6ls The effect
of eliminating 13 of ‘the 25 items by means of the internal consistency
test seems to be that of inoreasing the composite scores of the most
urban units and decreasing the soores of the most rurals ‘In other
words, the final index with 12 component items is more disoriminating

then the oomposite index with 256 component itemse This is brought out
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by comparing composite scores at the upper and lower ends of the two
lists in Teble 3, where they are ranked in order of score size.

It should be kept in mind that the Rural-Urban Index has no
zero~pointes The Index scores are not additive and should be used.to
indicate the reiative, and not the absolute, degree of urbanness of a
populations In other words, en Index soore of 800 cannot be inkere
preted to mean thet the populetion unit is twice as urban as one
having & score of 400, To aid in the interpretation of size of Ruralg
Urban Index goores it is suggested that empirical maximum and minimum
scoreg.be computed as anchor points or benchmarks against which Index
scoreh‘may be"oompax'ed.l4 Empirioal maximum and minimun soores were
computed for the random sample used in the present study by 1) selecte
ing the highest and the lowest component scores (weighted standard
scores plus six) for each of the 12 items of the Index, 2) obtaining
& mean meximum score and & mean minimum score, and 3) multiplying
‘these mean soores by 100 to olear them of decirals. The maximum and
minimum component soores are shown in Table 4. The tentative maximu;
Rural«Urban Index score thus obtained was 900 and the minimum score was
430, These must be used merely as rough guideposts and never
interpreted as absolute limits.

A frequenocy distribution of oomposite scores for units of the
random sample is shown in Table 5 on page 68 and in Figure 1 on page 69,
When the Indox scores are thus grouped in intervels of 50 score points,
the distribution appesrs to be bimodel with e "naturel break" in the
interval 550~599, ‘The distribution is considerably skewed toward the

more urban soores.

14 5ee E. L. Thorndike, Your City (1939), ppe 31-35.
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Table 4

MAXTUUM ARD. MINIMUM COMPCNENT SCCRES FCR ITEMS INCLUDED ' .
IN THE RURAL-URBAN INDEX F(R UNITS OF THE RANDOM SAMPLE

M¥ax. County. Min., County
Item Score or SMA Score. or SMA
1. Finance, insurance, eto. 10,30 iaoston ' 4,90 Yancey
2+ Rural f‘arm rosidence 7.90 Monroe 4,03 Yancey
3+ Professional and technical 9.65 M¥idland 4,42 Martin
4. Servioce workers 8,52 Monroe 4,22 Several
5e Ifo- plped running’wa-ber 756 Boatop 3,88 TFleming
: . (Boston
6+ Roporting eleotrioity 7.22 (Midlend 2.44 Soreven
7+ Clerical and kindred 9.41 Boston 4;.762} Yancey
8. Telecommunicetions workers 10,76  Summit 5.89 Fleming
‘94 Foreign born 8.72° Boston G.l1 Several
(2idlend ‘
10, Median gohool years 7.76 (Nentucket 8.99 Soreven
11, Medical and health services 19.41 Duchesa’ 5404 EKent
iz. One=-dwelling unit detached __I_Q_.é_Z_ Boston _4.93 ‘(.:amas
Totals 108,03 51361
Means | 9;00. 4.56

The cumulative frequency distribution of the 40 Rural-Urban
Index soores of the random sample is shown in Figure 2 on page 70, "If -
this sample were representative of the United States es o wholp;'there;
would appear to bo "breaks" in the continuum of Rural-Urban 'Iné;ax
scores sonewhero .betwoen the following points: 550-570, 850-670,
7204740, 770-830, and possibly 580-600. Probably a larger sample

would fail to verify these "breaks."
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Table b

FRCQUENCY DISTRIBUTION CF RURAL-URBAN INDEX
SCCRES FCR UNITS OF THE RANDOM SAMPIELS

019.35 limits - Frequenoles
450-499 3
500549 10
550;599 7
600-649 12
650-699 3
700-749 3
' 760~-799 1
800=~849 __l_

Total . 40

15 6 omposite soores used in Table 5 consisted of the 12 items
of the final Index.
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Number of
Units

14
13 +
12
11 +

5
i

O F N W W O ~1 @ 0

450 500 550 600 650 700 750 800 850
Rural-Urban Index Scores

Figure 1

FRPQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RURAL-~URBAN INDEX SCORFES
FOR UNITS OF THE RANDOM SAMPLE

Source: Table 5



County
or SMA

Number
of Units

70

Boston SMA
Duchess, N.Y.
Midland, Tex.
Nantucket, Mass
Monroe, Fla.
Grant, Ind.
Muskogee, Okla,
Hunterdon, N.J.
Summit, Colo.
Del Norte, Cali
Okanogan, ilash.

40

35

5o

Hillsdale, Mich.

Modoc, Calif,
San Juan, Wash.
Waupaca, Wis.
Hardin, Iowa
Ellsworth, Kans
Jefferson, Mont
Hartley, Tex.
Raleigh, W.Va.
Bryan, Okla.
Camas, Idaho
Clayton, Iowa
Audubon, Iowa
Eddy, N.Dak.
Pierce, Wis.
Howard, Mo.
Greenup, Ky.
Stanton, Kans.
Marion, Tenn.
Frederick, Va.
Howell, Mo,
Martin, Tex.
St.Clair, Ala.
Kent, Tex.

25

20

15

10

Chickasaw, Miss.

Sevier, Tenn.
Fleming, Ky.
Yancey, N.Car.
Screven, Ga.

0

450

T

| | 1 1 1 |

500 550 600 650 700 750
Rural-Urban Index Scores

Figure 2

800 850

CUMULATIVE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RURAL~-URBAN INDEX
SCORES FOR UNITS OF THE RANDOM SAMPLE.



CEAPTER V

VALIDATION OF THE INDEX

Criteria of Validity

The validlty of a scale or index is determined by the extent
to whiph it measures oonsistently that which it 1s supposed to measure.
The Rural-Urban Index was designed to measure the degree of urbanness
of a }opulation.l,‘Sinue there exists no completely satisfactory
critorion of urbanness or urbanism, we propose to test the validity of
our Index by several techniques. 1) Vo shall exeamine the experimontal
design, 2) we shall apply the test of internal oonsistency, 3) wo shall
use two welleknown memsures of urbanism as external oriteria, and
4) we shall test the power of our Index to disorimlnate between units
purposely selected because of their extremsly urben or extremely rural

charaoteristics.

Experimental Design

It will be recalled that the SMA's used in the experimental
sample consisted of the 18 largest oitles in the United States together
with their fringe areas, Operationally, the way of 1life in these
most populous SMA's is what we meen by urbanism. The characteristios

of the socio=cultural struoture of these SMA's are urban

! For a dofinition of Murbanness,” see footnoto 1 of Chapter IV,

71
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characteristics. Population units whose sooioesultural characterige
tios strongly resemble +the seocioscultural charaoﬁer}aties of these
18 SMA's are ipso facto highly urban, that is, they possess & high
degree of urbanness. Similarly, the 17 rural counties of the experis
mental sample were deliberately chosen in such & manner as to seoure
a relatively high degree of rurality. Operationally, the way of life
found in these counties is what we mean by ruralism. Population units
whose sooio=-oultural characteristics strongly resemble those of the
17 counties possoss e high degree of rurality and a low degree of
urbapyess.

The procedures described in Chapter Iil were aimed at seleotw
ing a get of indices which would best disoriminate between the urban
and rural units of the exzperimental sample. I it is agreod that the
SMA's of the experimental sample have a high degree of urbannoss and
that the rural countiea of that sample have a low degree of urbanness,
end if our technique of item selection is satisfaotory, ther it follows
logioally thet the indices for which we obtained a tau coeffisient of
£§66 or highor must be measuring some aspeots of urbanness-Qr of

rurelity, whichever way one chooses to view the continuum,

Internal Consistency

In the phase of the study desoribed in Chapter IV, en effort
was made to discard those indices for which we did not findﬂg,high
degree of association with an interpal criterion, nameiy,-;ﬁe distribu=
tion of oomposite soores. It is recognized that this internal
oriterion is not wholly satisfactory as & criterion of validity, but

lacking a aafisfaotoryiexternal oriterion,_ﬁhé internal consistency

test was emplbyed to improve the validity of the items.
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Correletion with the Queen-Carpenter Index

A technique frequently used to test the validity of a soale
or index is to compare results obtained by it with results obtained
by another scale or index which is believed to have some degree of
validity. Queen and Carpenter have developed an Index of Urbanism
based upon the ooncentration of the population within a county.a In
an attempt to validate this index Queen and Carpentor obtained the
following simple oorrelation coefficients between it and six other
"oammgnly used measures of urbenism" for a random sample of 100
3

countiess®

Population of largest incorporated place lying wholly or
par'hly in the Qountyo-oooooooo'cooouon-oo-'o.toto /QBG

Percentage of population residing in incorporated
places of 2,500 or more populetioNecsevessosscss Fo86

Percentage of employed persons in industries other than
agrioulture, mining, fishing, forestry, or
*logging.................n...........‘..o’...u.u /084

Percentage of population with nonfarm residencesecececsse g&az'

POpul&tiOﬂ per sgqueare milé.-.un..}......-.........’.uj 7{078

Percentage of dwelling units in five or more unit
BErUCHUrS S scesessesonssasnacssescsscsncosscncnsne /-75

Three of these indices are measures of population slze or density and
would be expected to oorrelate strongly with the Queen-Carpenter Index,
which is itself based entirely on these Sharaqteriatioa of the populae
tion. Our oconiidence in the validity of the Queen-Carpenter Index is

inoreased by the relatively high correlations which were obtained with'

2 Stuart A, Queen and David B. Garpenter, The American City
(19563), pp. 28-33.

8 Ipid., Table 2, p. 3.
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the three indices which are not direot messures of population size end
densitys.

