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. ABSTRACT .

Thi; study focuses on ascertaining the determinants of .
social contact in urban, suRurban, ana small town settings.
The major theorist in this area of research is‘identifiéd as
Wirth. His "Theory of Urbanism” (1938) is predicated on the {
effects and interaction of population size, Qensity, and
heterogeneity of people living in cities}iHis behavioral
postulates are extéhsive]y.énalyzeﬁt Three forms of sbcia]
~contact and their postulated consequences are idenfified.

Criteria. for adequate testing of Wirth's (1938)
postulates are introduced and discﬁssedn Empirical tests of
his behavioﬁé] postulates Which meet thése criteria are
" examined. The results are equivocal. Other studies which
Spqéifical]y cite Wirth (1938} but do not meet these
cr{térié are reviewéd. Their results are inconclusive. It is
concluded that w1r£h’s (1938) behavioral postulates héd not
been adequately tested. {

~ The’ narrow fogus of Wirth's (1938) theory and the
‘incéhclusive empirical evidence led fo the determination of
'sixglheoretical %odels. These models provide a wider focus
to séaréh for determinants of social contact. The models are
used as a- screening device to review empirical research on
four typeglof sacial cohtact; organizational membership,
neighboring%;socialjzihb with rela&ivés, and socializing .-
" with friends. ” )
Someﬂéhbirical subport is found for all of .the mode s,

N

except: one;;upder ajlwfourifypes bf socialtéontact.

o -

B &



[

"¥he models are operationalized using data from two
éxiétiqg studies.“lhe 1977 Edmonton Area Study was directed
by the Population Research Laboratory, Department of
Sociology, University of Alberta. The 1977 Leduc Area Study
was directed by the author for Preventive Social Servicés

for the Town of Leduc.

The mogmds are tested using multiple regression

analysis%’ | findings are unique to each type of
social contact. A limited amount of commonality among the
modé]s is observed with organizational membership and
neighboring. The unique diffefences in the findings,

- however, ars overshadowed by the small amounts of variance
exp\ained, in‘pacticular, the result in socializing with
relatives. The implications of the findings for pﬁéory and

empirical research are discussed in the conclusion.

Recommendations are made for further research.

oy
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I. INTRODUCTION

" The Problem

The subject of this thesis is ehpirica! research on
socia]lcontact in urban, suburban, and small town-settings
and What.¢onc1u$ions may be drawn therefrom. Researchers
have ass@@ed that;urbahism and jndustrialism h%velnegativ¢
effects onb}he quality and stre y of'differenp?forms of
socialzcontgbtu‘Th{s has led to a large body of\empfrical
research. The 1§ck of systematic empirical testing combined .
wi th thé;elimination of hypothests resulted in a
proliferdation of theoretical'modgls andfcénsiderab]e
dﬁSagreeﬁent gboutbthe characteristics of social contact in
modern society Thﬁs, after over fifty years of sociological
endeavour it is not poss1b1e to def1n1t1ve1y 1dent1fy the
determlnants of spec1f1c forms of social contact‘in
urban—{suburban sett1ngs.‘ ‘

. Hence, the first-purpose.df this thesis is .to
critically examine the pertinent'theoreticaf titerature on
forms of social contact and identify the theoretical mbde]s.
The‘fheqretical models will be déed as an organizing device
to cdndense, éisentang]e, and bring order to tHe mass of
empirical literature and, 1f,bOssiblé,rdbaw‘conclusions
~about jt. Thé second pufpoée of the thesis is to»empiricéliy
"test the theoretical models. The models will be
~operationalized with variables identified in the empiriéél

‘literature. The strongest significant model will be
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: N
idéntified by testing the'mbdels sfmUltaneously in one set
of data. Conclusions will bé drayn about the chéracteri;tics
and determinants of socié]vcontact.in uﬁban,'suburban, and
small town éeftings. . . L

Background of the”Problem

.
| As Giddiﬁgs (1897) correctly noted, sociology has
‘{?ocused on soéialiZatibn since itsjihception as a discipline
because it was fegarded és,thefbindfng agent'of the fapric
of sdbiety: For example, Simmel (1950) éﬁb Toennies |
(1357{1897]) have argued that without ;oéiglization society
'wéulg”bnéak down_in various ways ultimately Teadihg to
,uhGésirable impersonal, rational social relatfons. Without
héocial cOntgctJ socializatjon cannot occur. Its pivotal role
in society is reflected in fhe enormous body of theorefical'
and émpiricé] literature in the discipline.
Social contact was described by Giddings. (1897:4) When

L

he detailed the ways in which pebple,are Socia]ized. They
grow‘fnom birth to-adulthood; and make social éqntact |
through family, schoo],upeers, voluntary organizations, and
frfends. Social COnfact was furthef de]iheated by CooleQ
(1913:23-24). It consists of‘primary group relatiowys
Characterizéd‘by intimate, face-to-face association and
coqperétion. The most important universallgroups are the;
family, the plgy;group Qf chi]drén, and the neighborhbod
group. These are "fundamental in forming the social nature

and ideals of the individual." They are primary

(Cooley, 1913:26-27) "in the sense that they give the

<



1nd1v1dual h1s earliest and completest exper1ence of social"
unity.” They are (Cooley,1913:27) spr1ngs of 11fe £, . for
social 1nst1tut1ons | |
> Cooley (1913 26) also 1dent1f1ed voluntary :
associations, clubs, and fraterna] soc1%t1es as primary .
groups in. North Emertca; They are basedAon congeniality andj.
often ohiginate.throu%ﬁ(schoolgor work.
| tarlier in time, from a different perspective, Stmmet"
(195011903]) attributed“decreased meaningful social
be]ations in the city to therpresence of 1AEgé_
concentrat1ons of people A s1m11ar theme was elaborated by
Park at the Un1vers1ty of Ch1cago in h;slprescr1pt1on for
investigating urban behavior. Park stated\(1925 23-24) t1gt
S J

secondary, indirect soc1a1 re]at1ons 4n. the c1Ty\\have been"

substituted for primary relations. He a]so attr1buted the

R
B

d1$1ntegrat1on of social 1nst1tut1ons such as church and \\\\

~

s

schooll to:urban 11fe
Under the 1eadersh1p of ParK dur1ng the 1920’5 and
'1930as,.h1s prescription for investigating urban behav1or‘
was the central focus of"enouihy in theﬂéommunzty-case
A%studies (e g Lynd, 1956[1929] Warner and Lunt,1941). The
commun1ty stud1es focused on social organ1zat1on in parts of
‘Ch1cago and” ¢1sewhere (Bell and Newby, 1971: 92) These

stud1es assumed that the leveTs of organ1zat1ona]

3 LN

membersh1p" 1n terms of the numbers of.persors belong1ng or

in terms of the freguency of members attending, was - \t,vt“
. \“‘v'\
1nd1cat1ve of the lack of soc1a1t1ntegrat1on in. the c1ty N



This hegatiye‘view of the effects of_city life was given its
strongest and most influential statement by Wirth (1938),
who trained at the Universitybof Chicago. | £
" The theoretical focus, presented by Wirth (1938),
- argued that urbanism has negative effects on certain types
of soc1a] contact. The comprehens1veness of his theory
ensured its surv1va1 as a source of debate. to the present
day. But its focus on the negative effects of urbanism
failed to account for the extent of sociallcontact observed
in urban«society.‘ln tact,‘according to Tomeh (1967:85%:
One of the major criticisms of Wirth and others of the
"Chicago school is that they exaggerated the degree of
- secularization and d1sorgan1zat1on that supposed]y
typ1f1es urban communities.

In time, a limited number of researchers directly
tested the dependent measures of soc1a1 contact in, W1rth’*
(1838) theory Their results were 1nconclus1ve Th1s led
other researchers to test the w1der quest1on of the nature
and. determwnants of social contact in urban’suburban
sett1ngs. The latter research 1nd1cated that soc1a1 contact
*and social interaction were maJor contr1butors to the
tdrban-subdrban soGial -system (Tomeh,1967.85) . .
' -, mfncompteteatesting of Wirth's (1938) theory and the..
"emp1r1ca1 research which demonstrated pos1t1ye soc1a1
attr1butes of the city led to constderable theoret1ca1
A.debate (e 9. F1scher 1973 Curson and Besten,1972) regard1ng
the current relevance of W1rth’ "(193&) formulat1on

- 5 Pl

Alternative,- emp1r1ca41y based formulat1ons were produced

R

Py ) A 7
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model number and title and are described beiow. The. six

research. These six models COns1&t of un1qudly spec1f1ed

‘formulat1ons of determ1nants of forms of soctal contact
\

R

They were orvgtnated independent 1y by d1fferent authors who
werevselect1ve1y assessing the resutts of empyr1cat stud1es'
of soc1a} contact As they are specified sepanately,‘ the

models may not be further reduced Amalgamat1ng them 4n any

way would be methodologically unwarranted without f1rst

/testtng them separately. The models are .jdentified by a

x

models have been placed in order according to the, numbérs of

1ndependent variables 1dent1f1ed beg1nn1ng w1th the smatlest

,number and proceed1ng to the 1argest - ’ g

. Model 1, Soc1a1 Homogene1ty, was f1rst descrtbed by

Gans (1968); Based on a re-evaluation of the current

“relevance of Wirth’s -(1938) theory and 1n l1ght of the

that«1fvpeop1e are .free to choose to part1c1pate 1n

.sociafizinb; they would do so on the ba51s of soc1a1 c]ass

and stage in therfamily l1fe cycles Marsha]l (1973'126) also

specified this model as one of three ways to d1fferent1ate
Tife styte between c1ty and suburb ‘j-;;;': ',‘; L

l{Model 2, Env1ronmental Cho1ce was de11neated by

Michelson (1870)7 He' ma1nta1ns (197D 19, 24) that 1ndrv1dua1

responses to c1ty life have to be measured in terms of -the

balance or congruence between 1nd1v1dua\ character1st1cs,

+va1ues, and the phys1ca1 and soc1a1 env1ronment The chowces

. '};

“expahs1on of the:city 1nto suburbs, Gans conc luded (1968" 45) o



~ -

~

that people maKe (M1chelson 1970:62- 63) are governed by

their 11fe style based on the1r econom1c ethn1c ~and 11fe

. cycle stages Model 2 bu11ds on Model 1 by addtng var1ab1es_

~‘assoc1ated w1th the phys1ca1 enV1ronment values ‘anq‘-

EES

W

By

5

percept1ons

. Mode] 3, Urban]sm was formu1ated by F1scher | _
(1975 1319- 1323) as ‘an alternat1ve mode] It encompasses
parts of . Models T and 2. F1scher (1975 1321-1323) argues
that both Model ’ Soc1a1 Homogene1ty, and Model 2
Env1ronmenta] Choice, 1gnore the" 1ndependent effects of
populat1on s1ze and denSJty Instead urban1sm based on
populat1on s1ze affects social 11fe in the city by

v

strengthening subcultures based on ethn1c1ty, re11g1on bﬁ_

occupat1on In essence, F1scher (1975) argues that under

“

Mbdel 3, Urban1sm soc1a1 contact and 1nteract1on w1]]
increase with populat1onlconcentrat1on -and - the presence of

subcu]tures' h i A ' " |

cn . Under Modél 4 Persona] Charactertst1cs, teve1s of‘

~soc1al contact between c1ty and. suburban res1dents vary by
persOnal character1stacs wh1ch affect 1nd1v1dua1 11fe stylesxu
1n a glVen 1ocat1on Th1s model 1s derwved from two sources,{-

Maréha]] (1973) and F1scher and dackson (1976)_ Both~sources

1nc1uded vartables associated w1th soota] class and stageS‘

4

/,1n the famtTy 11fe Cycle In addrtlon 1n h1s vers1on

Marshall 1nctuded (1973 127 133) commuttng, dens1ty,v
- patterns of lensure sex rel1gtous part1c1pat1on, and home :

ownershtp F1scher and'dafkson (1976 279 291 ,299) .



operationalized their Yerston using ethnicity, retigion,
length of residence, house type, number of cars, and wife
works. |

Mooel 5, D}stance Effects, is aleo derived from two
eources, Marshall (1973) and-giSCher and Jackson (1876).
Marshall t1973:133—137) maintains that social contact
increases‘with distance from the Central Business District
(CBD) due to selective migration. To test this effect, Modet
1, Social Honogeneity, and Model 4, Personal
Gharacteristics, have torbe’controlledﬁ~FOr Fischer and
Jackson (1976:279-280), however, Mode] 5, bistance Effects,
is a result of perﬁbheral locat1on 1n the suburbsf
"encouraging a social focus in the area It operates
irréépecti?e of personal and structura)‘Yariaples.

Model 6 Contextual Var1ab1es, is, in effect, a
soc1a11y determ1n1st1c mode1 The social characteristics,of
‘a place causeenewcomeré‘to SocialiZeﬁin:certain ways. The |
model has been variousﬂyfoperattona)ized,vlté'broponentsf
Fischer and dackson (1976)“05e th contextyélfheaédreg,c
v:oroportion of youth and averageﬁincomep1nntne censu§ tract:
fhus, it may be argoed that tn~one sense,van ’
;_1ncomplete1y tested but stronger theory of urban1sm

'g(W1rth 1938) competes w1th six conCeptual models and a large

1body of rather d1sparate emp1r1031 research Hence it’i

ot yet poss1ble today to unequ1voca1]y 1dent1fy,
“vtheoret1ca11y or emp1r1ca11y, wh1ch var1ables are common orrf

"spec1f1c to var1ous types of soc1a1 contact



Purpose and Significance of Study

Accordingly, it is the fntention’of this thesis to
’Criticalty examine the theoretical literature~and identify
conceptual models therefrom The models will be used as an
organizing dev1ce to conduct an analys1s of the emp1r1ca1
11terature on social contact, The results of th1s analys1s
will assist in operationalizing the mode]s to complete the
" final step of the analysis. The final step will identity theb
- determinants of different types of social contact in urban

hsettings through a comprehensive analysis of current'data.
The importance of thisiwork_rests with the fact that the
: direct effects of Wirtht (1938Y theory and the above—noted
models have not been tested comprehens1ve1y at one t1me in a
s1ngle context of 1nqu1ry ,' S
| The significance of-th1s endeavor'rests'With the fact
that such a systemat1c and thorough analys1s has yet to be
done,ﬁln part1cu1ar, 1t w111 systemat1ca]1y d1fferent1ate
vtypes of social contact Th1s will u1t1mate1y 1ead to an
understand1ng of ‘the phenomenon in terms of 1ts potent1a1
'for soc1a11zat1on and 1ts p1vota1 role in soc1ety : }";J

As the focus of the present research is 'an effort ;:‘tsz
'd1sentangle the re]evant determwnants of soc1al contact
-uthree bod1es of 11terature fa]l out51de the scope of the
analys1s and w1]1 therefore be omm1tted from the "

11ter%ture rev1ew These are stud1es of commun1ty, soc1a1 .

. networKs, and social. support

< .



Steps in the Research Procedure

The steps in the research procedure are as follows:

1. An éxptoration of the theoretical perspective of Wirth
(1938) . it witl focus on the context of his theory, how
it was interpreted, how it was empirically tested, and
what conclusions nay be drawn therefrom.

2. A review of later theoretlcal developments as they
pertain to modern urban 5001ety 1ead1ng to the
development‘of.theoret1cal models.a

3. Selection'of eﬁpiricat literature whtcg specifically
‘examines the determinants of various forms of social
contact The 11terature 1s selected through

"b1b11ograph1c search, ‘references, and reviews of the.

'._‘11terature | |

4. ,Appl1cat1on of the theoret1ca1 models as a screentng

' _dev1ce to 1mpose order on the emp1r1ca1 11terature
Conclu51ons will be drawn about the’ merits. of each model

. in terms of f1nd1ngs wh1ch.support it. Comparisons
cannot be made,about the44e1ative merits of .the node]s
until they are atl tested at one t1me ‘ .

S

5. "D1scuss1on of methodolog1ca1 prob]ems assOc1ated with

T testtng the models in an ex1st1ng data set. Independent
. and dependent var1ab1es w111 be d1scussed and the1r
re]evance cons1dered Appropr1ate statistical techn1ques
:w1T1 be selected accord1ng to the nature of the tasks to

] be performed ‘ ‘ '
- 6. The data w111 be analyzed to produce models wh1ch are’



statistically significant from testing all the models
simultaneous ly.
7. Implications of the findings and suggestions for future

research will conclude the procedure.