Wie applied the QueenCarpenter Index to the 40 units of our
reandom semple and computed an Index score for each unit. In obtaining
these scores we altered the procedure as follows to conform %o ‘the
1950 Census tabulations:

1) Places are defined as "urbanized areas," incorporated end
unincorporated cities, towns (outside New Englend Stetes, New York,

and Wisoonsin), boroughs, and villages which are listed in Table 6 of

the U 8. Census of Populetions 1950, Volume I, Number of Inhabitents.

) 2) For cases in which & part of e place was looated in ap
clasgification purposes, bubt the "part" of the population motually.
living in the sample county wes used as “the frequency or incidence
value,

3) For Boston SMA, the boundaries of which are "town" .lines
instead of county lines, we recorded only.one place, the Boston.
"urbanized area,” which includes 94 per ocent of the population of the
S, |

The Queen-Carpenter Index scores ere shown in Table 6 along
with the scores of the Rural-Urban Index. A scatter diagram of thesge
two sets of scores revealed the existence of some association between
them which appearsed 4o be linear in nature. The simple correlation
coefficient (r) turned out to be £.57, whioh is significant at the
1 per cent level. This was interpreted to mean that the factors of
population size_éﬂd concentration, which are the basis of the Queen-

Carpenter Index scores, aocount‘for slightly less than one third
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Table 6

OOMPARISON CF THE RANKING CF THE UNITS CF THE RANDOM
SAMPLE BY SIZE OF SCCRES OF RURAL-URBAN INDEX AND
BY SIZE OF SCORES OF QUEEN-CARFENTER INDEX

Quesn Queen

Rural- Care Rural- Car-
Urban  penter Urban penter
County Index 1Index Index Index

or SMA Score Score Rank Rank
Boston BMA 836 . 94.2 1 1
Duchess, N. Y, 763 27.2 2 6
Midland, Tex. 747 0 42,1 3 3
Nentucket, Mass. 716°  25.0 4 4
- Monroe, Flas: ‘710, 52,9 5 2
Grant, Ind. 683 35.5 6 4
-Muskogee, Cklas 678 3544 7 5
_;"Hun'hex'dbn, N Jt 672 8.6 8 19.5
Summit, Colo. 647 0.0 9 40
Del Norte, Calif,s 634 4.2 10 32
Okanogan, Wash. 623 10.4 11 14
Hillsdale, Mich. 622 11.1 12 13
‘Nodoo, Calif, . 620 8.7 13 18
San Juan, Wash. 612 2.4 14.5 37
Wiaupaoa, Wis. 612 12,5 14.5 11
Hardin, Iowa 611 13.2 16 10
:Ellsworth, Kans. 610 2.4 17 15
Jefferson, Monte. 609 T4 18,6 23
Hartley, Texe 609 - 9.0 1845 17
Raleigh, W. Va. 602 13.6 20 9
Bryan, Okla. 592 19.2 21 8
Camas, Idaho 581 4,6 22 29
_Clayton; Iowa 579 7.1 23 24
Audubon, Iowa 577 9.2 24,6 18
Eddy, N« D. 577 8.1 24,5 22
Pierce, Wis. 576 8.4 26 21
Howard, Mo. 571 12.2 27 12
Greenup, Kye. 544 5.9 28 26
S:tanton, Kens, 542 L4 29 30
Harion, Tenne. 536 6.5 30 25
Frederick, Va, 533 0.4 31 ° 39
Howell, Mo, 528 8.6 3246 19,6
Martin, Tex. 528 5.8 3245 27
Ste Clair, Ala, 526 249 34 33
Kent, Tex. ‘ 514 - ' 2.8 35 34
Chiockasaw, Miss. 505 4,3 3646 31
Sevier,'Tenn.‘ 505 2.5 3645 3545
Fleming, Ky. 494 2.5 38 3546
Yanoey, Ne Co 490 1.6 39 38

Soreven, Ga. 463 4.9 40 28
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(r2 = +3249) of the total variation in the Rural-Urban Index scores.
This oould be interpreted to mean that the remaining two thirds of the
variation is to be accounted for by faotors other than those closely
essooiated with urbanism. On the other hand, it can be hypothesized
that this proportion of the variation is to be accounted for by
dimensions or aspects of urbanism which are not measured by the Queen=
Carpenter Index, While the question as to whiah index is the more
valid measure of urbanism must await further research, it is olear
that both instruments ere measuring to a considerable extent the some
phenqpenona

A comparison of the ranking of the units of the random sample
by size of Rural~Urban Index scores with the ranking of these units by
size of Queen-Carpenter Index scores brings out some interesting
differences (See Table 6)« The tau coefficient of rank correlation
for the two rankings is .53 with & C.R. of 4.80. This oocefficient
indicates & fair amount of agreement. On the other hand, inspection
‘of Table 6 reveals important differences in the ranking of specifie
oounties=5y'the two indexes. For example, while the Quesen-Carpenter
Index scores are nearly the same for Hunterdon éounty, New Jersey
(8.6), Modos County, Galifornia (8,7), and Howell County, Missouri
(8.6), the Rural-Urban Index differentiates widely among these
ocounties with soores of 672, 620, and 528, respeotively. The Rural=-
Urban Index assigns Hunterdon County rank 8, Modoo Counfy rank 13,
and Howell County rank 32.6 in order of urbanpess. It is difficult
for us to imagine that the way of life of the poople - of Howell County
in south central ﬁiesouri is as much like the way of 1ife of the

people of the lerger cities as that of the inhabitents of Hunterdon



77

County, New Jersey. By highway from approximetely the center of-
Howell County the distance to the closest city of more then 10,000
inhebitents is 100 miles ecross the Ogark Mountains to Springfield or
epproximetely the same distance east to Popler Bluffs (1950 populations
15,064)s The second olosest large oity is Memphis, Teunessee, some
200 miles to the southeast. On the other hand, people living neey
the center of Hunterdon County can travel on a four-lane paved highway
50 miles east to New York City or 30 miles west to Bethlehem,:
Pennsylvaniae. Also, they may drive 25 miles south to Trenton and
256 miles farther to Philadelphia.

Other wide differences in ranking of units of the random
sample by the two indexes under comparison are brought out by the

selootion of counties included in Table 7. Although Swmit County,

Table 7

SELECTED UNITS FROM THE RANDOM SAMPLE AS RANKED BY TIHE
RURAL~URBAN INDEX AND BY THE QUEEN-CARPENTER INDEX

Queen Quesn
Rural Car- Rural Car-
Urban penter Urban penter
County Index Index Index Index
or SMA Secore Score - Rank Rank
Hunterdon, N. Je 672 . 8.8 8 194,56
Summit, Colo, 647 0.0 9 40
Del Nor'be." Calif. 634 4.2 10 32
San Juen, Washs 612 2.4 14.5 37
Raleigh, W. Va. 602 13,6 20 9
Bryan, Okla. 692 19.2 21 8
Howard, Mo 571 12,2 27 12
Howell, Mo. 528 B.6 3246 1946
Soroven, Gae 463 4.9 40 28

Colorado, has a relatively low degree of population concentration, as
evidenced by a Queen-Carpenter Index score of zero, its Rural=Urban

Index score ranked 9th among the scores of the random sample. Some
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of the urban~like charecteristics vhich help %o account for its
reletively high Rural«Urban Index ssore werc: 1) Only 11.2 per cont
of the population was classified as "rural~farm," giving & standard
seore for.this itom of-#ﬁ,so, 2) The greatest contribution to the
composite score was made by the high peroeﬁtage of persons employed
ag telecommunications workers, 2.7 per oent, which was higher then
apy othor unit jn the sample, This prodused en umeighted standard
score of #5.29, '8) The standard score of this county for the item
"median school years cempleted” was #1.42. Other characteristics
msasured by the RuraleUrban Index were within one standard devietion
above or below tho sampleo means.

Another exomple of a wide difference in ranking of a unit by
the two indexes is that of Del Horte County, California. This county
was ranked 32nd by the Queen Carpenter Index and 10th by the Rurale
Urban Index, Some urban=like ohnraéteriatios which help to acoount
for Del Norte County's relatively high Rural~Urban Index score are the
following:s 1) Only 7 per cent of the population lived on farms.