Data ahd Limitations

The data to be used in this study are taken from two
studies coﬁpleted in 1977: the Edmonton Area Study (Kennedy
et al,1977:6) and the Leduc Area Study sponsored by the
town’s Preventive Social Services Program. Almost all of the
variables discuésed in the empirical literature are
available in these two studies with a few exceptions noted
dater (Chapter VI). The available range of variables will
enable cdmb]ete operationalization of the models for testing
at ofle time. As these studies were‘compléted for another
purpose, however, they do not,contain a rural sample that
otherwise would -have been collected. As Guterman (1969 has
argued, a complete test of urban effects cénnot be made if

‘the comparative variable has no rural component. A view

" which seems to be more prevalent, however, is that the rural

combbnent is no longer relevant given the dominance of urban
plagés over rural surrounds. Wifh no resolution of this
dilemma at hand, it should be'Kept in’mind throughout the
study. . ’" |

Plan of the Thesis

The next chapter examines Wirth’'s (1938) Theory of

Urbanism and other relevant aspects of social contact
’ ’ 9 L

1
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theory. Specific empirical tests of Wirth are reviewed in
Chapter 111, Six theoretical models derived from the
theoretical focus of urban, suburban, small town research
are deiineated and discussed in Chapter !V. These six mode!ls
are used to systematically review empirical resqaréh on
socal contact in Chapter V. Following a discussion of
methodologicallissues decived from the literature snd
anticipated in this thesis in Chapter V]|, the population and
locations under study are discussed in terms of their
relevant charncterisfics‘in'thg first part of Chapter V1]
The effects of- location on soc;al contact are analyzed 1n
the remainder. The resufts of testing the models are
discussed in Chapter V]Il Conclusions and implications of

the findings are discussed in the final chapter.



P YHEOREYCAL HORUYS OF wikin

Wirtt & Y948 " Theoty of Urbanism™ cotlained 1o hiis
article "Urbanism as a way of . ile hat been ackriwa ledged Dy
many (e g fPischer 1976 Axelroxg, YYN Y as the cenlral theory
positing the effects of urbanism ' in this case: wh s ial
contact  The jdeas 1! conlatos Ixmever  largely originale
with Stame !l  He wats concerned 840 6l 404 404 in The

y

Metropalis and the Menltal |t fe’ wilh Ihe paychoioggioal
eftects of Increaning concentrations of pDeople tn o1 ies

Simme ! argued c tuho 410 S, that!t the i reasedd sox tal
contact resulting from thys popuiat o o oncentsr at son woxs i
cause the "metropc!:tan man™ T react witl iy head nslead
of his heart” leading to a "matter of facl  and "Liiape
attitude”  This developmen! was Pt lecled atl (e Sox teltal
level by the praoliferaton oof special purpose voiuntary
associatrons with less formal membership craitersa At the
level of the individual. 11 was s#pitomized 10 the ammmf«;!‘
the "objective spirit’ over the subjective resulilting
"essentially from the growing d'vision of labor = in eftect
Simme ! was positing increased rati1onalrzatyon ot the
individual and society based orn a8 turning away from
meaningful relattogsh1ps.

The most influential articulation of the pesition
enumerated by Simme! was presented by Wirth 1435 n htg
“Theory of Urbanism. ™ In 1t, wirth gdeveloped the

impticatiohs of the effects of urban life on the 'ndividual



to @h even greater extreme. \\\ | | g
Wirth (1938:3-22) used thé*qjty and the countfy'ag‘two

poles representing ideal types ofCEOmmUn%tiesﬁIabelled

"urban-jhdqstria{" and "rural-folk sébiety“:between which -

"all .human settlements fend to arrange themselves." A city

‘ was défihéd as “a‘relatively large, dense, and'pefm;nent="
settlement of socially he terogeneous individuals.” Wirth
éttributed‘(1938:22) varlcohsequehces as é/resu]t of the
effects and interaction of‘tée‘size of the population, its
"dgnsity; and heterogeneity. Among@these he included
‘behayioUral”consequences (sécjaTlcontact, oﬁganiZational
,! member§hj§, or socializing) and subjecfive consequénces
(qualfty of ;elatibnships, éocial;diStance, reserve,
’;inSEabjldfy, or insecurity). But, as Fischer‘(1972) has
noted, Wirth’s journalistic style of discourse needs
distilling if one is to evaluate the theory.

 Fischer (19?2) uéed Wirth’s (1938} theory as the basis®
pf'a dynémic deel té test the effectskopropulation siie on
a number of social psychologically based variaples. These
'fﬁéluded:(1972:1§0) "nervous stimulation, isolation, anomie,

- alienation,” and hence, are somewhat problemafic,toy

’operationaiizel “

In fevfgWing Wirth (1938) in detail, it is(;eadily
apparent that, although ﬁdf arficuTated as such, his
"Theory" contains primar?nand secondany;éffects of

populg;ion size, density and hetérogeneity. For example, one :

of the primary effects of size is‘the reduction of speqifiéd
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‘forms of social contact or interaction (Wirth,1838:11-13).
mrThis, in turn, resu]tsﬂin the'"superficiality, the |
anonymity, and'thentransttcry character of urban-social
retations”n .f. [which]nconstitutesﬂessentially the state of

anomie or the soctal Void Thus, anom1e "is theor1zed
as a secondary effect of popu]atlon s1ze the.neduct1on of
'mean1ngfu1 soc1a1 contact is the pr1mary—effect. |
Two further steps are required to distill the.

t'theoret1ca1 meat and ascerta1n prec1se]y what W1rth is
postulating as cause and effect.,F1scher (1972) re-organized
:Wtrth’s postu1ates in order totempirically tést‘suhjective -
) dependent var1ab1es in- W1rth’s theory. Foltowing FiSCher’s
idea, it -is first necessary to order them into behavioral,
-"cbjecttve, and’ subJect1ve measures. Then, when_the_results
i of that operat1on -are éwar1f1ed to” summartze the postulated.
effects by way of the mathemat1ca1 operat1on of co]lect1ng

1ike terms and s1mpl1fy1ng The 1n1t1a1 postu]ates are

dep1cted be]owf~Ihe subsequent steps are shown in Tables 2.1

B S

and 2.2

AL Primary Effects of Size

I 'The bonds of K1nsh1p, of ne1ghbor11ness, and the
.sent1ments arising out-of 1iving together under a
common folk .tradition are likely to be absent or, at
best, relatively weak in an aggregate the members of
which have such diverse origins and backgrounds
.This is not to say that the urban inhabitants have

fewer acquaintances .than rural 1nhab1tants . . they
Know a smaller proport1on t11,12) . ,
B. Primary Effects of Density
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11 .
Density . . . reinforces the effect of numbers .
Typically, our physical contacts are close but our
social contacts are distant.. . . Diverse population

elements inhabiting.a compact settlement thus tend to
become segregated from one another in the degree in
which their requirements and modes of life are
incompatibletwith one another and in the measure*in
which they are antagonistic to one another. Similarly,
“persons of homogeneous. status and needs unwittingly
drift into, consciously select, or are forced by
c1rcumstances into, the same area. (14,15) .

Primary Effects of Heterogeneity

IT11
The heightened mobility of the 1nd1v1dual
subjects him to. fluctuating status in the :
differentiated social: -groups that compose the social

structure of the city . . No single group has the
undivided allegiance of the individual [who] acquires
membership in widely divergent groups . . .(16)

Iv

Overwhelmingly, the city-dweller is not a home-owner,
and since a transitory habitat does not generate
binding traditions and sentiments, only rarely is he
truly a neighbor. (17) {

Primary Effects of Urbanism -

LS

V.. . . The larger, .the more densely populated, and the
more heterogeneous a community, the more accertuated.
the(c?aracter1st1cs assoc1ated with urbanism will

o A

VI
ce the subst1tut1on of secondary for primary
contacts the weakening bonds of kinship, and the

: decl1n1ng social significance of the family, the
disappearance of. the neighborhood, and the undermining
of the traditional basis of social solidarity.
In cities mothers.are more likely to be employed,
lodgers are more frequently part of the household,
marriage tends to be postponed -and the proport1on of
single and unattached people is greater. Families are
smaliler and more frequently without children than in
the couhtry. (20 21) : o .

]
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VII

-Being reduced to a stage of virtual impotence "as an
individual, the urbanite is bound to exert himself by
joining with others of similar interest into organ1zed
groups to obtain his ends. This results in the"
~enormous multipltication of voluntary organizations
/directed toward as great a variety of objectives as
there are human needs and interests. 022)

VIII ' &
It is large]y through the activities of the vo]untary
-groups, be their objectives economic, political,
educational, religious, recreational, or cultura],
that the urbanite expresses and develops his
personality, acquires status, and is able to carry on_
the round of activities that constitute his 1ife
career.(23)

“The first operation.to be conducted in ordering the
above postulates ts to“organize'then into behavioral,
objective,nand sUbjéctive measures. The results. of applying-.
this technique are depicted‘{n Table 2.1. It is clear from
Table 2.1 that reduced neighbor ing (an effect ofbsize) is
fkalso attr1buted to heterogene1ty and that reduced K1nsh1p
(an effect of s1ze)lls also an effect ©f urbanism. In fact
there. are several effects listed wh1ch ‘do not have a s1ng1e
cause but are attr1buted -to several causes. In addition, R
Table 2.1 does not dep1ct certain relat1onsh1ps of urban1sm
w1th s1ze density and heterogene1ty which are quoted in the”
postulates preceding the Tab]e , "

For examp]e, it w111 be noted’1n Postulate I that the -
effects of siie are cond1tjonal on the presence of social
heterogeneitYT "an aggregdte“thé members‘ot.which heve such
diverse or1g1ns and backgrounds n Postulate II "Density

re1nforces the effects of numbers and in

‘Postulate vV, the presence of heterogene1ty together with
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" size and density, accentuates the characteristics of “ %
urbanism. , L .

In order to simplify the relationships enumerateduin

e

the postulates, the effects of size, dens1ty, heterogeneity

i

.

and urban1sm dep1cted in iab1e 2.1 have been comb1ned and .o

sorted by type of behaV]or Th1s As Shown in Tab]e 2. 2

Table 2. 2 presents a summary of “the d1rect effects of
“jncreas1ng populat1on s1ze density, and soc1a1
heterogene1ty wh1ch mahe Up increasing urbanism a§
postulated‘by Wirth (1938) The effects were organized’into -
:behaviora] objectfve, and sub}ect1ve components in order to
c]ar1fy the relat1onsh1ps and levels of measurement or - ;'*‘b
v;analysis' No 11nkages have been assumed between each set of
effects a]though it may be argued for example, that the ’

resu]t of "Rep]acement of pr1mary by secondary contacts

- _w111~1ead eventual]y to "Decrea51ng nevghbor1ng “and

,?"Increas1ng organ1zat1ona1 membersh1p , Wirth (1938) does

“inot spec1fy in wHat order they w111 0ccur

\ in Tab]e 2-2 the behav10ra] measures of the effects of

'“u‘fncrea51ng urban1sm are "Replacement of primary by secondary
«1contacts 1nd1cated by ”Decreas1ng ne1ghbor1ng '“Decreas1ng

"L Klnsh1p assoc1at1on Weaken1ng bonds of K1nsh1p,

’ "Increas1ng organ1zat1ona1 membershlp, *and "Incteasing

“'mob111ty " The obJect1ve measures of Decreasing

'nelghbor'ng wh1ch are‘’also obJecttve effects of 1ncreas1ng
urbanism, are Smalter proport1ons of acqua1ntances than

rural" down to “D1sappearance of the ne1ghborhood which is

i
.



b

‘19

3

“{1IN) UoocLoncmﬂwc 40 @oueueaddes;g

H

v

i

R

.mc_Loncm,mc Buyjseadosp .Q_Cmamnswe _mco—umN_cmmLo m:_mmmgoc_ usamilaq Umvm_:wwoa s} diysuoiie|ad wmco,«vbum uy,

Ky

. 3 : (AI) QﬁLMLwcsu awoy pesesaJdo8q
(II1) snieis Te1ods Buiienigni g . R (111) A3 i'L tqow Buiseauou]

-

- (ILIA) m:umum _m*UOm. . Lo
40 ®23unos sBWODaQ dnoub Auejuniop
® » AH~H>V uoissaudxe ;

40 mu;:om sawoosl dnou6 >Lm«c:_o>

(IIA) suoijeziuebuo
AJBIUN|OA 30. A}a}JeA JuspM
) (1IA) suorieziueBaos
AJBIUN|OA 4O JBQWNU PaseaJlou]

.

-
K1Y

. AH>V Aljwey | 3

40 vucmuﬁu—cm*m {et20s . mc.cf—owb (IA) UBupP|{1yD INOYI LM SB}Liwes aJon

3 : - * (IA) S8l twey JajLews
(1A) w—aowa payoeljeun

pue a|bu)s jo uo}juodoud Bupseadsu]

s a

- - . . LH

i < ) L » B (IA) obejauew e abe pauodisod
= : . > (IA) spioyasnoy u} suabpo| aJop
. 4 (IA) peAo|dua sJaylour aJop

. o P,

(In) U00£zon£m¢wc 40 wocmmennﬂwvo

i Pl

(11) A3iauabowoy (eidos Buiseaddaq -
« (I1) A3pouabouaiay (e}o0s Bujseadou]

. e (11) sidoeiuod aoey
, ’ * 103 mONw u} 8oueysyp Bujseaudag
. ‘ - . (11) sidsejuod
- : P v " LEIDOS jO BDUBIS|P PESEaJdU]
- (1) Lednu ueys
. w mwocmwc.mnuum 40 co,wLOQOLQ Jd8 | { 'ews
(1A) Aiidtpjios jejoos S
40 siseq |euo}iipedi 4o mcvcwELmch : - .
(II1) soniea ’ .
_mco_u_bmnw pue Buipuiq 9onpay i x
(11) senjea. "

40 UCL}R}IUBUS ISP paSEILOU] "
{I1) senleA Je|iwis pasea.oaq
(I) sanjea, |euris’ paonpay .

B3 ’ > . i ’

saJunseay w>*uowﬁnsw . mmgsmmwz m>¢«uwﬁno

. Em,anL? mcvmmmLucm J0 wvuwmmu vowLPD paje|nysoy

[+

‘e

cov«m_uomwm djysuy i m:,mmmgumu pue

. .sejeinysod (B8E6}) m\cug_z pue * ¢ @{qe] woJuy Ummcobcou_

Ly -~

4
T + -
&

(I1I)-A31|tqou Bujsesudsul

: : . kS 5

N (IIA'I11) diysdaquaw
leuotjezijuebio Buiseauou]

5

(IA) diysul jo spuoq Buyusdesm
(1) uoiieyoosse diysuiy Bujpseaussq

(A1°1) Buiuoqubiau Buisesuqsg

N

v ¢

* . (1A). S10e3U0D Auepuosas

a

Ag Adewiud jo juawade|day .

S8JUNSBON [©.J0|ABUSY

EYCEXY

e agion St




20

" also assumed to be a subJectwve measure as well A
The subJect1ve measures 1nd1dated oppoS1te "Replacement

_of pr1mary by secondary contacts were placed 1n that

‘ ”locat1on as they were not 1dent1f1ed by erth (1938) w1th

’other behav1oral or obJect1ve measUres ' The obJecttve and
subJect1ve measures oppos1te the behav1oral measures of
¥k1nsh1p reflect erth’ (1938) spec1f1cat1on of the
~behav1ora1 condition. ’ ’ o
Focus1ng spec1f1cally on . the measures of soc1al contact
,1n the behav1oral column of Table 2 2 ~each of these,
accord1ng to’ W1rth (1938l will be characterlzed by the
: respect1ve obJect1ve and’ subJectwve(measures across the
fTable Thus,."Decreas1ng ne1ghbor1ng .w1l] be character1zed
by Smaller proportlon of acqua1ntances than rural |
Increased distance of soc1al contacts Decrea51ng dtstance
T1n face to face contacts,;lncreas1ng soc1al heterogene1ty,
‘Decreastngrsoc1al homogene1ty, and D1sappearance of the |

ne1ghborhood .

It may not be poss1ble 1n a s1ngle s tudy to measure

many of- W1rth’ (1938) ob3ect1ve crlter1a, such.as "Smallerv]
proportic  of acqua1ntances than rural" for example ‘Even .
;';more crUCf i he lack of spec1f1cat1on of the cond1t1ons-'i
eria become relevant |

‘under |
- p le, all of the ob3ect1ve measures under
k1nsh1p, except "More lodgers in household g are eas1ly
ascerta1ned from the Census of Canada W1th that one -

except1on all of the ob3ect1ve cond1t1ons have been met

/
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boes\that mean that "Decreasing Kinshtp association” or
"Weakening:bOnds oftkinship" are ftnally dependent on an .
1ncreased number of lodgers or have the cond1t1ons For |
”‘decreased k1nsh1p been met w1thout Tt?:
The links suggested by W1rth’s postulates indicate more
* than s1mp1e Tinear causa11ty but rather a dynam1c mode1 “In
thrs case, it is the 1nteract1on of a. number of factors over '
time. wh1ch produce the postulated result It is not the ,
presence or absence of one part1cu1ar var1ab]e Furthermore,"
ithe apparent fa11ure to ach1eve a specified behav1ora]
cond1t1on in the light oF achieved obJect1ve character1st1csi-
may be’ s1mp1y the resu]t of not reach1ng a h1gh enough level .
Tof populat1on size, density, -and heterogene1ty '

, '. From the Behavioral column of ‘Tablé 2.2, it s ctear
.that W1rth on]y 1dent1f1ed ne1ghbor1ng and K1nsh1p | ’
assoc1at1on as pr1mary types of 80c1a1 contact. Hezca11eda
‘organ1zat1ona1 membership secondary contact Cooley

(1913 23- 26), however, 1dent1f1eg the famr]y, the play- group
of”chmldren; the. neighborhood gdoup,‘and vo]untary
assoctations as prtnary"types of social contactg To;himfvh
they cornstituted "the most important sphéres of o
intimate ‘association and cooperation” which were -. 5
"fundamental_in forming the;sociat naturewand ideals of the.
individual" leading to what has since been identified as |
co]lect1ve identity. Giddings (1897 4) also added fr1endsh1p

assoc1at1on as a fourth type of soc1al contact which

together w1th the other-three constitute a large porportion
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of the s001al contact exper1enced by persons 1n soc1ety

Whether they are descr1bed as primary or secondary is ‘not

the centralrlssue W1rth’s behav1oral postulates may be

tested"without that d1st1nct1on

The last postulated effect in Table 2.2 may represent

'someth1ng of an anomaly Increas1ng mob1l1ty s assoclated

_w1th‘"Fluctuat1ng social statustyinfthe suhjectjve‘column.