2) Service workers other than privéte household aoconnted for 9.7 por
cent of all émpibyed persons, with a standard score of #&;36. 3) Only
10.7 per cent of all dwelling units were without piped rumning weter,
giving & standard score of y¥1,04, Other characteristios measured by
the Rurél-Urbqﬁ Index were within one standard deviation, plua or
minus, except the proportion of émployed_persons in telecommunications,
Only 0.5 per cent were so engaged, with a standard score of'-1.18¢

Finally, Soreven County, Georgia, which was renked most rural
.by the Rural-Urban Index, was ranked only 28th by the Queenacarpenter

Index, Soreven County had the lowest percentage of dwelling units
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with electricity and the lowest median school years oompleted of all
units in the random sample. On three other indioces only one other
county had more rural scoress On only throe indices (service workers,
foreign born, and percentage of dwelling units which are one-unit
detached structures) were there more than three oounties wiith more
rural raw scores. In spito of this evidence of ruralism, the Queon=-
Carpantor Indsx would rank the following counties aa more rural then
Soreven County, Georgia: Camas, Idaho; Stanton, Kansas; Chickasaw,
Mississippl; Dol Norte, California; St. 019;11, Alabama; Kent, To:gas;
Sevﬁ.e_r, Tounessee; Flemlng, Kentuoky; San Juan, Washington; Yanoey,

Nortﬁ Carolina; Frederick, Virginia; and Suamit, Colorado.

Rural-Urban Classifjoation of the Census Bureau

The oriterion of urbanism which has been used most frequently
is the ruraleurban dichotomy employed by the Bureau of the Census.
Differences in rural-urban oharaéteristioa have usually been disoussed
in terms of this arbitrary dichotomy., The Census Bureau classifies
as urban 511 urbanized areaa‘ and all pleaces of 2,500 or more )
inhabitents outside urbanized areas, The remainder of the population
is classified as rﬁral’.

Tﬁeloomparison of the rankings of the 40 units of the random
sample by Rural-Urban Index scores end by percentage of the population
which is clagsified as "urban"‘by the Census Bureau is shown ip

Table 8. A simple linear correlation cocefficient of #.23 was obtained

for the 39 units of the random sample for which scores were available.

4 Ses Footnote 1, Chapter II, for definition of "urbanized
area."
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-Padle 8

CCOMPARISCN COF THE RANKING OF THE UNITS COF THE RANDOM SAMPLE BY
SIZE OF SCORES CF RURAL-URBAN INDEX AND BY SIZE CF PERCENTAGES
OF THE POPULATION CLASSIFIED AS URBAN BY THE BUREAU CF THE CENSUS

County
-op SMA

Boston SMA
Duchess, N« Y
Midland, Tex, .
Nantucket, Mass.
Monroe, Fla,
Grant, Inde:
Muskogee, Okla.,
Hunterdon, N J.
Summit, Colo..
Del Norte, Calif,
Okenogan, Washs
Hillsdale, Mich.
Modos, Calif.
San Juan, Wash,.
Weupaca, Wis.
Hardin, Iowa
Ellsworth, Kans.
Jefferson, Mont.
Hartley, Texe
Raleigh, W. Va.
Bryan, Okla.
Camas, Idaho
Cleyton, Icwa
Audubon, Iowa.
Eddy, N. Dak.
Pierce, Wis.
Howerd, Mo.
Greenup, Ky.
Stanton, Kans.
Marion, Tenn.
Frederick, Va.
Howell, Mo,
Martin, Texe

St Olair, Ala,
Kbnt,-Ter‘
Chickasew, Miss.
Sevier, Tenn.
Fleming, Ky.
Yancey, N. Car, .
Screven, Ga.

‘Rural Por
Urban Cent
Index Urban
Score Score
836 n
763 46.7
T47 84.2
716 83.2
710 88.2
683 65.1
678 56.8
672 17.6
647 0
634 0
623 22.0
622 - 22.9
620 29.1
612 0
612“: 35‘1
611 36.0
610 0
609 0
609 22.6
602 22.9
592 3643
581 0
579 o]
577 24,3
577 0
576 16,1
571 13.8
b44 14.8
542 0
536 12,56
533 0
528 21.6
528 0
526 0,3
6514 0
506 0
505 0
494 0
490 o
463 1545

""" denotes statistics are not available.

.Rural

Urban
Index
Rank

32.6
32.6
34

3646
3645
38
39
40

Per
Cent

~Urban
Rank
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This ooofficient was not signifioant at the 5 per cent level. How=
ovar, o tau-coefficient of rank correlation of Fed9 and o C.R. of 4,22
was computed for the two rankings. We interpret this to mean thed -
thoro is considerable agrsoment between the ranking of the unita of
this particular semple by the Rural-Urban Indox and by the Census
Bureau classificetion, again poin-hing up the importanoe of population
9ize as a facior in the phenomenon of urbanism. However, we are
inolived o interpret the fact that we did nob obtein & highey rauk
corrélation coeffioient as due to the noglect of the Census Bureau
claﬁséfica":ion to take into account characteristics of the population
othez; than its size., As we have pointed out earlier, we feel thaf
population size 1s only one, although an impprtant one, of the varie
ables whit;h taken together constitute the rural-urban oontinuum,.

To highlight some of -l:hé wide differences in renking by the
Rural-Urban Index and by the Census ﬁuregu oriterion we heve lisﬁéd

selected units from the random samplo in Teble 9. It will be noted

Table 9

SELECTED UNITS FROM THE RANDCH SAMPLE AS RANKED BY TiE
RURAL-URBAN INDEX SCCRES AED BY PERCERTAGES CF THE POPU-
LATION CLASSIFIED AS URBAN BY THE BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

Rural Per Rural Peor

Urban . Cent: Urban Cent
County Index - Urban Index Urban

or SHA Soorse Scors Rank Rank
Summit, Coln. . 6417 0.0 9 32.5
"Del Norte, Calif, 634 0.0 10 8248
San Juan, Washe. 612 0.0 14,8 3246
Ellsworth, Kans. 610" 0.0 17 32.6
Jefferson, Monte. 609 0.0 18.5 5245

Bryan, Okla, 592 3623 2l. 8

Audubon, Iowa 577 24,3 24,5 12

Howell, Mo. 528 21.6 3246 17

Soreven, Ga. 463 1545 40 20
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‘that Summit, Del Norte, San Juan, Ellsworth, and Jefferson Counties
all rank among the 19 most urbanelike units, according to the Rurale
Urban Index, while all are among. those having no urban population,
acoording to the Census Bureau classification., On the other hand, the
Rural-Urban Index would rank Bryan, Audubon, Howell, and Screven
Counties among the 20 most rural, while the Census Bureau would rank
them among the 20 most urban units.

Inspection of the column headed “Per Cent Urban Soore™ in
Table 8 above reveals differences in smoores (perocentages) of 10 to 20
paroqptage points between units of adjacent ranks at the urban end of
the éistributlon, while there is no difference between units &t the
rural ends To be as disoriminating as possible, an index should be so
designed to assign a different score to each wmit, The poor discrimina~
bility of the Census Bureau classification as & oriterion of urbanism
is demonstrated by the fact that 16 units of the random sample are
clagsified as 100 per cenmt rurals Thus, no disorimination in the
‘degree of urbanness is made emong 40 per cent of the counties in this

particular sample.

Validation Hypothesis

To check further the validity of the Rural-Urban Index we
deoided to test the hypothesis that the Index would not disoriminate
between extremely urban and extremely rural units. In other words,
we hypothesized thet the agreement between the dichotomous ranking of
units as urban and rural and the ranking of the Rural-Urban Index
soores of these units would be zero. We chose to use Kendall's tau

coefficient of rank correlation to test this hypothesis. If the tau

coefficient were not signifioant at the 1 per cent level, we would
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interpret any egresment found between the rankings to be due to samp-
ling error and would consider the null hypothesis. confirmed. If, on
the other hand, the tau coefficient turned out to be sighificant at
the 1 per cent level, we would consider the null hypothesis rejected so
far as this sample was concerned and consider the Rural-Urban Index
valid to some extent.

To test the hypothesis, a purposive sample was selected in the
same manner in which the experimental sample had been selected., From
a list of standard metropolitan areas ranked according o population

nd after excluding Washington, D.C., and

size of the "urbanized areas,
the 18 SMA'e used in the experimentel sample, we seleoted the 10
highest ranking SMA's for the urban part of our sample. We thought
that 10 would be & sufficient number of SMA's to test the ability of
the Index to discriminate between the more populous SMA's and extremely
rural oounties. For the rural units we used the second county listed
by each of the rural scoiologists--18 in all (See Chepter III). As
with the experimentel sample, the way of 1ife in the 10 SMA's is, for
the purposes of this study, what we mean by urbanism, while the way of
life in the 18 rural oounties is what we mean by ruralism.