N,lBut the voluntary group (immediately‘abovejin'the Table)

"becomes the source of social’ status . The two nelatlonships :
are not- Spec1f1ed in more detail. by Wirth (1938) It is |
poss1ble that the effect of the voluntary group only
operates w1th length of:residence. Hence, '1f onev1s hlghly

mob1le ~there is rnsuff1c1ent association withih“thé»grOup o

to attain social status.

Cr1ter1a for Test1ng W1rth

Before rev1ew1ng the emp1r1cal literature,'the issue of

‘ b1as should be con51dered Guterman (1969;492-493)

B

::acKnowledges that there are a nunber of cr1t1ques and
o emp1r1cal stud1es wh1ch fail to support Wirth (1938) ..

‘,th1sufa1lure,.he suggests, is based on the fallac1ous

assumption that’guantlty of social interactlonfis the same

as gual1ty Researchers have measured thérlreqUency of

‘ soc1al contact more than the anlng of soc1al contact It

is the latter which forms the, basis of erth" (l938)

postulates, Guterman contends. Wirth' {1938:12) use of

Rl L

descr1ptors, terms such as’ 1mpersonal, superf1c1al

- transitory, and'segmental“, and phrases such as, "the

- ! - i - . ’



23

resérVe. fhe.fndiffehence. and the blase outlook" underscore
‘the quaﬁitative réther than‘the quantitative djﬁension.

" This would not have been an issue if researchers
testﬁné Wirth (1938) had-idehtified‘Ehis_bias in forming
‘ _conclusions about their re§u1ts. For instead of findihg‘a
‘1ack.of empirical support for Wirth (1938)", in some |
fnsfancés they would haVe'fdund a IaéK,of‘support for
certain .components of Wirth's (1938) postulates.

Guterman suggests (1969:493-494)»that there are three
_éonditfohs necessary for a completé test of Mirth’s (1938)
postulates: o |
T."Empir{caT'heasUrés should reflect the {rue,dimensians'

implicit in Wirth’s discussion. N |
2. “Daté_shduld;be dérivéd~from.p]hces'w{th'dfffereﬁt‘
popu]atﬁon.sjzes and.densities’such as cities, small
' towns, and fﬁral_aneas.uTests of W{rtﬁ based on
residents!in the same city'are not a tfué COmparétive
test. ' ) - |
3. Studies should include the total networklof sécia1‘
- relations including secondary relatiohéhibé‘infebred
from Wi}th;

GiVen tHé'evidencé from Wirth (1938) reviewed earﬁier,
there.is no basic objebtion to conditions oné and two above.
Wirth (1938) does describe'meaniqgful‘relét%onshjps which
should be tested fhom_bofh,perspectiveé of qua{ity and
quantity. Moreover, as W{rfﬁ (1938:2,3) introduces his
postulates with‘statements referring to differences betweeﬁ

i
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the city and rural society, any test of his subsequent

postulates wh1dh uses a smaller range of data should

acknowledge tha l1mjtation.18ut there is a problem with
Guterman’s third\condition.

It was earti‘r demonstrated (Tables 2.1 and 2.2) that
Wirth only‘referre directly to three forms of social

contactf'neighborin , Kinship asgociation, and

organijzational membership. It was also clear from the
‘presentation that Wirth regarded the first two, neighborino
and Kinship association, as pr1mary forms of social contact.
The th1rd organ12at1ona1 membersh1p, he regarded asr
secondary. The postulates which contain these forms of’
) social contact are relationa1vand as such form a holistic
model of urban soc1ety That is, if one or other form of
soc1al contact 1ncreases, another decreases, and secondary
'effects are ant1c1pated Hence, all that.is abso]utely
‘necessary in terms of test1ng Wirth is to demonstrate in
' iaccordance with cond1t1ons one and two that one of these
hforms of social contact does(not behave in the manner
predicted.“What 9N fact is prescribed in condition three,
is a test of soc1a1 contact ‘that exceeds the nequ1rements
for an adequate test of Wirth.
Summ y ;

| This chapter focused on the behavioral postulates of
-W1rth’_ (1938) "Theory of Urbanism” and the criteria under
which they may be properly tested It was concluded that

. Wirth (1938) can only be properly tested if two conditionsc///
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are observed, namely:

1. Empirical measures should reflect the true dimensions
Cimplicit in Wirth's discussion. |

2. Data should be der%ved'from places with different
‘population sizes and densities such as cities, small

toyns, and rurél areas. | |
In the next chapter we fuﬁn to an examination and discussion
of empirical tests of the behaviéra% measures of wirtﬁ'é

(1938) postulates.



PID EMELRECAD TS OF wiRDH

Introgug tion

[t was shiwty ear lier tLhapter 11 that! the bLehavicor al
postulales of wirth 141 could only be adequalely tenled
under certain condiions That ty . The ermpir ical measur ey
should accuralely represent The meaningtul dimens ions ot
Wirth &« conceptlts Data should De derived from the enlire
range of population sises and densitren anciading o ties arxd
rural areas

The atm of the present chapler s Lo review seleo Doyl
empirical tests of Wirth (90H and demonatr ale tThe
Tiimitatians of that procedure tor testing the delerminants
of social contact. 'The related theoretical 1ssues of
population turnover and wccupathna% mobiivly will alse be
reviewed.

Empirical Tests of wirth

The review of empirical tests of the behavioral
measures of Wirth' s (1938} postulates will be confwhed to
those authors who specifically cited Wirth 1838 and were
not simply conductling a review of the literature. Only three
studies were found which met this constraint and which also
met Guterman’'s (1963 first two conditions; rey ' 'At1:  Key
(1965). and Guterman 1969, }

Testing "the hypothesized disintegration of the family
in urban areas," a proposition advanced by Wirth (1938 Key

(1961:53) surveyed a large sample of residents in the

26
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. ’ 5 : ‘
mid-Western United States. The sample was stratified by
: o 7 , o
location of residence (rural, village, small town, city,

metropolitan area) and sex. A scale which'measured the
(extent and qual1ty of Kinship part1c1patlon in the samp1e
was used as the dependent~war1able st F1nd1ngs ' |
(1961:54- 55) did not support the hypothes1zed re]atlon .
between #am11y dﬁs1ntegrat1on and. 1ncreas1ng urban1sm In
'support of his f1nd1ngsbKey (1961) tabu]ated the scores but
did not report if the rural-urban differences between scores‘
.were s1gn1f1cant ’
- Using the same data as his 1961 study. Key (1965)

tested the ne1ghbor1ng decreasing with urbanism” postu]ate
-us1ng a ne1ghbor1ng scale to measure the extent and quality
of nexghbor1ng in the sample. His data support the above
sttulate (1965 384) w1th s1gn1f1cant d]fferences (Ch1
Square < .QQT) betweenvplaces even when age and sex are
jpontrdlfed. But he noted‘a non-signiffcant interaction 5
betwéen socio- econom1c status and sex; rura] %ales and urban
. females show h1gher bevels of ne1ghbor1ng
o Guterman (1969:496) surveyed a stratified random sample

of wh1te collar hotel employees in 26 hotels Operated by two

iy

.chains between Washwngton D C.,,and Bangor, Maine; us1ng an
dindex of Triendéhip ties. He (1969:497) found that 1nt1macy

.of fr1endsh1p ties varies inversely w1th populat1on size.

But he warns that the finding is not general1zab1e due to

the sampl1ng procedune wh1te collar hotel employees in
ol

large c1t1es and suburbs are less likely.to have close
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I

friendships,than_white collar hotel embloyees in small
towns. dt {ﬂ:i o ;A:i luflv. L "{ ) b

If Guterman’s‘(19€9) third condition,‘that studies
should include the total network of social relatidhs )
inc]udtng secondary relationships, were to be accepted, then&

‘none of these three stud1es (ipcluding Guterman s) can be

cons1den<=‘an adequate test of Wirth (1938). As Guterman’s
(1969) third condition is rejected, hdwever, Key's (1965)
conclusion en neighboring supports Wirth (1938) but his.

" study (1961) of Kin relations does not. Moreover, Guterman’ s
t1969) study of friendship may be discounted as evidenee in
support of Wit th strictly on the basis that Wirth (1938) did
not djrect]y mentidn friehdship. Hence, a coficlusion
regarding these tests of Wirth (1938) becomes one of |
semantics. ' o S ) 2

Other Empirical Tests gf“wtrth"

A;fur!ﬂkr‘thirteen studies were identified which
‘specificalky cited Wirth (1938) but did not ru]fi]}
Guterman’ s (1969}"ftrst'two qonditions.‘These studies will
'be reviewed in detail 1ater The point at issUthere is the
merit of test1ng Wirth's (1938) behav1oral postu]ates‘
exc]us1ve]y wh11e exc]ud1ng an examinatioh of other poss1b1e .
re]atlonsh1ps When. the results of these th1rteen stud1es
are tabulated together w1th the three stud1es rev1ewed above
“and summar1zed accord1ng to dependent var1ables and
1dent1f1ed 1ndependent var1ab1es, certa1n conctus1ons are !

evident. In Table 3. ).the three stud1es wh1ch fulfilied



' Table 3.1

‘ Varjables

a

Sex
Marital Status

Length of Residence
Children (Life Cycle)

Proximity
Relatives
No-Car
Social Class
Income
Education
Occupation
Ethnicity”
Urbanism
Location’
Age P
Owned- que
Population Size
.Religion

Population Dens1ty

~Open Space

Dotson

Smith et al
Axelrod. (19
Garigue (19

Fava (1958)

JTQ -0 Q00w

LE 2 L O E I R 1 00 B 1)

(1951)
Foley (1952)

Be.l1 & Boat:(1957)

greer and Kube

Var1ables correlated W1th Soc1a1 Contact

when Test1ng W1rth

Neigh-
bor ing

QX X

X3 @ xQ x-
0
T

TT XQQQ-+30Q00Q000000QQ
(5]
o

54)
5

(1959)

29

TO33 =X

Tallman et al (19
Kasarda et al (19

Fox et al (1980)

70)
974)

’ Organi-
Friends Kin izational
K K,1,n a,n
K . K S a
c,K,o K,o o)
f K- f,K f
f f f
d,K d,k d
d,K d,k d
d, K d,Kk,1 d
- d,k d,k :
h _e,h h
f “f,1,n .b,f,n
K,o K,o
m, o i,o
K K
{
= Key (1961)
= Key. (1965)
= Tomeh (1967)
= Adams (1968) |
= Guterman. (1969)
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© Guterman’s (1969J[firet two condttions are identified as i,
3, and ﬁ'on the'variable population size. The other thirteen
studies, ﬂhich focused on forms of socia’l comtact ih more
nestrtcted rangee‘of ruraT-urban settings} identified.a

fur ther nineteen*variab1es crucial to“exptaining and/or
assoc1ated w1th~one or -other soc1a] contact Moreover, the
re]at1onsh1ps documented do not vary by 1ocat1on of study or
by methodo]ogy. Apart from 1, j and m, o and p sampled rural
to urban popu]ations; a, bk c, and 1 sampled midd]e—stzed
c1t1es, and the balance (d,e, f g h K, n,o, p) sampled L
]arge 51zed c1t1es Orily a, e, andvozdrew non-random
samples. o | o ’ ? L

Given no systematic variation by locatton>or'hethodx

2fwith these results, it may be argued tnat only focusing on
testing Wirth is less productive.than focusing on testjng
the cornelates of social contact. Wirth's postulates present
a narrower range of alternate variables and thereby reduced
;the numben*of potentia] alternate explanations.

-In other words testing a theory which posits negative
1effects on spec1f1c types of social contact does not provide
a theoret1ca1 ba51s for search1ng for effects that do octur

under certain cond1t1ons on other types of social contact
this shou]d not be construed, however .as a general
criticism of W1rth’ (1938) postulates. It is solely
concerned with the behavioral aspects of his postulates. As
is evident'above, the behavioral aspectsrof Wirth's (1938)

postulates have not been adequately tested. If Guterman’s

i)



(1g69)'thtrd”condition‘is accepted as wélT ;even'the studies
wh1ch correct]y identified the proper data base have only. |
tested part of h1s mode 1 and hence,, have not adequate]y
(tested. Mirth (1938) either. -

Other Theoretical Problems"

LacK of, definitive conc]us1ons regard1ng “the effects of
‘1ocat1on on soc1a]1z1ng, however led to a d1scu551on of
methodo]og1cat.probjems regard1ng ceértain aspects' of W1rth’
(,1938) theory Wirth had postulated (1938) ‘that increasing

tkhcopuiat1on:s1ze, density, and heterogenetty wouﬁd reduce”
levels of social- coritact between two idea} types of
. community, urban-industrial and’Fo]Kfrural. Population
migration;_rural;to urban and urban to rural, however,
served to confound the dtstancé/locatfon effect. This
h mioration was identifiedkwifh;two separate but_connected
issues; populétion‘turnaﬁOund and-occupational’mobility.s:
* A number of researchers (e.g.'Greer,1956;Key,1965;
Tallman and Morgner 19703 had documented that SOciat
“interaction lncreased w1th distance from the Centra]
JBuswness District (CBD). They}found high 1evels of sociat.
contact,and mutual support tn the suburbs*compéred to inner ‘
city ne1ghborhoods Pryor argued (1968 208) however that
the rural urban fringe was character1zed by low leve]s of
social:contact. The rural-urban fringe was ' | )
character1st1ca11y populated by recent movers,.of whom over

50 percent were resident less than 5 years. They

demdﬁ%trated 1ow*leve1s of social interaction, community )



oaﬁticﬁpation and organizational membership. Pryonfs*.
| argument was. 1ncon515tent w1th\the expected h1gh levels of
'3soc1aJ contact but it was part1ally supported by emp1r1ca1
ev1denclerom Zu1ches (1970) and McVey (1978) From a study u‘
of nat1onat.mjgrat1on in the United States, Zuiches
(1@70:418) foond that smét] towns-werg gfowfng‘at a fastor
rate thah larger places in noh-metropo]ttan oounttes. McVey
(1978:15) in a study of migration and smaller communities in
Alberta, Canada, noted the movement of people from
metropo]itan areas to smaller communtties.in o
“"non-metropolitan afeas. ‘ |

Evidence from other Sources'(Galo,197§;tong,;580)
suégests that ‘the associatioh of location with levels of
\sociat contaot is even more complex. As pant of the
"populatton turnafound, oeople are resettltngvin some inner
city areas. Ffom-an analysis of data on sevoogl large cities
in the Unitéd.Statesw Gale (1979;295—2965 found these
resettlers to be predominantly younger, well educated,
white, and higherteahning professioné]s or technocrats s
~living in one- or two-person households. Most come from
other areas of the same city, not the suburbs. Thehsecond
highest proportionvéomeofrom outside“the metropolitan area.
Gale (1979:295-296) insists thétlthev’back to the city
movéﬁént’ is a misnomer. It infers that most resettlers are
dissatisfied formen_suburbanites. These data show |
conolusiVely that thé majority of théiresettters rejectod

suburbia both in their original 'settlement and. in -
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resettlement. Moreover, a major ity of resettlers are moving
from renttng to owning Thé ma jor reasons'tor their move are
pos1t1vely focused on the city and 1ts amen1t1es the
arch1tectura1/h1stor1cal character'ff house/ne1ghborhoody
access1b111ty to place of employmenf\\acceptable hou51ng‘
pr1ce and. 1nvestment potential, and thb cultural social;
and/or shopp1ngﬁgpportun1t1es of the c1ty
\ Erom a.review of m1grat1on stud1es and United States s
‘(Census data Long- (1980: 62-66) conc]uded ‘that there are two
*m1grat1on streams currently operat1ng in and around many
“large c1t1es The f1rst in time, the,back to ‘the city
movementdrbegan dur1ng the 1960-1970‘decade and was
documented through age-specific-net migration rates of
whites,~aged 20 to 24 into Washington, b.C., Boston, and
Manhatten. But Long concludes (1980:66) that (gﬁven the’
social character1st1cs of the m1grants, the Back to the cvty
movement more likely originated in the city than in the
suburbs. The back to the city movers are mostly younger,
career%minded, ambﬁtious, two-earner couples owning
renovated toun houses . Long also noted (1980:90) that back
to the city hovers are seldom credited with positive
motivations touard the city but are often described as
dissatisfied suburbanites. - v

The second movement, the back to the countryside
movement (Long, 1880:62-66), began in the ear]y 1970’s w1th

persons moving from,metropolitan count1es to

non-metropolitdh counties which, for the most part, Qere not .
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adJacent to metropolttan count1es and therefore could not be
1nterpreted as an extens1on of urban spraw] ’ |

' The mot1vat1on for the bacK to the country movement
;"Long (1980.:68-71) suggests, 1s based on four factors

1. Decentra]1zat1on of employment’opportun1t1es

2; A renewed search for energy (re-open1ng coal mtnes).
:3. Inctease in ret1rement and recreat1ona1 pursu1ts -
4. A preference for 11v1ng in sma]l towns and rural areas.
These factors suggest (Long 1980 70) that back to ‘the
country movers are a heterogeneous group of o]der rettrees
'young wage earhers, and. m1dd1e aged persons sacr1f1c1ng R
“income for preferential 1ife style.

| The foregoing accounts tend. to confound attempts at

:predtct1ng levels of soc1a1 interaction in the city and
' suburb Before cities changed their pattern of outward
~growth, soc1a1<1nteract10n increased w1thgd1stance from the
' CBD. The presumed effect of the population movement from the
\‘c1ty to the rural-urban fringe was expected to lower the
Vlevels of soc1a1 1nteract1on beyond the suburbs But the
- other popu]at1on movement as 1t appears to be a movement
w1th1n the city. proper, may  have no effect at all.