.ﬁéxt, the Rﬁral-Urban Index was applied to this sample, using
as norms the means and sfandard deviationa obtained for the random
sample.s Since these tentative norms were established with a sample

of~on1§ 40 units, great caution should be exercised in the inter-

pretation of the results of this test. Until norms oan be established

5 U. S. Bureau of ‘the Census, Us S. Census of Populetions-
1950.'?01. I, Number of Inhabitants, Part I, U, S. Summary, Chap, I,
Table 18. -

6 see Appendix C.
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with & large, representative sample, the scores obtained for the -
Rural-Urben Index must remain highly tentative. Neverthelsss, there
goemed to be some n;ethodologioal value in earrying out the proposed
test, however tentative the results might bes
A list of the 28 units of the validation sample ranked

according to gize of-Index scores is given in Table 10« Not only

Table 10

UNITS OF VALIDATION SAMPLE RANKED ACCORDING TO SIZE
OF RURAL~URBAN INDEX SCCRES

County and SMA Soore Rank
Seattle SMA, Wash. 790 1
Denver SMA, Coloe: 785 2
Dallas SMA, Texas 775 3
Miemi SMA, Fla. 764 4
Atlante SMA, Ga. 767 5
Providence SMA, Rel. 750 6
Portland SMA, Ore. 744 7
Indianapolis SMA, Ind. 743 8
San Antonio SMA, Texas 723 9
Louisville S¥A, Ky. 714 10
Custer County, Ida. 575 11
‘Teton County, Mont. 571 12
Sublette County, Wye 564 13
Ringold County, Iowa 557 14
Linn County, Kane 643 16
Roseau County, Minn. 538 1646
Greeley County, Nebr. 638 16.5
Horry County, S. C. 509 18
Clay County, Ala. 602 19
Sioux County, N. D. 497 20
Harding County, S. D, 495 2}
Delaware County, Okla. 490 22
Ashe County, N. Co 4756 23
Wilkinson County, Miss. 474 24
Seott County, Tenn. 473 26
Searoy County, Ark. 4656 26
Echols County, Ga. 463 27

Menifee County, Ey. 449 28



85

was there no. overlapping of Index scores for SMA's and for.rurel
counties, but there was a gap of 139 score points between the lowest
score for an SMA and the highest score for a rural county, The tau
coofficiont for the rank oorrelation of these scores and the rurale
urban dichotomy of the sample is .69 with a C.R. of 4,26 and & P of
»0000178 This is interpreted to mean that an agreement in ranking of
the extent found here would ocour by chence less than two times in
100,000 samples of this size Qhosen‘at random, consequentiy, the null
hypothesis, so far as this sample is concerned, is definitely rejected.
Stated positively, there is a feir amount of agroement Letween the
sizefof the RﬁialaUrban Index scores and the categories into which we
had classified the'units~of the validation gample. ‘

Comparing the set of Index scores shéwn in Table 10 with those
of the random aampie shown in Table 3 on page 61, it wili be noted
that the scores for the 10 SMA's of the validati§n sample ranked among
‘the upper one~eighth of the scores of the random sample, while the
‘scores of the 18 rural comties of the validatlon sample ranked among
the lower third of the scores of the random sample. This distribution
would tend to indicate that the Rural-Urben Index is measuring what
it is supposed to meagure, ﬁlthough it oould well be maintained that
the Index soores for the extremely rural counties of thq validation
semple should logically have been lower than any of the soores of the
randon sample, provided thet the rural oounties selected by the rural
sociologists are really emong the "most rural™ in the United States
‘today. Perhaps they are not. It must be kept in mind that the seleow

tions of the rural sociologists were made with very general criteria,
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Rural«Urban Index scores for the SMA's of the validation
sample were welledistributed between 714 and 790, while the soores for
the rural counties wore well-distributed between 449 and 575, Suoch &
distribution of scores tends to confirm our assumption of a rurale-

‘urban continuum (Ses Chapter I).

Further Validation Neaded

As we have pointed out earlier, the size of the samples of
the present study was +too small for us to place much confidence in the
valiéity of the Rural-Urban Index. An adequate test of tho validity of
the Index must awali work with a much larger sample and one which oan
be shown to bs representativs.

Furthormore, since 1% was assumed that urbanism and ruralism
are ways of life, and not merely different kinds of ecological
structure, a complete test of the validity of this Index would include
8 ocorrelation of Index soores with some measure of ettitudes and
values. A soale would have to be developed which would disoriminate
between different degrees of urbanness emong attitudes and values.

The problem of valideting such an attitude soale would be as great

as that of valiﬂating our Rural~Urban Index. It might be that the
problem of validation would best be approached by & more olinical kind
of cultural case study in which the degree of urbanness of two or more
communities were asgessed by a first-hand acgquaintance wi;th the way

of life of the people. If the relative degree of urbanness of e few
such popula-biona'opuld be agreed upon by a team of investigators,
‘these populations could then be used as benchmarks for validating such
measures as the Rural=Urban Index. Even if such s't:_udigs'wgre made,

however, they would probably be too few in number and tooc limited in
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goographic distribution to serve as a oriterion for testing the validity
of a Rural-Urban Index for the United States or any large region

thereof.



"CHAPTER VI

SUKMARY AND CONCLUSICNS

Sumnery

The gaﬁeral theory out of which the problem for the present
.study_gréw might bq briefly summarized as followss (The advance of
indugpriaiigation and the growth of oities is accompanied by a wey of
life?among urbanites whioh is relatively different in meny respects
from the way of life which is charecteristic of persons living in
rurai areas, that is, in areas beyond the physical boundaries of
cities and relatively beyond the sooio-cultural dominence of citiess ?
This urban mode of 1ife is called urbanism. The essumption is made g
that nowhere in the United States in 1950, the time-space loous of the
'stuéy,,was-any‘population completely isolated from urban influences.
On the other hand, no upban population was completely out off from
rural influencéé. Rather there is & oonstant sosial interaction and
a continual interchange of cultural elements between the populations
of cities and those of rural areas so that the urban and the rural
ways of life are not absolutely but only relatively different, that
is, urbanism and ruralism do not form a dichotﬁmy but a continuum from
an extremely urban population with a minimum of rural characteristics
to an extremely rural population having a minimum of urban charactere

isticss In fadt, it might be useful to oonceive the ruraleurban
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continuum to be a complex of meny continuua, one for each identifiable
socio~cultural characteristic. In comparing two communities it is
assumed that one might be more urban in some respects while the other
might be more urbap:in other,respeotsa Henos, to oconclude that one
community or population is "more urban" then Qnother must mean that
jgzjég_averagé'iﬁvia closer to the extreme urban end of the rurale
urban continuum with respect to a greater number of sooio~scultural
characteristios..

The principal question with which tho present study was oon=
6ern§§‘ise Relativeiy'hdw rural or how urban is the scoiowoultural:
atru;ture of a given poﬁulationfin the United States today? The
objeotive of the study was to construet & composite index which would
help to answer that question. It was assumed that ruraleurben differ-
oences are differences in both ecologioal characteristics and sociow
oultural chareoteristics. While urbanism and ruralism, as differing
ways of life, must be ultimately differentisted in terms of systems of
‘sooial actions, esttitudes, and values, it was essumed that domographioc
and ecological charaoteristios might be taken as valid indices of those
soocio-cultural characteristios.

The scope of the present study wes limited to the methodologie
oal task of exploring one possible technique forr&eveloping a rurdle
urben index whioh would utilize as the primary sourse of data the 1950
Census tabulations. To help establish oriteria by whioh to identify
‘populetion units which approached the urban or rural poles of the
rural-urban contipuum, "oonstructed types" were set up for 1) an
extremoly urban way of life, and 2) an extremesly rural way of life, es

it was imagined they might possibly exist in the United States today.
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With the eld of the constructed types & number of hypotheses
were formulated with respect to the comparative demographic and socioe
oultural cheracteristics of urban and rural populationse A number of
items were selected from the Census tabulations whioch we believed would
serve as indices of the cheracteristlos named in the hypotheses.. Using
the constructed types as oriterie, first e pilot sample, and later an
oexperimental sample, of population units were chosen in such & manneyr
as to sscure & number of units as representative as possible of the
constructed=-type-city and e number of units as representative sg
poss??le-of the consiructed-type~ruralecommunity. The purpose of this
phase of the study was to eliminate these indices which did nok
disoriminate consistently beiween the extreme urban and the extreme
rural units,  Out of the 73 indices examined in the pilot study 37
wore disoarded on the basis of inspection. Bight newvindices’were
added during the experimentel phase of the study. On the basis of
Kondall's teu coofficient of rank oorrelation, 44 indices were tested
for their discriminebility and 19 were dropped. The next phasse of
the study involved the application of the remaining 25 indices to a
random semples The purpose was three-fold, namely, 1) %o check the
validity of the items selected, 2) to examine +the nature of the
relationship between the oomposite Index scores and each oomponent
variable, and 3) to reduce the number of indices and improve the
internal dpnsistency of the final composite Index. Composite scores
were comput;ﬁ'by combining the welghted standard soores of each
oomponent'itém. A system of weighting was used based roughly upon
the oritical ratio of each index as obtained in the experimental study.

The amount of essociation between each component variable end the set
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of composite scores was measured by simple correlation. On the basis
of these correlatlion coefficients the final selection of the 12
indices of the Rural-Urban Index was made.

Validation of the Index was epproached in several waya.
1) Examination of the experimental design indicated that, logically,
indices which disoriminated efficlently between a sample of population
units’which were operationally defined as "urban" and & sample of
units operationally defined as "rural™ would heve & priori validity,
assuning that all: bi;her population units were oontinuously distributed,
with respect to the characteristics being measured, between the oxtrome
Bampies. 2) Exemination of the internel consistency of the Index
indicated a fairly high degree of essosiation between each oomponent
variable end the composite scores for the Index es & wholes 3) Come
parison with two other measures of urbaniem, the Queen-Carpenter Index
of Urbanism and the Census Burenu's ruralesurban classification,
revealed only moderate correlation coefficients. 4) Finally, & new
gample of extremsly urban end extremely rural units wes chosen in the
game manner as the experimental sample. Index scores for this sample
not only disoriminated between the urban end rurel.unite but were

substantially larger for the urben than for the rural units.

Findings

We have repeatedly pointed out that our samples were too small
to enable us to say that the hypotheses with whioix wo began the stuéy
were adequately tested. Since the central purpose of the project was
to develop a m;thod for the comstruction of & ruraleurban index, any

light whioh was thrown upon the hypotheses was a secondary congidera-

tion., Nevertheless, as long as we keep in mind the limitations of the
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samples, certain ‘tentative conclusions cen be stated. .In other wvréa,
if similar results were. obtained with an adequate sample the following
conclusions could be drawn with regerd to the hypotheses formulated in
Chapter II, . .

1) The more urban an area the more its population will: depsnd
upon & monay economy.. The indications of our deats are that this
hypothesis would be confirmed. Highly significent correlation
coefficients were obtained in both the experimental and rendom semples
for all three indices tested (See Appendices B and D).

) '2) The more urban the economy of an area the more will commerce
and industry predominate over agrioultures The hypothesis appears to
be tentatively confirmed. Correlation coeffiocients for four indices
are highly signifloant on the. experimentel. sample and two on the random
semples The simple linear correlstion coefficient of ¥u4l for
Ypereentage of employed persons who were wholeaale employees" was
significant on the random sample at the 5 per cent but not et the 1 per
‘cent level. -The low correlation is pertially explained by one extreme
value, . In Ckanogen County, Vinshington, 1643 per oent were wholesale
employees, rosulting in a standard score of #5.16 for that ocountye

3) The more urben a population the more complex and specialized
will be its division of labor., Indications are that this would be
confirmed. Coefficients were‘highly significant fbr the four indioes‘
used on the experimental semple and two used on‘ﬁhe random samplee

4) The more urban an area the greater will be tho proportion
of womon employed outside the home. Only one coefficient for & single
index was computed, Percentage of femeles in the totsl labor force

was highly significant for the experimental semple.
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5) The more urban & populetion the lower will be the sex ratios
This hypothesis would tentatively be confirmed on the basis of the
experimental sample but would be definitely roejected on the basis of
the rendom sample where & correlation coefficient of only Z.09 was
obtaineds It will be interesting to seo if thils hypothesis is con=
firmed with an adequate sample.

'Cb) The more urban an area the less will be the émphasis placed
upon family relations. As measured by the marriage rate, this hypoe
thesis would be rejected on the basis of the experimental samples
Horsover, the marriage rate was found to be highér in the urban units
of tﬁe semple then in the rural unitss The doubt thrown upon this
hypothesis was further substantiated by three other indices used only
in the pilot studys, These were: 1) Per cent of persons 14 yeers old
end over ﬁho ere single, 2) per cent of persons 14 years old and over
who are classified as "unrelated individuals,” and 3) per cent of all
dwelling units ocoupied by oniy one persone. All of these indices pro-
"duced much overlapping of percentages emong urban and rural units.
Frbm‘inspection of the pilot sample the indices did not appear %o
discriminate conaiétently betweén the'extreﬁely urban and extremely
rural-Units,]

7) The more urban & population the lower will be its fertility.
As measured by the orude birth rate, doubt is thrown upon this hypo=
thesis by the expefiméntal semple vhere & tau coefficient of only. =.39
wag obtained., This is significant at the 5 per cent but not at %he~
1 per cent level. It would have been desirable to use fertility ratio

or net reproduction rate as measures of fertility inatead of the crude
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birth rate but the necessary tabulations were not available at the time
that the study was made.

8) The more urban an area the lower will be the infant mortality
rate. This hypothesis would be rejeoted on ‘the basis of the experi-
mental samples The tau coefficient of ~,26 was not aignifioant.

9) The more urban & population the higher will be its median
ages This was confirmed by the experimental semple, although it was
not as oonsistently disoriminating between the urban apd rurel units es
many- other indicess.

10) The more urban a population the lower will be the propore
tioniof porsons in the upper and lower age brackets. As measured by
the percentage of the population which is under 5 years of age, this
hypothesis was confirmed by the experimental sample but rejected on
the basis of the random sample, where & correlation coefficient of
only #.19 wos obtainede  For the pilot sample "per cent of the
population which is 65 years old and over".and "per cent of the

" population which is 85 years old and over" both showed considerable
overlapping emong urban and rural units with a greater number of .
higher percentages among the urban. Thus, for thet small sample a
larger proportion of persons in the upper age brackets was to be found
in the SHA'g.

11) The more urban an area the more complex will be the
teohnolog& of the equipment with which 1ts dwelling units are furnished,
Six measures.were used on the experimental sample and two on the random
sample. All coefficlents were highly significant.

12) The more urban a population the greater will be ita

territorial mobility. Considerable doubt is thrown upon this
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hypothesise On the experirentel sample the tau coefficient for +the
ratio of persons who lived in a different oounty or abroad in 1949 to
the tobal population was significant at the 5 per cent but not at the
1 per cent level., Moreover, for the pilot sample the "per cent of
persons one year old and over who were in the same house in 1949 and
1950" did not appear to discriminate between extremely urban and
extremely rural units. Another index, "per cent of occupied units
which are owner-occupied,” was used on the pilot samplos While a
majority of the rurel units did have higher percentages than the
urban, there wes some overlapping. Besides, the wide varietion in
valu;s among the rural units of the sample caused us to doubt the
reliability of the index.

13) The more urban a populatipn the more indirect and imper=
sonal will be its-forms of communication. This was confirmed by both
the experirental and random samples for the three indices testeds

14) The more urbah an area the greater will be the oomplexity
of its mechanized forms of communication and trensportation. -As
meagsured by "per cent of employed persons who are telecommunications
workers," this hypothesis was confirmed by both samples. However, as
measured by "per cent of employed persons in transportation, communie-
cation and other publio utilities,™ the correlation coefficient of #.24
for the random sample was not significant. OCne explanation of this
low correlation might be that even in the more rurel counties & minimum
number of employees is required to 0p9rate and maintain these
utilities and this minimum mey be a relatively high proportion of all
employed persons in a county in which the population density is

relatively low. However, this low correlation coefficient is partially
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accounted for by one extreme value in the random sample. In Greenup
County, Kentuocky, which ranks 23rd as to size of composite index
goore (for 25 items), 35.3 per cent of all employed persons are in
trapsportation, communication and other publio utilities, giving a
standard score of ¥5.59. When Greenup County was eliminated, a
correlation coefficient (r) of /.62 was obtained. This was signifioant
at the 1 per cent level.

15) The more urban a population the greater will be its
biological and cultural heterogeneity. This was confirmed by both
sa.mp}p‘a as measured by "percentage of persons 21 years of age and
ovar‘,who were foreign born." We were unable to find other satisfactory
measures of this charaoteristio. Two others whioh were used with the
pilot sample were not discriminating.

.{:16) The more urban & population the more will formal training
of the young be stressed. This was confirmed by 4 indioces tested with
the experimental sample and 2 tested with the random sample. However,
‘8 tau coefficient of only -.24 was obtained for "peroentage of persons
25 years old and over who completed less than 5 grades." This was not
statistically significant.. ]

17) The more urban & population the more highly differentiated
will be the structure of its institutions. As measured by "percentage
of employed persons in medical and other health services," this
hypothesis was strongly oonfirmed by both semples. As measured by
"peroentage of employed persons who are in publio administration," the
hypothesis was confirmed by the experimental sample., However, the
corrolation ocoefficient (r) of /.37 for the randcm sample was

significant at the 5 per cent but not at the 1 per cent level, A
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similar explanation to the one given above for the low correlation for
"percentage of persons in transportation, communication and pther
publioc ubilities" is suggested, namely, &) e minimum number of publio
administretion workers is required,‘regardless of the ‘size of the-
popuiation,;and b)-an.eztremely high valus for one of the units. In
Monroe: County, Floride, 23 per cent of all employed persons are in.
public administration, which is 5,66 standard devietions above the
mean,

.[;8).The'more~urban‘tha population the greater will be the
dispgyity.between'the,ideal cultural norms and ectual behavior. :This
wag ;onfirmad by the only index which we were able to find which
seemed to be & measure of the oharacteristics Other indices of this
trait would have been desirable, Another index, "per cent of persons
not in the labor force who are 65 years old or over™ was tried on the
pilot sample and was rejected beoause both its disoriminability and
its reliability appeared doubbfuls |

19) The more urban en area-;ha more oconcentrated will be:its
population. This was confirmed by three indices tested with the
experimental sample and by two tested with the random sample. However,
for a fourth index used with the experimental sample, "per ocent of
dwelling units with 1.0l or more persons per room,”™ a highly significant
Yau ocoefficient of =.46 was obtained, indiocating a negative relation=-

ship between orowding within dwelling units end urbanness.