A further assumption aboutwlevels.of social contact is
prompted by~the observation”of Logan and Semyonov (19303965‘
that suburbs ‘have aged and restrictionschave been'placed on
their growth As h1gher levels of social 1nteractton were:

assoc1ated w1th grow1ng suburbs, growth restrtct1ons may

- foster Tower levels of social interaction.

4 . . (3 .
- ) P . N
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The solution to this dilemma, according to Gans
(1968:152) and Marshall (1973:143), is to change the
~specifications of the inguiry. Location‘is.not theoKEy'
explanatory variable in social tnteraction Researchers‘
should ascertatn and’ eva]uate the types of var1ab1es that
determ1ne social contact (Marsha]],1973.143) and" compane ‘
them across locat1ons ’ ‘
This is not to argue that locational asoccts are
‘unimportant. In a study of‘nqral-uhban differences inllévels
of satisfaction, Miller and‘Cradér (1979:502) found’that
rural-urban difterences’are feal Capﬂo@ and Fobmah
“(1950'366) found that soc1a] homogeneity was cruc1a1 to’
';group format1on wh1ch depends on the locational v1s1b1l1ty
of ne1ghbors Wilson (1968 28-28). further argued that sma]1 
towns and suburbs,;because of the1r v1s1b1e social

homogenetty, foster the creat1on bf a sense of community.
/

"°'Th1s emphas1s on the determ1nants of social contact

however ‘rawsed the o]der methodo]og1ca] issue of the
negat1ve effects of occupat1ona] mob111ty on socializing.
: Occupat1onal mob1]1ty was cons1dered to have a negative

'aeffect on stab]e soc1a1 relat1onsh1ps For this reason 1t__

was 1nc1uded by Freeman et a] (1957) 1in a mu1t1var1ate

analyéis of the'determ1nant§ of,ohgan1zatlona1 membershtp.

Job mobi]ity‘was found (Fneohan et_a141957:531~532) to be "

oositiyely and éignificaatlyvrelated to the number of

memberships.



36

In exam1n1ng‘the effects of occupatlona] mob1]1ty on
.soc1a1121ng w1th friends and on soc1a]121ng with ne1ghbors
Curt1s~(1959a 297) found no s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between
"mobtle and non-mob i le fam1]y heads even after bontroll1ng
for age and type of worK Curt1s results did show small
dtfferences wh1ch were not s1gn1f1cant The upward]y mobi le, ]
non-manuall worKer under. 40 years of age socialized sllghtly‘
less than ‘the non- mob1le . » ) |

In another example, Curtis (T959b5847):examtned‘fhe
relationship’between occupationa1’mobility and
organ1zat1ona1 membershlp contro]11ng for sex, occupation,
’type of organjzat1on, and status compos1t1on His\data,_
hfai]ed\to‘support the hypothe51s that~mob11e persons are
_mQre.isotated in terms of non - membersh1p, than. their stable:'
fpeers The only s1gn1f1cant d1fference in the data occurred
between stabie. and mob11e wh1te co]]ar workers be]ong1ng to
' sport1ng and hobby clubs | .

In a study of the effects of occupat1ona1 mob1]1ty on :
soc1a11z1ng ‘with relat1ves L1twak (1960a;10,15 20) -observed
?that occupat1ona1 mob111ty is assumed to.have'a negattve»
effect on extended family contact due to the h1gh status'
mot1vat1on of the upwardﬂy mob1]e No s1gn1f1cant
dttferences were found between mobi]e and stab]e soc1a11z1ng
patterns even after contro]s were 1ntroduced for h1gh
mob111ty geograph1c location, age extended family
identification, and status concern. Litwak demonstrated that

“those least likely to 5001a11ze w1th re]at1ves have lower
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occupattonal resoUrces_(statiOnary'manual'worKers) and are |
nonjstatus'and non-family.oriented. Although this empirical
Ievidence fails‘to suppor t the‘hypothesis, occupational‘
mobility'is still held to be a factor influencing social
“relationships. | -
Summar |

_ In. this chapter a number of issues were rev1ewed wh1ch

‘result from a d1scu551on of test1ng erth (1938)‘ ATY of

* them were found' to be problemat1c ‘and restricted 1n‘scope.
"lEmpirical tests of the behav10ral postulates of W1rth (l938)
_whtch fulftlled the test cond1t1ons produced equ1vocal
results based on populat1on size. |

Other emp1r1cal studtes wh1ch spec1f1cally tested Wirth

“(1938l but.fa1led to meet: the test cond1t1ons laid down in -
Chapter 11, demonstrated a much w1der range of 1ndependent
- variables as determ1nants of soc1al contact. But these
results were 1nconclu51ve due to problems assoc1ated w1th
the var1ables selected and comparab1l1ty of the data. Thus
it may be concluded that, for the purpose of test1ng tor the .
‘determinants of social contact, wirth' l1938)ffocus is too.
narrow.,. The w1der Ffocused emp1r1cal research wh1ch tested
Wirth (1938), however is not’ comparable and is
inconclusive. Other emp1r1cal research addressed related
issues such as populatton turnaround and occUpat1onal |
mob1l1ty but it, too, was found to be lacK1ng in conclusive_

evidence.
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The narrow focus of this type of enquiry ultimately led
to the delineation of broader-based models to account for
ifobms of social contact in urban settings. These are

,reviewed.in the next chapter.



IV. THE THEORETICAL FOCUS OF SUBURBAN RESEARCH

Introduction

| “In previous chapters, it was demonstrated #hat the
behavioral postulates presented by Wirth (1938) have not
been conclusively tested. Wirth’'s focus on three independent
variables, size, density, and heterogeneity, however,
'présentsvtoo narrow a focus for empir%cal research to
ascertain the déterminants of social contact in
urban-suburban locations. Some empiriéal tests of Wirth
revealed a wider ranmge of determinants but the results wére
non-comparable or inconc]usiye. Several theoretical models
which attempt to provide a wider f6¢us‘to empirically
establish déferminants of socﬂéﬁ contact are discugéed in

the present chapter.

The Theoretical Models

It was quite eYident to $ome researchérs (Gans, 1968
Michelson,1970;Marsha11,1973:Fischer,1975:Fi§cher and
Jackson, 1976) that social contact has many ﬁore dimensions
than those postulated by“Wfrth‘(1938); His theory was not
sufficiently comprehensive to explain the empirical
complexities of urban 1iving.‘Thi$ conclusion led to the
emergence of theoretical frameworks which attempt to account
for the determinants of sd&ial contact socially and
spatially. Six uniquely specified models have been
identified through a comprehensive search of the literature.

These unique specifications have been referred to 59 some of
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the authors te g Pischer and dackson, 1975 as mexdels 70 070
.o, N ‘

o

However . the term 1u notl defined For the purposes of “thig ,

v P : : "' f"

study, a model 1s a unitque speciticat ion of \ru!rw»vrujéiat v: “n;,

. - IR 4

vartables in retation to a ftarm of soctal contact to account 0%

for an observed social realily. The mode! iy thus p!di‘lj‘!ﬂ"‘
above the level of a hypothestis 10 amparty a theorelical ‘*“
oy

imperative to subsequent empirical analystsy  The st nm(ﬂyhffnﬁ
: fee
WWE‘ placed 1n order according 1o the nunber of 1ndependent g

variables identfred beginning with the smallect number ancd

proceeding to the largest lhe f{irst three mode g were

4
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identified by kennedy (1982130 The other three are

) Lot

obtained by combining models proposed by Marshal!

o
M

Fischer and Jackson (189761 As each set Qt thrde mod

id >

a unique focus, they are qﬂ%sgnted separately belngf *

odels ! - 3. The three models 1dentfied by 'gehnedy

P

{1982:130° emphasize how freedom of chorce helps individuals

n
.o

adapt to life in the cities. vans 1968 model 15 based on

-~

Social Homogeneity. Michelson s 1870 on fnvironmenta!l

Choice: and Fischer s 1875 on Jrbanism based on populatl dp

size and densilty. These are discussed below.

1. Social Homogeneity. In an essay entitied "Urbanism ancg
Suburban{sm as Ways of Life: &4 Re-evaluation of Definitions”
which first appeared 1n 1962, Gans '95&:34-3% reviewed
Wirth's 11938 article and argued that Wirth s theory needs
to be révised for two reasons:

1. A number of changes have taken place in and around

cities since the time of Wirth's article and these,
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sunderstandab1y,Aare not,inc]uded‘tn,Wirth”s theory. The

changes refer to phenomenon such as the'movement to the

As

suburbs and the decentra]1zat1on of 1ndustry

.‘2. The contrast inherent in W1rth’s theory between the c1ty

a

and folk society is less valid than the more
comtemporary comparison‘between the city fnd rural ,
soc1ety Gans argues’(1968 35) that compar1ng
bre-jndustrial.to industrial society fosters the
identification of groubs such as voluntary associations
with cities whereas, in fact; voluntary associations do
exist in rural society. | |
According to Gans (1968:35), Wirth’s'(1938) theory

attributes many characteristics of modern society, even some

found in rural places, to the.city. What is'required, ne

continues, is an analysis of the differences~betWeen types.. &
/ .

ef settlement Accordingly, Gans recommendsvlﬁmiting the D,
d1scuss1on to a compar1son of urban and suburban ways of B
life. At the same time, Gans (1968:35) quest1ons whether;ﬁ
1ife . sty1e d1fferences between sett]ements constitute a
re]eYant d1st1nct1on . o vf __ﬁ%f"

%ans (1968:36) crﬁtibizeSLW¥rth’s (t938)v"diagnosis of

the city" for three reasons *
1. Wirth’s (1938) conclu51ons are based on inner city .

(Ch1cago) data

2. There is 1nsuff1c1ent ev1dence (from Gans’ analysis) to

support W1rthf‘ (7938) postu]ates

3. Even if Wirth's (1938) postulates are verifiable, a
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large proportion of city residentsqare ieolated from
Wirth’s postulated eonsequehces. Cultural patterns are
brought to the city by migrants and socia’l structures
are deVeloped in the newly settled areas.

Gans (1968f36-39{ pointed out that the evidence from
d1fferent life style groups he found in the inner city does\
not support the demise of pr1mary social re]at1omsh1ps wh1ch‘
are postulated by Wirth (1938). Gans argued (1968 44-45)
that ecological limitiations on“social life in the city only
perta1n if people lack the ab111ty to make choices. If
people are free to choose to participate in socializing,

Gans concluded they wou]d do so on the basis of social c]ass’
and stage in the fam?ﬂy A fe cycle. Socializing w111

lncrease with social class and with the transition from
’s}nglevfo marnied to fami]yjnearing, Gans added that.these
"two characteristics wi]] go far in explaining‘the Kinds of
housiné and neighborhoods they will occupy." Marshall
(1973:126) also delineated this model as one ofdthree’ways
to'djfferentiate life style'betweedlcity and suburb.

2. Environmenta Choice.“Miehelson (1970) unlike Gans

(1968), did not cite Wirth (1938) as a focus for h1s e

d1scuss1on of Man in H1s Urban Env1ronment He was

1nterested in the larger problem}of how urban reS}dents use
the1r soc1al and phys1cal'surround1ngs Michelson rev1ewed .
-17)¢bha.60ntr1butﬁg@ of. human ecology to

. {'\i p \ N
‘understd%gﬁng urban life. H; (1970:19) concluded that it is

ED

not poss“bTe to document individual reeponsesxio city life
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from an agdregate perspective. The number of variables that
have\been ogerlooked in this way are crocie] to
understanding individual choice. Individual responses (such
as types of physical space or bui]ding types) have to be
measured in terms of the balance or congruence

(Michelson, 1970: 24) between 1nd1v1dual character1st1cs,'

values, and the social and physical environment. He

maintaineg (Michelson, 1970:47) that as "people are separated

S

in space from other people and from nonresidehtia]
activities”, the individual level of analys1s has to take '

into account a11 the possible choices people maKe in that

environment. To do less would be 'f? meaning. But this «

framework is not without some ol ;bé choices- that
individuals maKe, according f: ﬁeon‘(1970;62-63), are
governed by their life style bagﬁsyon”their economic,

ethnic, and life cycle stage. In 'essence, this model builds

on Model 1, Social Homogeneify, by adding variables

associated withbthe'physical environmenf, values, and
perceptions. No direction is hypothesized for thie

relationship, however. _ o »

- 3. Urbanism. Addressing the question, "what are the social

effects of urbanism,” (Fischer:1975:1313) argues that the

" evidence used by Gans (1968) among’others to present an

alternative to Wirtnfsl(1938) postulates, may also be used
io'preeent:a third position. Gans' (1968) "non-ecological”

position which ignores the independent effects_of population

~size and density (Fischer,1975:1321-1322) fails to account
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for rurat-urban differences in belief and behavior such as
deviance and innovation. Pcbulation concentratton has an
effect cnwbehavior beyond that accounted for by perscnal

! characteristtcs. - ‘, | , : -

| By refuting Gans (1968) for ignoring‘poputation
concentration‘in accodnttng for urban behavior and by
~re-aff1rmtng ecological or aggregate variables ;f“population
size and density criticized by Michelson (1970) F1scher
(1975) prov1des an. a]ternat1ve mode | wh1ch encompasses parts

of Models 1, Social Homogeneity, and 2, Envyronmental

Choice. Fischer (1975:1323) argues that urbanism based on .

/,

’populatiov ize affects social life in\the city by creating :

and strengthening subcultures. For~Fischer, a subculture

(1975:1323),:

"is a set of modal beliefs, values, norms, and customs
‘associated with . = . relatively distinct . . . social

. netwotrks and institutions . . . existing within a
larger social system'and~cu1ture !

Subcultures consist (Fischer 1975: 1324-1325) of‘people with ..
1dent1f1ab1e l1ike character1st1cs such as .ethnicity,
religion, or occupat1on.vanreaSjng/concentrat1ons of,
people, far from destroying meantngful_socfal cbntact,
create more oppontunities for sUbCUWtures to'develop and -
proliferate. This happens in two” ways First, large c1t1es ]

attract more migrants from greater var1et1es of cultural

backgrounds than smal]er centres Second,, large size fosters

r,structural d1fferent1atxon and each of the resulting

spec1alized 1nst1tut1ons has: the capactty for subcu]tura]
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deve]opmént.