Conclusions

As a result of the present study, e few oonclusions msy be

stated in the form of tentative generalizationsi The reader is
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cautioned that what follows is in. the nature of interpretation and not
findings. Another investigator might well place o different.
interpretation upon the seme data.

'+71) The assumption of & ruraleurban continuum appears to be &t
lsast. partially confirmed by our studys RuraleUrban Index scores vary
gradually from 463 for Soreven County, Georgia, to 836 for Boston SMA
in the random sample.. On the other hand, the scores are not evenly
distributed between the lowest and the highest. There is & concentra=
tion- of scores around 600, while the distribution is highly skewed
toward the higher scoress There appears o be a "natural broak"
betw:aen Duchess County (763) and Boston SMA (836), although this might
well be due to chance. While Queen and Carpenter interpret the
distribution of their Index of Urbanism scores as manifesting a
oontinuum} wo seem to note a discontinulty. between counties having an
Index sooré of 50.0 or iless and those having a score of 70.0 or more e
In a study of the correlation of oity size wlth kinds of oomﬁ;roiﬁl-

"establishments Keyes, using 1930 data, concluded that the distribution
indicated a continuum with four “platoaus” with possible "natural
‘breaks" between the plateaus. These "plateaus™ included 1) oities
under 25,000 population, 2) 25,000 to 100,000, 3)- 100,000 to 500,000,
and 4) 550,000 and over.® The question which we raise is: Is there.
some point on the rural-urban continuum at whioh the esologioal

structure and its accompanying way of life is so differont as to be

1 Stuart A, Queen and David B. Carpenter, The American City
(1953). Pe 30

2 Fenton Keyes, "The Correlation of Social Phenomens With
Community Size" (1942), unpublished Ph.D. thesis, p. 170,
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menifested as & "break” in the continuity of scores of such indoxes as
those discussed in this paragrapht

2) Ansumipg that the Rural«Urban Index proves to have a rather
high velidity for counties and SMﬁ'a in +the United States, we copclude
that population concentration élone is not an adequate index of urbanism.
Gther characteristics of the population must also be measured. Some
of those characteristics have been suggested b& the present study.

3) We think that we have demonstrated the feasibility of
employing constructed types as reference points and using extrems - .
semples to seleot valid measures with which to rank populations witﬂ‘
raspéot t0 & socio~cultural phenomenon such as urbanism,

4) Indications ere that our constructed types may heve to be
revised in oertain respeots. Speoifiocally, our hypotheses regarding
the relationship of urbenism and ruralism to sex ratio, marriage rate,
crude birth rete, infant mortality rate, age composition, mobility,
end overorowded housing might have %o be revised.

5) Since the Rural«Urban Index hes no zero-point, its comw
posite scores are not additive, that is, a score of 800 cannot be
teken to mean that the populetion is twice as urban as one with an
Index score of 400, and 80 one The Index score simply ranks the
population unit in relation to other population units with respect to
the characteristics measured by its 12 components. Ih Chepter IV
we have constructed eﬁpirically polar type Rural«Urban Index scores
which might serve as minimum and maximum reference points until bgtter
ones oan be established. |

6) Since it is.assumed that soocio-cultural structure is

constantly ohanging, norms for computing the Index scores shonld be
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revised regularly, as new data bocome availables A study similar to
the present one should be oarried out for each decennial Census to
learn if perhaps there are other indices which will measure the changed

sosio~cultural structure more efficiently.

Posgible Uses For the Index

Some of the tasks for which the Rural~Urban Index might be
used would inolude the follewings 1) Tts most general function would
be to indicate relatively how rural or:how urban is the sociowcultural
stru&ture of the.population of a given:county or SMA, A yardstiok of
urbaﬁism<ﬁou1d'be useful to men of aoiénce and to men of affairs alike.
2) No satisfactory criterion of urbaniém or urbanization exists in
terms of which the socio~ocultural characteristics of a population may
be analyzed and their interrelationships studied. If ‘the validity of
the Index oan be so established that it might serve as such & oriterionm,’
a genuine need will have been served. -3) There has been much interest
in this oountry in the process of urbanizatlion, that is, in the
development.and extension of urbanism as a way of life, I% is our
hope~that the Rural~Urban Index will become an instrument which is
useful in'stuéying changes which are associeted with urbanization.
4) If the Inéex proves to be fairly valld, then it might be used by
business and,profeséional men in estimﬁting the attitudes and values
of & people. §) Finelly, we would like to believe that.work with the
Index by‘éocial scientists over the yeérs will contribute & little to
a clarifioation of the concepts of urbanism, ruralism, rural-urben

continuum, and urbanigzations



101

Suggestions For Needed Research

In earlier chapters we have from time to time indicated the
need for future studies to answer questions which were left unanswered
by the present atudy. Ve will summarize those suggestions here and
add a few more.

1) One of the first tasks, of course, is to replicate the
phase of the study desoribed in Chapter IV with a large sample, which
is both random aﬁd.representative, %o esteblish means and atendard
devietions whioh can be used as norms in the computation of Index
soores for barticular population units;

: 2) The proﬁlem of validation of the Index should bo given
further study. A scalé to measure the urbanness of attitudes and
values should be deveioped end validatede It could then be used to
test the validity of the Rural~Urban 1£dex. Carpenter has developed
e composite "rurality scale” which migﬁt be suggestiva.3

3) Construct a Rural-Urban Index for auﬁregiona of the United
States. A separate index’might be conétruoted for each of Cdum's six

"Major Societal Group-of-States Regions"4

"5

or for each of Mangus'! 34
"rural cultural regions. The norms and demographic patterns found
in these‘subiegions could then be oompared with those for the United
States as a whole. . ‘

4) Repeat the present study from the beginning, using the

"urbanized area” in lieu of the SMA ag.the urban unit. The study might

8 Queen .and Carpenter, ope cits, pp. 33=37,

4»chard'w. Odum and Harry E. Moore, American Regionalism

(1938).

5¢ 1c. Taylor, et al,, Rural Life in the United States
(1949), pp. *ls0-23
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also be repeated with state economic areas as the observational unit.
This would be done on the assumption that the socio-cultural structure
of the state economic area is more homogeneous than that of the county
or SMA,.

6) A short but helpful study would be 4o work out & matrix of
intercorrelations among all the 25 variables used with the random
sample 50 that their interrelationships might be better uncleraﬂ:ood.6

6) Apply factor analysis to the 25 items used with the rendom
sample to learn what factors are actually being measured and then
seleq*i: the smallest possible number of indices ocapable of measuring
those facto_rs.7

7) We suggest that oage studies be made of population units
which deviate widely from the normal patterns revealed by the Rurale
Urban Index. Those deviant oases may throw more light on the pheuo-
menon of urbenism than do the typioal ceses. The question whether or
not there are different types of urbanism and ruralism might be
congidered. Perhaps & small mining community or a small fishing
villege might be equally as rural as an agriculturel oommunity but in
a different way. '

8) Select two or more populations having equal Rural-Urban
Index scores and make & ocultural oase study of these communities to

determine if they are indeed approximately equelly urban in their way

of lifes

S See Virginia K. White, Measuring Social Need (1951), ps 34.

7 See John C. Bolcher and Emmit F. Sharp, A Short Scale for
Measuring Ferm Family Level of Living (1952).
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9) Once the Index has been validated, studies of the rate of
urbtenization oould be made by comparing RuraleUrben  Index scores for
the same population units for a series of decennial censuses.
Experiments should then be made in prediction of urbanization.

10) Uaing Index scores as a measure of urbanizatioh, studies
of many kinds of phenomena assooiated with this process oould be made.

11) The Index might be employed to test the hypothesis of a
rureleurban continuum and the many hypotheses which have been edvanced
regarding rural-urban differencess The hypotheses proposed in this
diasgftation awalt oareful testinge
: 12) The patterns of Rural-Urban Index soores within each of
the 67 metropolitan communities delineated by Bogu08 might be studied
and related to his hypothesis of dominance and subdominanos,

"13) .Eventually, a ruraleurban index should be developed and
velidated for populationa outside the United States. It should not
be essumed that indices which are valid in one culture will be valid
 in another.

14) Finally, & orosse-cultural study of urbanism and urbanization

might be anticipated.

8 Donald J. Bogue, The Strusture of the Metropolitan Communitys
A Study of Dominanoe and Subdominance (1950).
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APPENDIX A

LETTER, LIST CF CRITERIA AND REPLY F(RM MAILED TO SCCIOLOGISTS
WHO SELECTED EXTRENELY RURAL COUNTIES

Desy Dr. L]

Would you please indicate on the attached form what you believe,
from.your personal knowledge and without any researshing, to be three
of the "most rural" counties in your state? In this way I am attempe
ting to get together a sample of the "most rural™ ocounties in the U.S.
which I plen to use in connection with my dootoral research on con=
struotion of some indices of the degree of "urbanness"™ of counties.

I will be working with 1950 Census data and other published statistics.

I would like counties which, in terms of attitudes, would rank
a8 near the rural end of the rural-urban continuum as I am able to
find inthe U.Se. today. As an ald to communicetion and to bringing
greater homogeneity imto the sampls, I have attached a list of criw
teria for an ideal=-type construot of & "most rural™ population.
Please add others whioh oocwr %0 you and strs.ke out those whioh you
think inappropriate«

I prefer that you rely upon your past experience and "intuitiva“
judgment. No harm will be done if you should happen to miss a "more
rural” county. All I want is simply as rural a sample as I oan got
without taking muoh of anyone's times

Thank you very much for making these judgments for me. If I
ever publish anything on my indices beyond the theslis, I will see
that you get & oopys

Sincerely yours,

Orry C. Wals
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2,

5.

6,

7.
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Selected Criteria of “Rurality” 2

Residencet
2+ Predominantly rural farm.
b. Relatively isolated from urban influences.
Cooupation:
a, Primarily basic agriculture, 1.0., raising plants and animals.
he Involves direct contact with nature most of the time.
te Cocupational aptivities and knowledge are diverse and
unspecialized.
d, Entire family is involved in the farming enterprise.
Famlly relationa:

fe Rolatively family-ocentered.
.” bs Kinship relations beyond immediate femily unit importanu.
¢+ The aged cared for mostly by relatives.

Neighborhood relations:
a., Social relations with neighbors fairly intimate with mutual
aid ccmmone.
bs Strong sense of seighborheood belonging.
c. Common system of values and a rather homogeneous set of
attitudes.

System of social interaction (neighborhood and beyond):
6« Compared 4o "urban,” oontacts are fower and less diverse.
be Business relations tend to be informal, 1.e., nonocontractual,
¢+ Most interpersonel reletions are face-to-face, personal,
ralatively durable.
_ de Patterns of social interaction are leas "standardized.”

Sooial controls
a. Chiefly by means of informal community pressures of folkways
and mores.
b, Degrea of moral integration tends to be high, i.e., the
"ideal” and "real” are rolatively close tugether.
6. Conception of morality tends to be inflexible.

Social differentiation and stratifioation:
2. Relative cultural homogeneity.
b. Little specialization of voluntary associations.
o« Range of olass differences tends to be less than in the city.

ald’im.eographed and enclogsed with letters to sociologists
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8. Mobilitys
e Territorial mobility much less than urban.
be Interoccupational mobility low.
c. Vertical (status) mobility relatively low.

9. Attitudess

a, Tradition-oriented, i.e., resist most oultural changess

be Relatively independent, self-reliant, end individualistio,
or at most orisnted to the loscal community.

o. Tends to stress praoticality and imporiance of work.

ds Posgibly fairly oonservative with respoot to politics,
religion, education, etc.

¢« Posgibly rather fatalistic, especially toward forces of
natures

10. Sccial institutions (other than the family):
. 8e Usually small and relatively simple in struoture.
" be Functions tend to be comparatively general and unspeclalized.
o. Less emphasls upon rules and regulations; more emphesia upon
interpersonal relations.

REPLY FCRMP

STATE:-

MOST RURAL COUNTIES, in terms of enclosed list of oriteria or others
noted, Rank order is not important.

1.

2,

3e

bMimeogre.phed and enclosed with letters to socoiologists
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APPERDIX B

HYPOTHESES AND INDICES USED IN PILOT AND EXPERIMENTAL
STUDIES SHOFIRG TAU COEFFICIENTS ARD CRITICAL RATICS

Item .
Number * Hypotheses and Indices Tau - OC.R.

I. Type of Economy

A, The more urban an area the more its populae
tion will depend upon & money economy.

1. Por cent: of employed persons in financse,
insurance and real estate A2 5.03 *»

2+ Por cent of employed persons who are '
‘private wage and salary workers }270 5.03 »

13.vferfcant_of employed persons who &are y
unpaid family workers (reversed) .72 5.03 %

4, Per oent of employed persons who are
“farm laborers, unpaid family workers™
(reversed)

5.;§atio:
Persons not in the labor foroce 100
Persons in the labor foroce

6. Por oapita retail sales
7» Per ocapita retail food salea
B. The more urban the economy of an area the.
" more will oommerce and industry predominate
over agriculture.

1. Per ocent of employed persons in
mapufacturing #.64 4.47

2. Por cent of employed persons who were
paid retail employees, Nov. 15, 1948 A.72 5,03 *

3+ Por cent of employed persons who were paid
wholesale employees, Nov. 15, 1948 AoT0 4443 #

4, Per cent of the population whioh is
clagsified as "rural farm" (reversed) -eT2 4,96 »

* Indicates item was selected by both the pilot and experimental
studies, Items for whioh no tau coefficient is given were
discarded on the basis of the pilot study alone.
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Item
Number Hypotheses and Indices

‘B¢ Por cent of the population which is classi-

fied as "urban farm"

6. Per cent of employed males who aere farmers

and farm menagers (reversed)

7+ Por cent of employed males in agf;oulture

(reversed)

8¢ Number of retall establishments per square

mile in 1948

9, Rumber of square miles per wholesale
establishment in 1948 (reversed)

II, Division of Labor

A, The more urban & population the more complex
and specialized will be its division of labor.

B.

1« Por cont of employed persons who are
professional, technical and kindred

2. Por cent of employed persons who are
operatives and kindred

S« Por cent of employed males who are
laborers, except farm and mine

4. Per cent of employed persons who are
service workers, except private
household

Tﬁe more urban an area the greater will
be the proportion of women employed oute
gide the home, '

1. Por cent of females 14 years old and
over who are in the labor force

2, Per cent of females 14 years old and
over who are classified as keeplng
housre (reversed)

Tau

#.67
.59
¥e43

A2

#.61

C.R

4,67 *

4.16

3.00

5.03 »

4,26
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Item
Number  Bypotheses and Indices

III. The Family

A,

Be

Cu

De

E.

The more urban a population the lower will
be its sex ratio,

l. Total number of males _ 4.0 (reversed)

Total number of females

2, Males 14 and over, single x 100
Females 14 and over, aingle
{reversed)

The mors urban an aree the less will be
the emphasis placed upon family relations.

1, Marriage rates Marriages in 1960 _ 000
Total population

2. Per cent of persons 14 years old and
over who are single

3. Por ceont of persons 14 years old and
over who are classified as "unrelated
individuals"

4, Por cent of all dwelling units oocupied
by only one peraon

The more urban a population the lower will
be its fertility.

1. Number of live births in 1950
“Total population = 1000
(reversed)

The more urban an area the lower will be
the infant mortality rate.

1. Number of infant deaths in 1950 x 1000
Number of live births in 1960

(reversed)

The more urben & population the swaller
will be the size of families.

l. Average number of persons per house-
hold (reversed)

Tau

-064

#.28

"039

'.26

4,47 *

4.47

1.91

2,26

1.75
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Itenm
Number  Hypotheses and Indices

Vs Age Compogition

As The more urban a population the higher will
"be its median age.

1,

- Mediep age

K] ,
Bs The more urban & population the lower will
be the proportion of persons in the upper
and lower age brackets. ‘

1. Per cent of the populetion who are under

5 yeers of age (reversed)

2. Per cent of the population who are 6§

yoarg old and over (roversed)

3+ Por cent of the population who are 86

‘years old and over (reversed)

V. Home Equipnent

A. The more urban an area the more complex will

be the technology of the equipment with
which its dwelling units are furnished.

1.

2.

3

4.

Se

6.

7

For cent of dwelling units reporting hot
running water, private toilet and bath,
and not dilapidated

FPer cent of dwelling units having no
piped running water (reversed)

Por cent of dwelling units reporting
& kitohen sink

Per cepnt of dwelling units reporting
electric lighting

Per cent of ocoupied dwelling units
with mechanical refrigeration

Per cent of vocupled dwelling units
with central heating

Per cent of dwelling units with no-
toilet (reversed)

#.62

"'062

-T2
/?72
A2
.63

7

#.67

C«Re

4,31

4,34 »

5,03
5,00 *
5.00
5400 *
4.27

4.57
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Item
Numbor  Hypotheses and Indices

VI, Mobility

A, The more urban a popni&tion the grecter will
.be its territorial mobility.

1+ Bumber of persons who lived in a
differpnt county or abroad in 1949 x 1000
Total population

2, Por sent of persons one year old and over
who were in the same house in 1949 and
1950 .

3+ Por cent of occupied dwelling units which
are owher-occupied

vii, forms of_communication

A. The more urban & population the more
indirect end impersonal will be its forms
of communication.

1. Per cent of employed persons who are
olerical and kindred workers

2. Per cent of dwelling units reporting
radios

3. Por cent of dwelling units repoéting
television

4, Por cent of employed persons in printe
ing, publishing and allied industries

Be. The more urban an area the greater will be
the elaboration of its mechenized forms of
comunication end transportetion,

1. Por cent of employed perscns in trans-
portation, communicetion and other
public utilities

.2, Por cent of employed persons who ere
telecommunications workers

3. Per cent of employed males in raile
roads end rallwaey express service

o35

A2

+66

472

£e67

#s70

C.R,

2.44

5403 *

4062 *

5.03 *

4,67 »

4460 *
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Number  Hypotheses and Indices

4, Per cont of employed males in trucking

service and warehousing

VIII. Heterogeneiky

A, The more urban a population the greater will

be its biological and cultural heterogeneity.