Popu]ation concentration, particularly population size
(Fischer,1975:1323-1324), further intensifies subcultures by
- affording expanded oppcrtunifies for institutional support.
" The same“wechahism p}omotes a greatef variety of subcdltural
"~ groups and hence, promotes inténSity through intergroup
Conf]ict. So, for Fischer (1875), Model 3, confrolJing for
persongl‘cbaracterjstics; posits that social contact and
H}jnteraétion will increase with.pépu1ation concentration and
the presence of ;ubcultures based on ethnicity, religion, 6r
occupation. | |

Models 4 -6. Three additional hode]s werée identified by

| Marshall (1973) and Fischer and Jackson (1976) in

“ comprehensive reviews of the suburban literature. A1) .three \
modelg attempt to account for differences in social contact \
»:between the 5ify and ‘the suburb and‘thus, expand on Wirth's

(1938) behavioral and objective effects discussed earlier in

Table 2.2. S | \

A

“ &

’ ‘Marshall (J973:124) addbessed two questions: "To what
extent‘do suburbanites difjér from urbanjtes in their life
style? What are the causes of.theseaa{fferencés, if they
exist at all?" According to Marshall (1973:125-126), life
style differences between city and sUuburb may.be
‘differentiated in three ways. Tw;Pof these are[preseﬁted- .
below, the other was included in Model 1, Social

Honngéneity, (Gans, 1968) earlier.

)



Structural and Demoqrapbic Characte:istics "Structural

and demographic character1st1cs of the suburb may produce a

dvst1net style of life." For example commuting PQStPTCﬁf
the amount of activity time a breadwinner has available to.
participate in the local commUhity. Similarly, the suburbdn
community has oh]y a narrow range of institutional

activities in which suburbanites may participate. .

Selective Migration. "Suburban life styles become
differenttated through selective‘migration."'That isj
families with certain attitudes and values choose the
suburbs wh11e other fam111es with different attitudes and .
‘:values stay. in the c1ty Marshall (1973:126) notes the
poss1b111ty of 1ntehact1on between structural and selective
mlgrat1on var1ab1es caus1ng effects which could not be
accourited for by 1hd1v1dua] var1ab1es,\ ) |

In add1t1on Marshall (1968 126 127) ‘points out that
sthe-Key distinction between selectlve m1grat1on and class
and’t1fe cyc]e (Mode] 1, Soc1a1 Homogene1ty) poswt1ons is
that se]ect1ve m1gratron is not solely based on ciass and
l1fe cycle. Some ‘middle class fam111es w1th ch11dren W11t
choose the suburbs whx]e some w1t1 remain in the city.

Focuswng‘on the soc1a} psycholog1cal aspects of '
suburban’ 11fe, F1scher and dacKson (1976.%79) present‘
several theorétical models. “Three of their models arer
pert1nent to the cons1derat1oh of. the behav1ora1 aspects of
~Wirth's (1938) postulates. They are Individual Tﬁaits,

e

Distance Effe;ts,rand Contextual Effects. Fischer and
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JacKson (1976:280) did not discuss the relative theoretical
merits of their models. They chose to 05erétionalize and
empirically test them. This was accomp 1ished thrd&gh“%
;econdary ana]yses'bf two compreheﬁsive data sets thhe
operationalization of variables crucial to the respeéijve
.iheQPetical models is possible.

The operatibnalization Qf Fischer and Jackson's (1976)
three modé]s was combined with two of Marshall’s (;976) |
models with some médifications (noted below) to prodgce
Models 4, 5, and 6. Fischer and Jacksor’s (1976:279,291,299)
Individual Traits model was combined with all but two
variables from.Maréhall’s (1973:125-126) Strdétural and,
Demographic Characteristigs to préduce Model 4, Personal
Characteristics. Fischer and Jackson’'s (1976:2795280) ‘
Distance Effects was combined with Marshall’s (1973:133;134)
Se]éctivé‘Migration to produce Mode] 5, Distanée Effects.
The twoLQariables, social homogeneity and population

‘ Jensity,“from Mérsha]ﬁ’sA(1973;}28-129)“fffst model were
combined with Fischer andJJacKson’s.j1976:279) Contextual
Effectsfmode]“to prodUce Médel 6,‘Cohiextua1 Variables.
These models are described as follows:

4. Personal Characteristics._Ihis model posits that

differences in 1eve1s“bf social contéct between urEan or
suburban residents vary by personal characteristics which
affect individual life styles in a given location. For
exampJé, cbmmuting time restricts the amount of

discrebipnary time a working spouse~has available to
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participate in the soeial‘life.of a suburb. The direction of

these relationshibs indicated by Marshall is given in
parentheses after the following specification of variables.
In 'his model, Mérshal] (1973:127-133) included commut ing
(negative), social homoqsﬁeity (varies), density (varies),
patterns of leisure (unspecified), sex (unspecified), social

class (positive), religious participation (varies), and home

‘ownership (positive).

Fischer and Jackson (1976:279) obenafiohalized their

"Indiviéual Traits Model” using (291,299) age, sex,

. education;‘pccupation, occupational status of head, famify

income, ethnicity, religion, number of children, length of
residence, house type, number of cars, and wife works -

Direction of the various relationships was not given.

5.-Distanee Effecte. Marshall argued (1973:133-137) that
social coqtact such as neighboring increased with ;istance
frqmvthe CBD due to selective migration. THat is,lbéqple‘who‘ 
are or%ented towards 1ncreased social contact move to'fﬁe
su?urbs. In-order to demonstrate the distance effect,x“‘ ,
Marshall warned (1973:137) that Model 1, Social Homogeneify,;
and Model 4, Personal Characteristics, variab]es have to be .
confrol]ed.‘: : .
Fischer aﬁd'daékeon maintain (1976:282) that

suBurbanites "personaiwnetworksf of social contact will tend
to be more localized due to the increasedbtime-cost of

maintaiping'contact across the greater metropolitan area.

They further argue (Fischer and Jackson,1976:283) that there



is insufficient evidence to draw conclusions about social
contact rcasons for selective migration’bécause they FeeL
that the migrant’s concern for more space, housihg, and
| neighbochood quality is more important. Hence: they conclude
(Fischer and Jackson, 1976:285} that "the pérjphera] physicél
+location of subunbaniteé‘ehcourages\a social ahd | . o
psychoiogica] focus cn the local area.h

The Distance Effects model,- that in%crmai social
‘contact_increases withucisfahce from the”CBD: differs
slightly in ﬁts_cceciﬁicafions‘ FoH Mérshé1] (1973:133—134)
the model works after coht;ollingvMOdel‘T, Social B |
‘Homcgeneity, and Modél’4, Pebsonal CHaracteristics,
variables. For Ficcher acd'Jackson (f976:2?9-280), it works
irrespective of personal and stﬁuctﬁral variab]es.vThe mode 1
is physically determinictic ip,that space/location has an
independent efféct after controlling for other variables.

6. Contextual Varijables. In the "Contextual Effects Model"

outlined by Fischer anq Jackson (1976:279), they argue that
. differences in the behévior of individuals are attributable
tg’ihegcomposition of the population in a certain locale
"above énd beyond those created by personal traits."” Their
specification of_fhe model is significant in that it
reffects an ear]ier.findiﬁg that has not been sUbsequent]y
tested. Neiéhporing was found (Bernard, 1937) to be partly a
function of'the social characteristics of the surrounding

‘ po&ylation,‘in particg]cr, the proportion of the population

over 65 years of age.



This model may be'referred to as a\sbc%ally
deterministic model. It argues that soéia].behavibr'isly
caused by the social chéracter of a place, or, in other»ﬂ
wéfds, the social character1st1cs perce:ved by. newcomers

. cause them to soc1a]1ze in certain ways.-The significant
variable in that case wéUid be lengfﬁ of residence and the
equivalence of a reépondenf’s personaT characteristics with
those of the area. Fischer and dackson (1976) use two
contextual measures--proportion,of“youth and average incbme'
in the census tract~'for which a positive re]ationship is
inferred. To this is added social. homogene1ty (Wirth, 1938
14—15;Marsha]1,1973.12§ 129) and popu]at1on density
(Wirth, 1938:9;Marshall, 1973:129-130).

| :These six models represent concepts developed to expand
on Wirth’'s (1938) focus to account for the determinants of
social contact in urban and suburban areas. All six models
taken together have not been tested at one t1me, in a sjng}e
context\of enquiry.

Summarx ,

Six models which attempt to account forithe
determinants of various forms of. social contact were
presented in order of increasing complexity in terms of the
numbers of var1ab1es 1nc1uded. The models propose that
social contact increase according to the preSence'of certain
variabTés, as follows:

Model 1, Social Homogene1ty, based on social class and stage

in the fam11y life cycle.
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Model 2, Environmental Choice, based on the physical
environment, values, ahd perceptions.

Maodel 3, Urbanism, derived from pdpuTation.size and ethnic,

4
/

re]igfbus, or occupationaT'subcu]tpresn
Model 4, Personal Characterﬁstics, includes yariableS'such"
a§ sex, house type, and wife:WorKing.

Model 5, Distance Effeéts, based on distance from-tﬁe CBD.
Model 6, Conteitya] Effects, the social charaqterlof a place
such as the proportion of youtH in an area. ‘

As noted above, "the moae]s have not been tested at one
time. To do so,'is‘the;iask of this project. In order to
“operationalize the concepts in the models, in the next
chapter, the six mode 1s are_app]ied tb past empirical
researéh on $oéiaj contact ‘as an organizing device. Through -
this proceduhe; it is hoped to ascertain wHich mode]é are
~most helpful as predictors and which variables have been

found to be iﬁportaﬁfr



V. REVIEW OF RESEARCH ON SOCIAL CONTACT
¢

Introduction

The\six theoretical models discussed in the last
cHapter account for detehminants of various types of soqi§l
contact. These models will be applied to empirical research
'which specificalay tested four types of social contact; ’
organizational membership, neighboring, éocializing with
kin, and socializing with friends.

TH¢ empirical research was discovered by identi%ying
several more recenf‘studies which tested social contact and
by follow{ng up references, bibliographies, and literature
. reviews un!ag?hl1*sources were checked. This process
resulted in e discoveryqof some eighty stqdies covering, .
nearly fifty years of social research to the present timé.

| The pfesent chapter begins with some qualifying
statements about'}he‘scope of the Fevféw. Then, .the
empirical studiés arerreviewed by type of social contact
and, within each social contact, by modél as well. The
results of the review of each type of social contact are
summarizéd at the end of each type. At the end ofkfhé
chapter, a final summary}of models by type of social contact
will be followed by a sumﬁary of models across types of
social'coﬁtact. |
The Review

Sohe;indicatién'of the thedretical focus of the studies

réviewed‘be]ow,may.be gained by tabulating the reéferences

52
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cited. 0f those who referenced major sociological theorists,
48 percent referenced Wirth (1938). Less than 25 percent
referenced the next most frequently cited theorists,
Toennies and Pareons. Hence, this empirical research, which
has been actively pursuing the determinants of social
contact, may have actually restricted its theoretical base

i

through this concentration on Wirth (1838). As was stated

earlier, Wirth's (1938) postulated negative effects of

urbanism on soctal cohtact is a much narrower research focus
than searching for the determinants of social contact. At
the same time, it must be noted that Wirth's (1338 theory
constitutes a more solid scientific basis for research than
the wider based alternative.

Three conditions have been applied to make the review

e"‘u

Generally,

for‘Véfying reasons, introduce
n not be reported in
vad;£a11was no systematiC'differences were detected which
¢ wou?d enhance the purpose of this review. Where such
d)fferencee‘are crucial to th1s examination, detailed
reporting follows.

All th1ngs be1ng equal, a study which uses multivariate
anaTys1s to analyze data may be superior in terms of the

conpleieness of the analysis to one using simpler
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rne!hq?n and tewer variables  This conclusion would Uqép
more posilive 1f the more comples analysis 1 luded :hﬁ
entire range «f possible vartables 1 ity analysis
Untortunately . this has notl been the ase with the
studies reviewed below T most angslances Hw;
multivaritate analyses were secondary analyses ot
earsting dala and were therefore Timited by the o iginal
purpose of those data. in other anstances, the hreadth
of the data was lTmited by the thestelical perspec tive
ot the author s who restricted the rangé ot varaabley
collected.

3. As the models set oul ear lier are roughly cumclatve

A A
starting withythe smallest number Gf var taliles *ang

ending with th tfaﬁgest, studies are normally zmﬁiéd@d

under the highest mode!l number . where only a few studies

exist to support a parthicular mode!, results from higher

models will be used.

in reviewing [hege studies, 1t should be noted that

apparent discrepancies e g negalive and positive |
correlations froa different studies of one independent
variable with one dependent varigble~ may be the resu!f of
differences in measurement of e:ther variable The studies
reviewed were Iimited to those which directly or indirectly
examined social contact. Sometimés, for example, the social
contact was measured as frequencx of contéct.‘at others, as

numbers of friends. In order to simplify this review, this

distinction was set aside.
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Turning now to the application ot the six models
. discussed aheve to empirtcal research on social contact, we
will focus first on organizationalnmembership or
participation in,formatvorganizations, |
A major‘reason‘to Keep relattbnshipslwith the four
types of soc1a1 contact d1st1nct is the unique f1nd1ng
(Rosow, 1967 : 219) that one type of soc1a1~contact cannot
comgensate for another, althoLgh;there may ‘be some overlap.
 This ftnding is supported by Mogey’S‘obseryation (1977:421)
that Kinship, friendshipj_and,neighboring are independent
syStems‘ Other f1nd1ngs (Shulman, 19675'T58'\We11man 1979:
1214) 1nd1cate ‘that the type of help and the type of /
soc1a1121ng actually vary by type of soczal'contact. Until
this connection is documented further it w111 be necessary
to Keep the four types of social- contact separate
The review of empirical research on organ1zat1ona1
membersh1p will be followed successively by reviews of
netghboriné,’socializing with Kin, and sociaTiztng with
Friends This chapter concludes w1th a summary statement of
‘the 1mp11cat1ons for further test1ng

DRGANIZATIONAL MEMBERSHIP

Thirty-seven studies were reviewed. Each of the studies
reported original analysis cr research Fccusing»on the
correlates or determinants of organizational membership.
These studies support Models 1, 2, 4, 5; and 6. Not one
s tudy supports Model 3. ‘
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Overall, no bias was detected between the resglts and

the type of samp]ingf Wifh'certain exceptions, al].studies .
focusedron the number and type of orgahiZationa1.membership.
‘Larson (1938) and Bell and Boat -(1957) addressed frequency
of organizational attendance. Gans (1968) described
organizatﬁonél end forma] associatioha] relations in
quafitative terhs Any differences in results between
1ocat1ons of studies will be d1scussed as the rev1ew
proceeds Each respect1ve model will now be applied to the:

Pad

emp1r1ca1 research on organ1zat1ona1 membersh1p

4Mode] 1, Social Homogeneity. @_ ‘ L

No studies which d1rect1y tested Wirth (1938) support
Mode] 1 exclusively. Two - stud1es in mid- s1zed c1t1es whlch
support Model 4 (Dotson 1951 Foley, 1952), however foond
fam11y 1ife cycle to be an }mportant var1ab1e assoc1ated
with organ1zat1ona1 membersh1p 'Eight other stqd1es B
(Lazarsfe]d et a] 1948[1944] 173'Bushee,1945;223-2é4:
Komarovsky 1946: 688 690; Knupfer 1947'105'L1twak'1960a'19;
1961:268; Cohen and Hodges/1963 315:Gans, 1968 134) which
support Model 1 found socgal class-positively related to
) organ1zat1ona] membership irrespective of methodology or
p]ace of study Places studied 1ncluded large c1t1es
~ _(Komarovsky 1946 L1twak,1960a,1961LCohen‘and Hodges,1963),
suburbscand.small towns (Knupfer,1947; éags'1§68)' éndw
Vbcounties (Lazarsfeld.e; el 1948([19447]) . Add1t1ona1]y,’
»Komarovsky\(1946'688-690) ~found from her study of New YorK

ﬂAC1ty employees that membersh1p in certa1n types of
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organization was a function dt the'respondent’s'sex. Similar
results were obtained by Bushee (1945:218) in a study of '
organization‘membership in. Boulder County, Colorado. Both
-Vﬁindings are considered consistent with. the specifications
otﬂModel 1 and do not represent‘a bias on the basis of .
‘location. No exclusive evidence in suppont of famth>]ife
cycle for Model 1 was found but this va?wab]e is supported

Y

in higher models.
_ , R
-Model 2, Environmental Choice. ' R \

The only study that presents ev1dence in partial
support of Mode] 2 is Freeman -Novak ‘'and Reeder (1957). This .
study 1s also noteworthy in that it is® one of - the few
studies to use mu1t1Var1ate analys1s and it is the earliest
to do so. Freeman et al (1957:529) attempted to ascertain
the correlates of membership in vo]untary ass001at1ons from
a mu1t1-stage area sample of Spokane, Washtngton The types'
of 1ndependent vartab]es used 1nc1uded var.ious measures of
/soc1a1 elass, family 1ife cyc]e, re51dent1a] and job
mobitity, shelter costs, attitudes towards the commun1ty,
-and personal yalues. The dependent yarwable was dichotomized
into joiners and non-joiners. zariabtes’which correlated
ttetraohoric) higher than .10 with organizationa1 membership
were used in a mu7T1ple regression analys1s It demonstrated
‘(Freeman et al 1957 511-512) that membersh1p was pos1t1vely
f&ssociatedAwﬁth i’come, residential~mobility, job mobility,
and positive.attitudes towards theﬁoommUnity and its

leaders. 1t was negatively associated with the large size of .

N | o

o

/



the community. Freeman et al (1957:532) noted. that income
received the htgheét beta weight when a;measure of social
class lost signifiCance -

-

Freeman et al (1957:532- 533) re- ana]yzed these -
variables using factor .analysis.and conf1rmed high factor
loadings on four factors which they labeltled social class,
satiefactioh withkthe'community, pessimism-optimism, and
mobility. The‘pesstmismﬁpaht of the third,fector cohtains_]
attitudes towards physical aspects of the oommunity whige
the opttmism variable concerns ettitudes towards thehfuture
of the community..Both residential and job mobility are
identified in the fourth factor.vFreeman et al (1957:533)
'conctuded that future research should examine more
r1gorously the measurement of variables - assoc1ated with
attitudes and va]ues X |

As Teported the evidence from Freeman et al (1957)
does not* prov1de strong support. of Model 2l But their
f1nd1ngs may have been biased by the1r exolus1on of
‘ 1ndependent variables from the multiple regression analysis
which correlated at 1ess>thah .10 with organizational

membership.

Model 4, Personal Character1st1cs

Twenty three studies were found which support Model 4.

- No systemat1c variation between the findings and methodology
‘or place of study could be d1scerned Stud1es which d1rect1y
tested Wirth (1938) under Model 4 included Dotson (1951)
Foley (1952), Axelrod (1956) and Kasarda and Janowitz



(1974) . ) ‘ | ' ‘

Dotson (195T:B§7-688) noted thét'Wirth’s\(193§)
postulated effecfé-of 1ncréasing urbanism needed tb-be
modified. Increéséd:o}ganizgtion;i membership~w§s found fb
'be -2 function of hégher'fncome and éocia1 class (é:gx,
Ma{her,1941;,éusheé,1945;Komarovsky,1946) rather than
increasing urpah%s%.‘Bqt the forms of sqéia] GFganization
pur sued byﬁlower income perso%s (Dotson,{9515688) were not
identffied;vatson’s (1951:689-69f) case study o% fifty
selected urban familfes with skilleq. and semi-skilled
fathers confirmed the earlier findings. Jhéﬂmajority of his.
,samp]e“partici%ated extensive1y~jn informal social relations
| withwkiﬁ rather than 'in organjzéijéns. For 1ower'inc0me
_ persons,, orgéﬁiZatiOna] membé}ship variedwby sex and'by
marital status. Doféén.(1951:693) acknowledged that the
theoreﬁical signifjcance“of+hi; findings needed further
exploration énd empiriga] testing but hisvfind%ngs»do ndt
support the rélevagﬁ behavioral postulafes (VII, Table 2.2)
of Wirth (1938).

+ In his study of neighboring in Rochester, N!Y., Fo}ey‘
(1952) indirectly tested Wirth (1938). He notedf(J952:8:9)
that Wirth’ (1938) was one of a number of scho]ars;who
posited that urbanization would’eventually eliminate the
neighborhodd “as a vital fﬂnctiohing unit‘in the large
city." Foley (1952:11) developed three hxpothéses to test in
a hiddle class‘area of a middle-sized city:

1. "City residents typically fa]l.considerab]y‘shorf of
i (% '



‘2.' !City residents . . ~sh¢w marKed variability 1n\%hp1r

'fbeing thQFoughgoiﬁg }a?baniteS’ CL .

L3
"

‘pos1t10ns along a 1ochl to metropo]1tan d1mens1on

3. "This local-nonlocal ax1sﬁrepne§ents baswcally a single

-

- main dimension.”
From a.systematic rahdom sample Fo]ey (1952:59- 60) found
suppért for hypotheses 1 and 2. Res1dents,showed extreme
ranges of variabf]ity in neigh50r1ng patterns, in use -of

local facilities, and in participation in voluntary

oﬁganizations. Local participation in voluntary

organizations veried by l1ife cycle, religion, occupation,
housing tenUre‘and education. He also observed that the data
indicated that the th1rd hypothesws was too s1mp11st1c, the
1oca]-nonlocal axis is multi-dimensional: In effect, Foley
(1952) Presented evidence which fai]ed to support Wirthian
Postu]ates VI and VII identified earlier iinab1e‘2.Q.
Axelrod (1956:13-14) identified the following themes
from Wirth (1938): ’
1. The impersonality of urban relationships (fhis
approximates Postulate VI in Table 2.2);

2. The impor tance of formal and secondary group association

4
¥

(Postulates III and VII Table 2.2).

4(4"&‘

3. The dec11ne of kinship (Postulates I and VI, Table 2.2)-

.

From his ana]ys1s of the Detroit Area Study, Axelrod

- (1956:16-18) found no evidence to support either of the

“above themes. A majority participated in formal group

3

associations but not to the exclusion of primary
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-discret

, 51“
relatienshjps which variee posit{vely together:. This
ma jority was not randomly distributed but was‘releted;to
characteristics of educat1on occupetfon and income. Above
all, association wi th relat1ves was found to be the most
important type of informal group association. ‘
Kasarda and Janowitz (1974:328) formuiated two models
of U;Ban social behavior for empieical festing. The first,
ca]]ed the linear development mode], assumed that linear
increases of effeefs of size, density, and heterogeneity
(derived from Toennie; and Wirth) pronced "a substitution

of secondéhy for primary contects, a weaKen1ng of the bonds

of Kinship, and a dec11n1ng socidl s1gn1f1cance of the local

community" . Thws 1s comparab]e to aspects of postulates VI
and VII in Table 2.2. . T
The second, called. (Kasarda and danowﬁiz,1974:329-350)

the system1c model holds that the iocal commun1ty confa1ns
complex systems of forma1 and 1nforma1 soc1a1 relations

“rooted in fam11y life andﬂongo1ng soc1a]1zat1on précesses"
but influenced by %aés seéﬁety This model focuses on 1ength
of residence as the "Key exogenous ‘factor 1nf1uenc1ng

commun1ty behavior. -

From their analysis of a national sampte in Eﬁgland,

" Kasarda and danewitz (1974:330-336) focusee‘On testing

sitions to~eva1uate the two modeﬂs“rather than
I

'nmlt1var1ate analys1s They essentially

rongly supportrng the second model, that

Wirth. In partieular, length of res1dence was



62

_the‘iargést sjng]e brediétgr of'fdrmaf organizational
ﬁemﬁershib ana, contrary to Winth (Posfu]qte VII, Table
2.2), t%e’reléiionship‘was pgsitiveLQLength of residence,
‘age; and‘rura14urbén Tocation predicted informal socializing
not the Wirthian Postulates VI and VII (Table 2.2).
‘LModél‘4lvériéb1es iaentified by the 'studies which

testéd;Wifth?(19385 are faﬁﬁ]y life cycle (Model 1), home
ownership, gex, ed@cation,ipccupaiipn, income, religion, and
1engfh'of,résﬁdeﬁcglyThege variables are also idenf{fied by
Larson (1638:388), Mather (1941:380-381), Rodehaver (1947:
54156)1.Maﬁiin k1952:69§;1953378;1956:448-449), Reissman
(1954:80), Foskett (1955:433-436), Zimmer (1955:218,221),

" Freedman (1956:59-60), Scott (1957:318-321), Townsend (1957:
©.125), Wright and. Hyman (1958:287-292), Curtis (1959b:848),

‘iimﬁér énd'H5w{¢y:(1é59:198-199), Curtis (1971: 874,877),
: _Hymah‘énd Wright (f97111é71202)..and Sinclair and Westhues
(TQZd:}QO){\THe'szQieS-coVér.a widé ranée of locations
including national sahp]es‘of‘England’and tHe United States.
Othér Model 4 variables inc]udiné cometing, age,

‘ethn%city, and house type were identified with
'oréaqizationa] membeéship by Larson (1938@388), Rodehaver
%194?:54—56), Fdskett;i1955: 433-436), Zimmer
(1955:219,221), Martin (1956:448-443), Scott (1957:318-321],
Townsend (1957:125), Wright and Hyman [1958:287-292), Zimmer
and’Hawley (1959:198-19?),‘Cur;is (1971:874,877), and Hyman
. and Wright (1971:197-202) across all tyééé of locétions.

Leisure, religious participation, occupational status of

<
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"head of household number of chi]dren,ihpmber of cars, and
worK1ng wife were not identifiéd:in these studiés But there
is overwhelm1ng emp1r1cal ev1dence to support the other
variables in Model 4.'4 |

Martin (1952:693) and Scott (1957:321).also identified
soc1a1 class with organ1zatlona1 membersh1p Other variables
were 1dent1f1ed with organ1zat1ona1 membersh1p,wh1ch were
not specified in Mode] 4. These were not suitable for
inclusion in other models. They include rural-urban locatioh
(Larson, 1938:388;Zimmer and Hawley 1959: 198), residential or
occupational mobility (Rodehaver 1947 54-56;
Mértin,1952:693; memer,1955:221; Curtis, 1959b:848),
farm-reared versus nonfarm-reared (Freedman, 1956:56), and
population size (Wright and Hyman;19583290;Curtis,1971:
877). The last variable'Waé not included as evidence for
Model 3 as subcultures, also. specified fbr Mbdel 3, were not
identified.

quﬁyhméfy, the majority of the variables specifiedl
under Mbdeﬁx4 is supportéd by a large number of empirical

studies across a wide range of locations and methodologies.

Model 5, Distance Effects.

| | Only one study Was found which specifically suppor ted
Model 5. Greer (1956:22), from a stratified sample in the
Los Angeles area, reported that frequency of organizational
membership increased with distance from the Central Business
District (CBD). Two other studies, Rodehaver (1953) and

Tal]mqp and<Mérgner (1970), may be interpreted as support
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for Model 5. prever, the latter study poses a
methodological problem as noted b‘eléw,

Rodehaver (1953:172) studied organizational membership
oflrufal popUlations in Mississipi, Kentucky, Ohio, |
I11inois, and New York States. Although only rural
populations were studied, distance from the Central Businéss
District (CBP) appeérs to be a factor”és residents in rural
Mississipi, Kentucky and Ohio participate more than
residents from I1linois or New York States. This seems to
indicate a metropolitan influence from the North Eastern
United Statés on the rural residents closer by. |

Taliman and Morgner (1970:336-337) selected two areas
for sampling in Minneapolis, one centrally located and the
other in the_suburbs, which may reasonably be interpreted as
. distance from CBD. They chose the two areas on the basis of
their simi]arity in "income, occupational status,
segregation, and geographical mobility rates." The effects
of length of residence were controlled by sampling only
those families resident in their present home between nine
and eighteen months. Sampling was restricted to those
families with at least one child in school to control stage
in family life cycle. Talliman and Morgner (13870:338-340)
found no relafionshipkbetween location and organizational
membership overall butbfound that increased church
attendance in the suburbs varied by sex. They concluded that
Wirth’s (1938) ecological explanation does not adequately

account for their results, in particular those related to
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social class and upward mobility.

Model 5 is supported by studies from a large city (Los
Ange.les) muj&rom rural areas but not from a mid-sized city
(Minneapolis). Tallman and Morgner (1970) limited their
sampling by controlling length of residence and family life
cycle. Their study also took place more than ten years after
the other studies. Hence no firm conclusion is possible with
regard to empirical support of Model 5.

Model 6, Contextual Effects.

Two studies, Bell and Boat {1957) and Greer and Kube
(1958), support Model 6 using contextual variables not
previously specified. Bell and Boat (1957:391-3382) arque
that Wirth’'s (1838) theory may apply to certain
neighborhoods in the city but hot in others. If this is the
case, urban conditions need to be systematically appraised
by relating "informal relations of urban residents to social

types of neighborhoods." They interviewed male respondents
in four San Francisco>neighborhoods selected by high/low
scores on jndices of family status and economic status. Bell
and Boat (1857:392) found that trequency of organizational
attendance was positjyely related to family type and
economic indicators of social types of neighborhoods.

From their results, Bell and Boat (1957:398) concluded
that "the family and economic characteristics of an urban
neighborhood may greatly influence the informal socgal

relations of city residents.” But.they did not directly

address the question of the implications of their findings
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on Wirth’s (1938) postulates except to note that other
future studies will "demonstrate the relevance of other
conditions of the neighborhood.” Implicit in this statement
is their original contention that Wirth's (1938) postulates
only apply in certain neighborhoods yet to be identified.

Greer and Kube (1959:84-95) observed that Wirth's
(1838) method of conceptualizing urbanism and its effects
was but one method among many. These methods were largely
based on the interests of the investigator because the
nature of the subject matter (urbanism) was largely unknown.
Rather than using size, density and héterogeneity
(Wirth, 1938), Greer and Kube (1853:95-98) constructed
measures of urbanism from census data which they. used to
select four neighborhoods similar in socio-economic status
in Los Angeles. They noted that, despite this similarity
the, four neighborhoods showed wide variation on their
measure of urbanism based on fertility, women working and
single family dwelling units.

From a random sample of residents in each neighborhood,
Greer and Kube (1859:98,103) found that organizational A
membership, neighboring, and kinship visiting varied
inversely with their urbanism index. That is, social
participation (measured three ways) was positively
associated with fertility and single family dwelling units
and negatively with women working. They found no systematic
relationship for socializing with friends. They concluded

(1959:109-110) from their data that increasing urbanism is



dﬁbO(l&i@d ﬁ%}hx%ﬁbﬁe&snnﬂ“soéﬁal participation, not only
li1ncrea§ed pdrt%@1pat1on in voluntary organizations as &
pPOS tulated (VII: Table 2.2) by Wirth (t938).

Both studies represent possible operationalizations of
’social homogeneity and population density and hence, are
considered supportive of Model 6. a

In summary, from the foregoing literature review of
empirical studies of organizationa! membership, support is
demonstrated in varying degrees ‘or Models 1, 2. 4.;5, and
6. Given no discernable bias in methodoiogy. place of study
or opegat1ona11zatlon of the dependent varxable no -, N
conclus?on is possible, based on this evidence. about which
model contains the strongest predlctyveucaquiléf§.'All

models require testing at one time withfall vériables

included in order to resolve the dilenmma.’

NE IGHBORING

Thirty-seven studies were reviewéa‘wﬁiéﬁ»hepéft.
original analysis or research focusxng on the determwnants
or correlates of neighboring. These studies’ prov1de,
eﬁpirical evidence for all models. Measures of;thevgependent
variable varied from the number of adultsiRnQWﬁ by nahe in
the immediate neighborhood and frgquency of chétting with
neighbors to perceptions or descriptions‘of neighbors or
neighboring. No systematic variation was detected between

results and type of sampling, location of study, or
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operationalization of the (‘t’?‘)('l\(‘!‘l\“ var table
Mode ! 1, Social Homogene ity

Of two studies which ftall under Model ') L twak 1460a)
supports the mode]l on the basis of soctal class and Wayne
(19721 does not. Uitwak (19604, 1n a non random sample of
Buffalo. New York, tound that the frequency of socralrzing
with neighbors 1ncreased with soctal olass. Wayne 19720 in
a systematic sample of Toronto, reported that social class
wds negatively related to nerghboring twhich was undef1ned!

No studies were found which exclusively 1dentified family

I1fe cycle under this model but the variable is 1dentified

v

n studies which fall under higher models and are described

later .

Mode! 2, Environmental Choice.

Three studies, Céplow and Forman (19501, .ansing et al
(1970), and Thorns’€1975>, provide partial support for this
model as they specify variables associated with the physical
as well as the social environment. The specificatior Hf the
model. however. 1s 1ncomplete in all three studies.

Caplow and fForman (13850', in a study controliing

various physical features of housing in Minneapo?§5'5ta

Paul, found that scores on a neighborihg scale incrgease with

social “similarity' and type of residence. The highest
scores occurred in single family dwellings, théA}OWGSt in
apartments. A laté% étudy of ten new communities (lLansing et
al,1970:116,120) found a similar result forxthse type with

frequency of chatting with neighbors and the Ebmben‘of



e result of popu]at1on concentrat1o
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neighborhood adults KnoWn Both types of neighboring also
1ncreased w1th 1ncreased neighborhood satlsfact1on

A study of two suburbs. of London Eng]and

1

f(Thorns 1975 108-109}, however found that frequehcy of.

chatt1pguw1th ne1ghbors did not.vary systemat1cally with a

v

combinéd measure of social class and type of planned or

funpfanned subdivision. But this result may besa function of

"the way in‘whtch social class, was combined with the physica]”

vartable Thus ‘we may conclude that Mode 1. é is partta]ly
A
supported by two studles from fhe Un1ted States wh11e the

B English requts, though not support1ve of the model 'may be -
suspect for methodolog1ca1 reasons ,

Model '3, Urbanism. _ _
: ] P .
Model 3 was de11neated by F1scher (1975) . Controffigdg;
4 G‘ ;~-“= " 4
. personaT character1st1cs social’ Ipntact,increases as a ’

(size) and the presence

. of subcultures based on ethn1c1ty, religion, or occupat1on.