1.
2.

3

Per cent of persons 21 ysars of age and
over who were foreign born

Per cent of the population who are
Indians, Japanese and Chinese

Per cent of the population who are
clagsified as nonwhite

IX. Social Institutions

A. The more urban & populetion the more will
formal training of the young be stressed,

L.
24

3.

4.

5.

6.

7

8¢

9,

Median sohool years completed

Per oent of persons 14 to 17 years of
age who are enrolled in school

Per cont of persons 5 and 6 years of
age who are enrolled in kindergarten

Per oent of persons 25 years old and
over who have completed less than 5
grades (reversed)

Por cent of persons 25 years old and
over who completed high school or more

Por cent of melea 25 years old and
over who completed the 8th grade

Per vent of males 25 years old and over
who completed 4 years of high achool

Por cent of females 25 years old and
over who oompleted the 8th grade

Per oent of females 25 years old and over
who oompleted 4 years of high sohool

Fea9
#ea2
£470

=24

#.50

C+Ra

4,21 *

3,62 *
2.67

4.79 =

1.47

3.40
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Number  Hypotheses and Indices Jau  C.R.

Bs The more urban a population the more highly
elaborated will be the structure of its
institutions.

l. Per cent of employed persons who are in
public administration FuB7 8,99 »

2. Por cent of employed persons who are in
medical and other health services Y73  B.04 »

3+ Por ocent of employed males who are in
utilities and sanitery servioces

4, Por ocent of employed persons who are
classified as government workers

Be Total population
Tumber of amusement establishments in 1940

X, Normative Integration

A. The more urban a population the greater will
be the disparity between the ideal cultural
norms and aotual behaviore

1. Per oent of the civilian labor force who
are unemployed #s60 3,50 *»

2, Per cent of persons 65 years of age end
over who are not in the labor force

XI. Populetion Concentration

A, The more urban an area the mors conocentrated
will be its population,

1. Number of persons per square mile Fu2 5,03 »
2. Per cent of dwelling units whioh are

clagsified as "one-dwelling unit

detached structures"” (reversed) 72 5.03 =

3. Por cent of dwelling units with 1.0l
or more persons per room (reversed) =446 3426

4, Per cent of married couples without
their own household Fe46 3,23
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Bs Por cent of dwelling units with flush
toilet inside strusture, shared by two
or more households

6. Por cent of dwelling units with
installed bathtub or shower, shared by
two or more households

7+ Per cent of dwelling units whioch are
in struotures of 3- and 4e~dwelling units

8. Por cent of dwellling units which are
in struotures of 10 or more dwelling
units

XII, Social Control

A. The more urban & population the more
complex end impersonal will be the forms
of sooial control,

1. Per cent of the population who are
olassified as "institutional"®

& Por definition of "institutional," see U. S, Bureau of the Census,
County and City Data Book, 1962, pe xvii.
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APPENDIX C

ITEM MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIQNS F(R RANDCM SAMPLE

Item

Number

I.Aml
I-A=2
In$-3

J~Be2

I-B=3

I-B-4
ITwAwl

IT~Amd
III-A-1

IVB-1
VA2
VaA-d

VIiI-A-]l

AND ITEM WEIGHTS USED IN C(MPUTING STANDARD SCCRES

(Item numbers correspond to the oleassification

system employed in Appendix B)

Item

Por cent of employed persons in
finance, insurance and real estate

Per cent of employed persons who are
private wage and salary workers

Per cent of employed persons who are
unpaid family workers (reversed)

Per cent of employed persons who were
paid retail employees, Nov. 15, 1948

Per cent of employed personas who were
paid wholesale employees, Nov. 15,
1948

Per cent of the population classified
as "rural farm" (reversed)

Por cent of employed persons who are
professional, technioal and kindred

Por cent of employed persons who are
gervice workers except private
household

Sex ratios Number of males x 100

Number of females

(reversed)

Per cent under five years of age
(reversed)

Por ocent of dwelling units heving
no piped running water - (reversed)

Per cent of dwelling units reporting
electric lighting

Per cent of employed persons who are
olerioal and kindred workers

Item Item Item
Moan S.D. Weight
1.6 1.00 1.0
52,5 14.06 1.0
4.6 3.32 1.0
8.9 4.7 1.0
2,0 2,77 9
35,2 18.92 1.0
6.9 2,27 o9
6.6 3,09 1.0
1053 9.90 «9
11.3 1.63 9
31.7 20.18 1.0
87.6 9.82 1.0
6.3 3.40 1.0



Item
-Rumber
VIil-A-2

VII-A-3

VIi-B~1

VII-B-2
VIII-A=1

2

IX-A-1

IX-A-3
IX-Bal
IX-B-2

XAl
XIwAwl

XIwA=2
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Per cent of occupied dwelling units
reporting redio sets ‘

Per cent of dwelling units reporte
ing television sets

Per cent of employed persons in
transportation, communication and
other publie utilities

Per cont of employed persons who
ere telecommunications workers

Por cent of persons 21 years of
age and over who were foreign born

Medien school years completed

Per oent of persons & and 6 years of
age who are enrolled in kindergerten

Per cent of employed persons who are
in public administration

Per oent of employed persons who are
in medicel and other health services

Por cent of the civilian labor foroe
who are unemployed

Population density: Number of
persons per square mile

Per cont of dwelling units which are
classified as "one-dwelling unit
detached structures" (reversed)

Item Item Item
Mean S.D. Weight
93.4 4,13 .9
2.8 5.64 1.0
6.5 5.15 .9
0.87 0.3% .9
3.2 3,79 .8
9.2  1.48 .9
9.4 11.20 1.0
8.7 3.41 B
1.9 1.88 1.0
3.4 2,03 .7
116.4 475,97 1.0
85,6 11.91 1.0
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SIMPLE LINPAR CCRRELATICNS BETWEEN COMPCSITE SC GRES
AND EAGH OF TWENTY~FIVE COMPONENT INDICES
FCR THE RANDCH SAMPIE

(Iton numbors correspond to the classiffcasion
system employed in Appendix B)

Itom
Number Ttem N

r o

Signif=
ieanoce
levelD

I-A-1 Per cent of employed persons in finance,
. insurance and real estate 40

I-A~2 Per cent of empiqyed persons who are private

.7 wage and salary workers 40 .

I-A=3 Per cent of employed persons who are unpaid

family workers (reversed) 40
I-B-2 Per cent of employed persons who were paid

retail employees, Nov. 15, 1948 40
I.B-3 Per cent of employed persons who were paid

wholesale employees, Nov. 15, 1948 38
I-B«4 Per cent of the population classified as

Prural faym" (reversed) 39

II-A-1 Per oent of employed persons who &re -
professional, technical and kindred 40

II-A~4 Per cent of employad persons who are service
workers except private household 40

III-A-1 Sex ratio: _Number of males
Number of females

x 100 (reversed)

IV-B=1 Per cent who were under five years of age

(reversed) 40
VeA-2 Per cent of dwelling units bhaving no piped
running water (reversed) 40

a

#.84
¥+60
#e61
£.68
Aual
/.88

0 #.83

oL
#4089
#e19

oo

Number of population units used in computing the coefficient.

/A
1%

1%

1%

b See Appendix Table VI in Allen L. Edwards, Experimental Design in

Psychological Researsch, ps 408 This teble is besed on the t test

of the hypothesis of gzero correlation.



Item

Number

Valed

VII-A-1
VII-A-2
vII..A-.s
VII-B-l
VII«B-2

VIII-A~]

XAl
X-Aw3

IX-B-1
IX-B-2

X-A-1
XI-A-1

XI-A-2
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Per cent of dwelling units reporting electric
lighting ’

Per oent of employed persons who are clerical
and kindred workers

Per cent of dwelling units reporting radio
sets

Por cent of dwelling units reporting
television sets

Por cent of employed persons in transporta-
tion, communication and othor publio utilities

Por oent of employed persons who are

vtoleoommunioations workers

Per cent of persons 21 years of ege and
over who wers forsign born

Modian sohool years oompleted

Per cent of persons 5 and 6 years of age
who are enrolled in kindergarten

Per cent of employed persons who are in
public administration

Por cent of employed persons who are in
medical and other health services

Por cent of the civilian labor force who
are unemployed

Population density: Number of persons per
square mile ‘

Por cent of dwelling units whioh are
olassified as "one-dwelling unit detached
structures”™ (reversed)

Signif-

icance
i ¥ level
0 A2 1%
40 479 1%
38 463 1%
40 A58 1%
40 A4
40 A73 1%
20 A% %
40 A7 %
40 A6 1%
40 £.57 6%
40 A.70 1%
40 /.49 1%
40 ”,1.57 1%
40 4.7 1%
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