_ Fischer and Jackson (1976'291) reana]yzed the 1870 NORC

'5 study through a mu1t1var1ate ana]ys1s and found that a]]

the f1na1 regress1on equatxons

'r‘Model 4, Persona1 Character1st\cs

v Nlneteen stud1es were rev1ewed wh1ch supported Model 4.
F1ve of these stud1es d1rect1y tested W1rth (1938) under"
s_Model 4, They are Foley' (1952) Axe]rod (1956, Fava (TQSB),
Tomeh (1967), and Kasarda and danow1tz £1974) . -

w. - “'*. s : R
. . - ' S

&%



‘($838J- Postulate VI, Table 2.2.

\

" As Axelrod found also that ne1ghbor1ng was® the least
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In a study of ne1ghbor1ng in RochesteH New YorK
Foley! found (1952:36) that ne1ghbor1ngwgncreased w1th

propinquity, length of_res1dence, presence of bh1ldren in

the home,‘social‘homogeneity,’havingvrelatives in théharea,

and no automobile.,Foley’s data failed to support Wirth

' $ exeLrod’ (1956 17) analy51s2 of the Detro1t Area: Study

»found no systemat1c relat1onsh1p between soc1al class

Y
income, education, and frequent assaciation w1th ne1ghbors
1mportantAtype‘®f informal social contact, selection of the

most-frequent asSociation may not have reflected the entire

.range of poss1ble var1at1on of that varlable A systemat1c

“rel%;1onsh1p may ex1st w1th ne1ghbor1ng ds a whole.

Attempting to d1scover if. erth’ gg%BB postulates
appl1ed to suburban1sm Fava (1958) studied the extent of
ne1ghbor1ng through random samples of three selected suburbs
of New York City. She 1n1t1ally found_(1958.124-128l that
neighboring was/%ssoctated w{th ":ebtllng down" ‘factors: of
ﬁarriage home ownership, length of residence, and age.‘But
after stat1st1cally controll1ng sex., age” marital statusl

educat1on length of res1dence nat1v1ty and commun1ty s1ze,

’ s1gn1f1cant d1fferences 1n ne1ghbor1ng were st1ll

attr1buﬁable td’ﬁlace of resilence. Shelfurther noted that

------ .ﬁw;-----m-—?@ S
r’Rev1ewe& in detaii earl1er under Model 4 Organ1zat10nal
_@embersh1p i

Reviewed in detail earl1er under Mode 1 4 Organ1zat1onal

Membersh1p B Ll SR o \
, . T « L : Y

el
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ne1ghbor1ng decreases with distance from the city centre but

.parts of the c1ty

71

the d1fference is  still not accounted for sole]y in

ecolog1ca1 terms: place is still significant. Hence, she

~conc1udes ne1ghbor1ng may . be . fostered by the selective -

. m1grat1on of "rural survivals" , the development_of

homogeneous sub-areas, and by ctty“Size, all of which may
serve to increase rather than decrease 1nformal contacts
A]though Fava (1958) d1d not specifically test W1rth1az/
postulates, herkfimdihgs present evidence that ‘in contrast

to Wirth’'s pred1ct1ons, ne1ghbor1ng st1ll occurs in some

Tomeh (1967 85) cr1t1c1zed erth/ (1938) theoret1caj/
pos1t1on on the basis that 1t exaggerated the postu}a/;g~//
effects of urban1sm especially w1th regard to the decline of
informal social re1ations;mThebcontinued existefce of
informal social re]ations[has been demonstrated hy later
researchersz(e.g. Axelrod 1956'Dotson 1951) . Tomeh (1967:86)
selected four sources of informal assoc1at1on for testing:
ne1ghbors relatives, co-workers, and other fr1ends The
data were taken from three Detro1t Area Stud1es, 1851-2,
1956-7, and 1958-9. |

~Tomeh found (1967:90), like Axelrod (1956), that high '
frequency of contact with one source is positiv&ly | |
correlated with h1gh frequency of contact with other

sources. Th1s ev1dence runs counter to’W1rth’s (1938)

postulated rep]acement of pr1mary by secondary contacts and -

k_weake,mng bonds of K1nsh1p Participation in .fc\)rma],socra] :

,",c N
PR
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ngtations also varied (Tomeh,1367:91) by age (negatively),

" marital status, presence of childﬁenh sex, and race. Tomeh
noted, however, that the variation by sex was not sufficient
to support the stereotyped not:on that women participate
‘gnformally more than men. ‘

Another test found (Tomeh 1967:94-95) that levels of
part1c1pat1on vartedvby educatton, income, and occupation.
The greatest proportion of 1nforma1 parttclpat1on, with the
r_‘.‘;fsole exception of K1nsh1p, was maintained p’xddlé and |
h1gher status persons. The highest rates of Kinship .
participation are ma intained by those with midd]e status.
Tomeh also foundo(1967:98-99) that participatton varied as
we11~by-religion'and length‘of residence. This finding
prOV1des alternative evidence to Wirth (1938) (Postulates 1,
_ VI Table 2.2). Tomeh concluded (1967't02)>that the
‘trad1t1onal view of urbai®ism app11es to the-inner zones of
the c1ty, but not to the city as a whole.

Kasarda and Janowitz3 found (1974:334), from an .
analysis of Ehglish,data; that neighbortng wés solely a
funotion of length of residenoe( age, and rural/urban -
1ocation based on population size.'AQain, this findingAPUns

‘counter to Wirth’'s (1938) postula¥es (I, IV, Table 2.2).
| Most. of these variables were also foeund to be related

‘to ne1ghbor1ng in a comprehen51ve data analys1s by Fischer £

.

- and Jackson (1976), Thengyt_out to test five theoret1ca1

$Rev1ewed in detail ear11er under Model 4 Organ1zat1ona1
.Membersh1p .
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*
positions using sécondary aﬁalysis of two-data sets:
National Opinion Researgh Centre (NORC) and the Detroit Area
Study (DAS).

The multivariate analysis of NORC daté‘pertinent to
this review showed (Fischer and dackson,:576:291-295) that
néighboring was most associated with city/suburb location,
age, sex, education, occupation, income, ethnicity,
ré]igiOn, nqmggr of children, length of resideﬁce, pousé@
type, number of aufbmobiles, and wife workingf Theiry %
multivariate analys1s of the DAS, howeyer showed thdt

m’

ne1ghhor1ng was largely explained by a c0ntextua1 var1ab1e,

inding is detailed

income level of.census\§ract. The latter,
under Model 6, but'as'the Model 4 find ¥ resulted from a

separate data set.ywhgxgare considered supportive of

Model 4.

The variab¥es specif&ed under Model 4 which are
identified by tha.nfu¢m>tested Wirth (1938) include social
homogenei ty and mar1ta1 status (Model 1), home;ownershiﬁ,
age, sex, education; occupa{ion, income, ethhdqfﬂ@@ -
religion, number of children,'léngth of'r“esidenceq ahd

number of cars. Fischer and Jackson (1976) identﬁfied all

theée variables except home ownership. Instead, they- ‘ Er

]

~identified house type, which is s1m11ar in that the manE ty
s

of owned homes are s1ng1e Family dwe]11ngs, and wife wor
These var1ables are also 1dent1f1ed by Kuper (1950: 42 66)
Wallin (1953:244-245)," Foskett (1955 433-436), Martin

(1956:449), Townsend (1957:121-123), Curtis (1959a:297),

T

.@.
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pobrind® (1963:118), Gans (1968:148), Pfeil (1968:157-158),
Litwak and Szelenyi (1969:480-481), and Zito (1974:261). One
: otheE variable specified under Model 4, commuting, was
identified by Martin (1956:448). Specified variables which
were not empirically suppérted included leisure, re]ﬁgiéus
" participation, and occupationai status.
Form et al’s (1954:488-439) results provide something .

"y

ofuén exception to the general findings. Form et al

systematically sampled Lansing, Michigan, with a scale of
social intimacy and a%gemptéd to match théighbsequenf maps
of the intensity of social intimacy with ecological,
demographi&, and other social indices. They found (438) ro
~simple linear relationship betwéen the social scale map «nd
maps of the other indices. The only systematicovariation,
non-iinear; was with race and age.of'districf.

Nine of the avae ’Fudies also identified Model 1
variables jith.neighboffné , Kuper (1950}, Foley (1952),
Wallin (1858), Smith et al (1954), Axelrod (1956); Townsend

(1957), Fava (1958), Dobriner (1963), and Zito (1974). Other
. ' var{ables.were identified as follows:- proéihquity
(Foléy,1952; Cohen and Hodges, 1963; Gans,196é5,t>
oqcupational or neéidentia] mobility (Smith:gt aj,1954;
_Curtis,1959a; Pfeil,1968), size of community (Fava, 1958:
Kasarda and danow.itz", 1974) ,‘jan,,}k)ne.‘senceof :relativeé in
town}(Foley,1952; Litwak and Siélenyi,1969; Lee, 1979). Size
of community‘was not suitable for inclusion %n'Mode] 3 as it
- lacked the subculture$ specified. | »

oo Y
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In summary, a wide range of empirical support has been

.demonstrated . for the ma30r1ty of the variables spec1f1ed

"under Mode] 4 1rrespect1ve oiplocat1on; methodology, or the
“way in wh1ch the 1ndependen§ var1ab1e was operat1onal1zed

’Model 5 D1stange Effects

RN , ]
D1stance from the Q&@ i8"the major explanatory varlable

irm Model 5. Some stud1es were 1ncluded unﬂer Nédel 5 on the

" basis of the way in which the Key var1ab1e was

5%
"2,

operatwonal1zed rather than how it was reported or labelled

- by the author. Six studies dre identified w1th thjs mode 1

inc]uding two, Key.(1965) and Tallman and Morgner (1870),
which directly tested Wirth (1938). |

As reported earljer (Chapter II1), Key (1965) 5urweyed
a large sample of residents in the midwestern United States
stratified by location of residence, rural village, small
town city( or metropolitan area, to test the ’neighooring
decreasing with urb%mﬁ;owte of W1rth (1938) He used

a neighboring scale to measure the extent and qua11ty of

‘neighboring and city size to operationa]ize urbanism His

data (384} support the aogge postulate with . s1gn1f1cant
differences between pléﬁﬁk (Chi Sqgare, p <. 001) even when
controlling for age and sex. A non-s1gn1f1cant interdction
between socio-economic status and sex is 1nd1cated however
so rural males and urban females show higher rates of

neighboring.
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Tallman and Morgner’s (1970:338) study‘“uneéuivocally
supports the Wirthian postulate identifjed above.. A
difference by sex noted in their data is accounted for by
»the increased amount of friendship relations shared by city
ma les whjch appears to compensate for lower levels of
neighboring. These results are supported by other studies in
different places, at diffeneAt times with different

T S
measures. Lot "

In a.study of recent movers 1nfo the rural-urban fr1nge
around Milwaukee,* Dewey (1948 121-122) found that pqrcgpt1on
of neighboring was a function of fam11y 1ifé cycle and
locating in a new subdivision (in effect, further away from
‘the CBD). Greer (1956:22) reported a ?elatiénship’between
high/low urbanism and neighboring in Los Angeles. The census
tracts selected for éamp]ing to represent high/]ow urbani%m
also.happen to be closer or further from the CBD. From a
partial analysis of the Detroit Area Study, Tomeh (1964:34)
found locality, age, marital status, education, aﬁd native
to town correlated with ngjghboring. Loca{ity was based on
inner city, outer city, -and suburbs, in effect, distance
fromvCBD. Clark (1966:185) in his study of Toronto suburbs
observed that inéreased neighboring.was associated with
newer suburbs and distance from the CBD. .

The studies that tested Wirth (1938) supported his

‘postulates which differ slightly from the specification of

D I T S

 4Reviewed in'detail earlier under Model 5, Organizational
‘Membersh1p :
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Model 5. The other four authors support the model.
Model 6, Contextual Effects.

. The results oa?six out of seven studies support Model 6
although‘some,of the contextual variables gﬁployed are not
always those specified in the model. Of these studies,
three, Bell and Boat (1957) Greer and Kube (1959), and Fox
et aﬁ (1980), tested WirtH (1938). Bell and Boat (1957:394)
founds that frequency of 'socializing with neighbors was |
positiveiyirelated to"thily type and social class
indicators of neighborhoods constructed from census data.
Greer and Kube (1959+103) found® that neighboring increased
with two neighborhood measures constructed from census
data--fertility and single family dwe]lings--but decreased
with a third similarly constructed measure of women working.

Fox, Fox and Marans (1980:350) summarized Wirth (1938)
by stating that Wirth’s exploration 5% the effect of
. increasing urbanizatioq "involved propositions about the
ways in which environmental factors affect social
interaction.” They noted-that subsequent survey data and
cohmunity studies had demonstrated not only that urbanites
fypicaily socialize informaiiy but that this socializing may
even increase with density. They argued that Wirth’'s theory
"invokes global characteristics of large‘unitsb(cities) to

explain social dynamics that correspond to smaller units

5sReviewed in detail earlier under Model 6, Organizational
Membership.

sReviewed in detail earlier under Modei 6, Organizational
Membership 3
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(e.g. neighborhoods) ."

| Fox et al (1980:352-353) hypqthesized that "as external
density (and passive contacts among neighbors) increases,
the likelihood that neighbors will form relationships will
increase if public open space is available in their blocks."
In testing this hypothesis, their goal was to test Wirth at
the neighborhood level using data from the 1872 National
Quality of Life Reint‘erv]‘ew Sur\}ey of 285 regp}}onden{s over o
18 yeérs of age. | L A ‘ |

The analysis showed (Fox et al,1980:357-358) that
environmenta] variables, external density and public open
space, interact to positively affect neighboring "even when
other factorsvare held constant." Although they admit the
relat;onship iséﬁbt g}rOng, it does run counter to Wirth
(Postulate 11, Table 2.2).

Four other studies, Bernard (1937), Nohara (1968}, .
Fischer and Jackson (4976), and ggscﬁer (1981):‘were also
identified uhder Model 6. Bernard;(1937:146-156) repor ted
‘children at home, home onhership, housi type, and
residential mobility related to neighboring. The physical
variables would indicate nominal support.for Model 2.
Bernard also répohted that popﬁlation density and the
proportion of Pérsons over 65 ;éaf§ of ége in the
neighborhood was related to neighb&ring.'This finding
- qualifies as Support for Model 6. °
Nohara (1968:183-185) found that, in addition to

pebsonal characteristics of home ownership, marital status,
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and length of residence, variables from census data, family
type, socioeconomic status, and race, were related to
increased neighboring. These variables were used to select
neighborhoods for sampling and as such contain a common
element with the contextual effects specified for Model 6.

Hi an analysis of the DAS, following support of Model 4
discussed above, Fischer and Jackson (13876:298-299) found
that tract income was the best predictor of a neighboring
scale.AIn another later study of San Francisco, Fischer
(1981:309) defined urbanism as proximity to concentrations
of people. This definition is assumed to be equivalent (in
termi of its effects) to population density and>hence, falls
under Mod?I 6. However, unlike most studies reviewed here,
FischerW{19§1;315)-used distrust of neighbors rather than
soc%él contact and repdrted that urbanism was not associated
with distrust of neighbbrs but with.disfrust of others. This
finding may not be supportive of Model 6, but may be the
result of the different research focus.

In summary, empirical suppoﬁt‘demonstrates the
importance of contextual variables but not all vagjab]es
receiving support are specified by the model. The negative
relatipnship betweéa heighboring apd.womenfworking makes
intuﬁtfve sensé although it is nof.predjcted in the model.

The foregoing review of thé empirical literature on
neighboring shows clear support for Model 4 and'partial
“support for Models 1, 2, 5, and 6. With no detectable

systematic variatibn between results, methodology, place of

“\
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study, or operationalization of the independent vayiable, it
is not possible to draw a conclusion about the strongest
predictive model. To do that, the models require
simultaneous testing with all variables included at one

time.

SOCIALIZING WITH KIN

The following reviews of twenty-six studies rebort
original analysis or research focusjng on the determinants
or correlates of socializing with Kin. Support iskgécumented
for Models 1, 2, 4 and 6. Some support for Model 5 is
present but equiv&éal.'No research testing Model 3 was
uncovered.

Measures of the dependent variable inclqded measures of
- frequency of interaction with Kin as well as exchanges of
heﬁp. No systematic variation was detected between the
results, the locations studied, the dependent variable, or
the method of sampling except for one study. The results
from a non-random sample of Baéton (Moggy:1977) may

constitute a bias in that its results run counter, to some

extent, to the balance of . stud1es in Mode] 4, ,
Model 1, Sogial Hompoeneily. . ei «i.lw

?Fééks;: ;;;s whléh support Model 1 but
one study did not. 1960af19) usﬂng a.non-r\hdem
sample of mjddfg/class fam111es in %uffaro found that

L .t-b’ak

zing with relatives was a funct1ogﬁof soctal class:
' | |

i
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the high

eq the social class, the greater the amount of

ith relatives. This finding 1s suppor ted by S
Cohen an 'ges (1963:309-3107 in a study of San Francisco
A :

and ne’ring counties and by Gordon and Noll g
(1975»282-243) in a study of United States metropolitan

socialt

ar ey

Shanas (1967:266). analyzed nationwide probability
samples (n ="about 2,500) of persons over 65 qf age in each
of Denmark, Great Britain, and the United States. She found
that help received from relatives is a function of social
class and family life cycle. But in a systematic sample of
Toronto, Wayne (1972:90) found that kinship participation
“was negatively related to social claésﬁ Kinship
participation was higher“among lower class people. Since
Wayne.f1972) used a neiéhborhood measure of social class,
his work is also included undér Model 6.

One poss}ble conclusion, given the strong empirical ~
support for this model, is that people are aifferent in
Toronto, Canada, from those in the United States and Europe.
Lacking further details of Wayne’'s methodology, no other
conclusion is reésonab]e. |

!

Model 2, Environmental Choice.

o One study was identified whjchﬂﬁuppopﬁs&Modg§32d,Thorns
\(1975:103); in a study of two suburbs ofoéndon,fEngland,,
classified hespgndents byJSOCial class: He used a 9ombined .
measure ofloccupéfion and district, ranging from middle

:‘cléss:planned residential to workfng class unplanned

-

>
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industrial. His resultls fof v?ﬁitlh@ relatives show no
systematic vartaton but when the results trom industraal
districtls are sel aside, thé‘ulagswf\gatton of restdential
districts and §HC\€1 class vuryrimVQF&ﬁly‘w1th visiting
relatives thé lower the émcial c\as§\$hd the less planned
the residential district, the h\ghém“the v151i1ng. The
exclusion of the,industriéi districlis may be justified on
the basis of small numbers. This finding, 1.e.. an 1nverse
elatronship betweenvc\ass and Kinship par}icipatlon, also.
provides support for the exception reported above

iWayne, 18721 in Model 1. S v

Without further specification of the cohstruction of

the'independent variable, 1t is not possible to evaiuate
Thorns’' finding except to observe that it may be an artifact
of the methodology. |

Model 4, Personal Characteristics. s

The majority of twenty studies reviewed supportvﬂodel
4. No systematic variation was detected between their
results and specification of fiependent variables but some
bias is noted with place of study. All of the studies,
except Adams (1968), took place in large cities, entire
counties, or at the national level. Adams (1968)
specificaljy examined a mid-sized city, Greensboro, North
Carolina, but no studies examined small towns, vi)léges, or
rural areas alone. In addition, bias may exist as a result
of method of samp11ng One study, Mogé§ (1977), failed to
show SUppOPt for Model 4 " He used the 1argest number of

L3 . : AU
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va;1ab1es*Th a non random samdle of Boston It is reviewed .

~ later under this model |

Four of the twenty stud1es A{eerd (19§2L, Tomeh

(1967)* Adams (1968), and Kasarda,and¢danowitz‘(1974)}‘
directly tested Wirth (1938). Axelrod' (1955»16“H%3
';analys1s7 of the Detro1t Area Study found that. frequency of . r
soc1a]121ng w1th relatives var1es curvilinearly with fam11y
1ncome and g%ucat1on> Peop]e\w1th low and h1gh levels of
income and educat.ion socialize.least W1th re]at1ves Those ,
w1th middle Ievels 05 1ncome and educat1on socialize most.
He a]so,reported‘that socializing wjth relatives was the
MQst’important,type ofﬂinforma] re]ationship,\fo]iowed by .
friendship andfneighborfng in that order. ,

| Tomehs,found (1967:9{,94?95) that pagticipétion in
informal sociaT'reléﬁions varied by‘age (negativelY)}
‘marital status, presence of'chf1drén .sex, and race. Further’ |
;ana]ys1s shows that educat;on was’ pos1t1ve]y relatedAto o
soc1a11z1ng w1th relat1ves whx]e ‘income’ and occupat1on were g
curv1l1near]y related. Soc1al1z1ng with re1at1ves was aiso
related to reJ1g1on and length of resi \ce»

‘In an extensive review of thevl1t:{ature on urban
Kinship,bAdahs (1968:2-3) arguéd\thatuprimary rejatjonshipsf
inc1uding Kin, continue to exist among,urbanitesanirth’s
(1938) assertwons to the’ contrary It is not a lesser amount
of primary- soc1a1 contact in the c1ty compared to the

7Rev1ewgd in detail .€arlier under Model 4, Organ1zatlona1
Members
8Rev1ewed in deta11 earlaer under Mode 1 4 Ne1ghbor1ng

¢
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country but a greater amount of secoydary contacts. Adams
«

_(1968 %) addressed the quest1on of how K1n networks
.'artlculated w1th other social systems 1n a 1arge stratwfled

: o
'_sample of Qreensboro North Carolina. He: found (1968: 38)

g that frequency of Km 1nteract1on v‘ed by sex and d1stance-
'T‘between kirt such that v1s1t1ng varied - 1nversely with
'_d1stance D1stance\CQ\t1nued to be a factor but less so,
when frequency of k1n 1nteract1on was controlled by
occupat1onal status and mob11aty (Adams,1968.43-44). .
Adams concluded (1968 169). that the ideas of decreas1ng
,k1nsh1p assoc1at1on ‘and weaken1ng bonds of Kinship were not'

‘supported by h1s study ,K1n contact var1ed by sex,

- occupational status and mobility. D1stance~between relativés
Vwas a qua11f1er rather thana deterrent Where d1stance was -
"‘greater{ other forms of contact such as letter or. te]ephone
were more frequent. | :
hKasarda and danowitzél(1974) conducted an extensive

analysxs of a nat1onal sample of England They found.-

(1974 334) that soc1a11z1ng with Kin was related to 1ength
" of re51dence, age, -and rura]/urban location based on ‘
\ popu]at1on 51ze a f1nd1ng not in accord with W1rth’s (1938)
‘\postulates (I VI, Table 2.2). '
‘\\ The var1ables spec1f1ed under Model 4 1dent1f1ed by
those who tested Wirth (1938) included social class and
ngrital'status (&9deﬂ_1), age, sex, education; ‘occupation,

————————————————————

9R v1ewed 1n deta11 ear11er under Mode1 4, Organizational
Me ersh1p S '
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”‘1ncome ethn101ty, rel1gton. “humber - of cthdren, and length

b of res1dence These varlables were also ident1f1ed by

'Townsend (1957-1l9)l L1twak and Szeleny1 (1969 480 481)
Gibson (1972'20-21) and Lee (1979 46 51,1980 926 930) Two/\
studles, Mogey-(1977) and Re1ss (1962) d1d not support the'
above f1nd1ngs but both results may be quest1oned for
reasons of sampling. ‘ _; | . B
Mogey (1977:4157%17) was not primarily~concerned_wlth"
correlates-of social contact. He was 1nterested in the type |
_and qual1ty of relat1ons between relatlves rather than the |
determ1nant‘soc1al cause S f those relat1ons Moreover his
research"was based on. a CZ\J
a non= random sample Of male veterans in Boston Thls,bin
effect el1m1nated age ~as a var1able from the study
Mogey (1977/417 425) reported that, patterns of K1nz
1nteractlon are not s1gn1f1cantly related to age, ethn1cltyf'
: edocat1on;.occupat1on, social class.-soc1alfmob1l1ty, or

religion 'Therefore, he states, K1nsh1p relatlons are not

s1gn1f1cantly influenced by these measures of other soc1al

\\\structures Th1s finding extends the reports 1n the

l1t\rature that Kdnship, friendship and neighboring are\
1ndependent soc1al systems to the stateme t that K1nsh1p is

'also 1ndependent of maJor social structures

e

Aftér factor analyétng types of kin relat1onsh1ps,

~Mogey concluded (1977: 425) that kin interaction is

b N

negatively related to d1stance between kin and is also a

function of.stage in family 1ife cycle'peaking with family

K

rehens1ve secondary analysis of o

"
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~ formation, home ownership} and young child rearing.

Although Mogey's (1877) f1nd1ngs may be set aSIde on

_-the basis of the nonrandom sample “some of’ h1s conclu510ns
are suppor ted 1n an earl1er study (Re1ss 1962)/ From a study .

'aof a middle 1ass sample&;n Boston, ‘Reiss (1962:338)

concluded that-socializiny w1th'K1n was not retated to  '
femily'life cycle, sex, or ethnictty It was a funbt1on of
the degree of Kin relat1onsh1p distance between K1n, and,
perhaps soc1a1 class Reiss’ “(1962) f1nd1ngs, however may

a]so be set as1de on, ‘the basus of sampl1ng espec1al]y when

. twoqef the var1ab1es crucial to determ1n1ng social class

tw

~(edugatwon and income) were ear]1er shown’ (Axetrod 1956 17)

,;‘

" to beycurv1}1nean1y.re1ated to: socializing with Kin.

One other variable specified under Mode1‘4, number of
cars, was identtfteo by Pineo'(1964f144;145f-in a random

sample of‘working class people in Hamilton, Ontario. ‘Modet 4

- var1ab1es not 1dent1f1ed dinclude commuttng, 1e1sure,

re11g1ous part1c1pat1on home ownership, occupat1ona]
status, house type, and wife works

In add1t1on to the spec1f1ed var1ab1es, “several stud1es

t,var1ously identified vartables spec1f1ed under Model 1:
social c]ass (Sussman 1953:27-28; Townsend 1957 119), soctal
class and fam11y 11fe cycle (Sussman and Burch1na1 1962:236}

-P1neo,1964r 144-145 Lee,1980:927,930), and family ITfe cycle

(Gibson, 1972: 20-21;Irving, 1972 60).

Vartables not specified under Model 4 were 1nc1uded as

'follows res1dent1al mob111ty‘(Gtst,1952.332), type of he]p

, .



4

' : . . -
» ) . . . ‘

e

received or given (Su‘sman 1953:27- 28 Sharp and .
Axe]rod 1956 438- 439 L1twak and Szeleny1,1969 480 481) the
" move to suburbs: (Bel] 1956: 283 1958: 247) distance from \;..
refgt1ves (Sharp and Axelrod 1956 438 439 Reiss, 1962 33§
‘ Sussman and Burchinal, 1962: 239 L1twakland Szeleny1.1969
. 480 481, Mogey 1977:425; Lee, 1979 51, 1980 928) the degree of
Kin: re]at1onsh1p (Relss 1962: 338). emot1ona1 re11ance on k1n :
(Irv1ng 1972 48 - 51) size of populat1on (Kasarda and- . ’iﬁ |
danoﬂntz 1974 334)., and soc1a1 mob111ty (Lee 1980 927). B
 The results from*two stud1es present some evidence

contrary to the above findings. From;a systematJC“sample of "
‘Buffalo, New York, L twak . (1960b‘393) found that Kin ties
"were not affected by d1stance from re]at1ves even for recent
f movers Mogey (1977: 425) found that the rate o} soc1al

mob111ty was not related to K1nsh1p assoc1at1on ‘
| Given the f1nd1ngs rev1ewed above support fdr Model 1

\

is not c]early demonstrated w1thout maklng assumpt:ons about
certa1n studles, but the range of emp1r1ca1 ev1dence 1s .
strongly in favour of Model 4. ' '

Model 5, D1stance Effeots

" The ma jor exp]anatory varlable under Model 5 1s'_
~distance ‘from the CBD: that is, soc1a1121ng with K1n !
increases with distance" from CBD. Some of the stud1es were
1ncluded under Model 5 on the basis of the way in wh1ch the
key variable was operationalized rather than how 1t was-a

1abe1led by-the aUthbr Six studies were 1dent1f1ed with
Model 5. Three of these tested W1rth (1938). Two stud1es

. E . [N -
. . - .
Lo o ¢
o i K ‘ :

.
~—



-

-

.(GartQUe.JQSS;Key,19§1)vfail to support the model'and one
(Tallman a Morgner.1970) provldes support.

Gar1gue (1956) addressed Wirth's (1938)‘postulated
deqreasIng K1nsh1p assoc1at1on and weak§h1ng bonds of
klnshtp result1ng from 1ncreas1ng urbanism (postulates I and
VI Table 2.2), . in a study of French Canad1ans in Montreal.
He found (1956 1092 1099) that K1nsh1p assoc1at10n and

Knowledge of Kin was w1dely scattered throughout the

. Prov1nce of Quebec ‘and beyond and had not diminished greatly

over time. Gar1gue conc luded (1956 1100) that this was a

- cultural phenomenon distinct from the,effects of urbanism

postulated in the United States. As such’s it raises
quest1ons about the un1versal1ty of W1rth’s postulates, and

suggests that his theory may be culture- specwflc or perhapsﬁ

‘un1que to the United States. alone

Testing the same postulates as Gar1gue (1956) Keyv
(1961 53) surveyed a large sample of residents in the
m1d western Unlted States strat1f1ed by locat1on of

—

residence .(rural, v1llage, small townl city, metropolitan

?area) and populatlon size, using a kinship participation ..

i‘scale H1s findings (1961 54-55) do not support famlly

d1s1ntegratlon as a result of increasing urban1sm,/',=
JPostulates 1, 'TEET; 2. 2) 5
Tallman and Morgner s (1970:341,344) findings'® with

< respect to K1nsh1p relatlons support Model 5 with

e . e .- - - - - —— -

" 1%Reviewed in detail earl1er under Model 5, Organizational

Membersh1p

'!)‘:‘ ’



independent variation also due to sex and soc1al c]ass

"Yhree other studies support Model 5 Greer (1956 22), Tomeh

. 'Q.(1964 34), and Winch and Greer (1368.45)9 In addition, Tomeh

§(1964:34) identified marital stafus (Model 1), aae,
,-educatﬁon _and town native (Model 4); wtnch and, Greer
(1968 45) 1dent1f1ed social class (Modei ,rethnicity, and
ulength of residence (Model 4). -
A b1as may exist with regard to p]ace of study Model 5

is supported by stud1es in greater Los Angeles (Greer 1956)

'-'Detro1t (Tomeh 1964) towns and v1l]ages in W1scons1n (Winch

‘and Green,1968) ahd urban-suburban M1nneapol1sl(Ta11man and
Mdrgner 1§70) It is not supported by studies 1h Montrea]
t(Gar1gue 1958ﬁ orJ;H:al to urban mid- western Uq1ted States
(Key 1961) - As the 1atter study (Key 1961) represents a more
- compPete test across a wider range of locat1ons, it may be

concluded that model 5 is not dnamb1guously supported

Mode1 6, Contextua1 Effects o i , ;'i
Three stud1es, Bell and Boat'(1957), Greer| and Kube

' (1959) -and Wayne (1972 o support Model B, us1ng var1ab1es

. other than those spec1f1ed Bell and Boat'!? fouhd 1957.:334)

3Fthat frequency of socializing.with relatives was positively

related to fam11y~type and soc1a1 class indicators of social

-7 types’ of ne1ghborhoods constructed from census data.

"Moreover in compar1ng resu]ts, they found that the

relat1onsp1p for relat1ves was stronger than that" for :

HRev1ewed 1n deta1l ear41er under Mode 1 6 0rgan1zat1onal
Membersh1p

—————



90
) H

neighbors_which, in turn, was stronger than that for
friends. One would have thought that this finding would have
been¢strohgest for meighbors on the assumption that friends
and relatives should not really be affected by the -type,of
neighborhoodkuntess they wete'all living in the same area.

Greer and Kube'? foundz(1959:t03) that socializing with

plfatives increased with two neighborhood measures

hstructed fromig @ data--fertility and single family

dwe]11ngs--but decreased with a third similarly constructed

\
measure of. -women work1ng

B

Contrary to Bell and Boat (1957}, Wayne (1972:90), from

)‘,_:.‘

his Toronto study, '3 foundfthat Kinship participation was
1hverselysrélated:téka measure of'neighborhood social class:
the lower the netghbonhOOdfsocial class, the higher. the

-

Wbarticipation. Th1s re]at1onsh1p is in the same d1rect1on as
that for. individual soc1a1 class.
 As the direction of relationships in Model 6 was not

formal1§ estab]ished, it may be noted that Model 6 is

— empirically supported with contextual variables other_thah

™.

those specifidd but the direction of the re1etionship
appears to be specific to the place of study.

In summary,=the foregoing reyiew of empirical studies
of socializing with Kio'showed support in varying degrees
for all models except Model 3. Some studies did not support
Models 4, 5, and 6, .hence firm conclus1ons about those

' 2Reviewed in detail ear11er under Model 6, Organ1zat1ona1
Membership. -

‘3Rev1ewed in deta1] earl1er under Model 1, Neighboring.

&
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sible. As.no overall conclusion can be |

respect to the best predictor of socializing with

drawn wit

Kin,. all
o
problem%

aels require testing at one time to resolve the *

+

SDCIALIZ\N WITH FRIENDS

\ _Eighiteen studies are reviewed which report original

analysgs or\research focusing on determinants or correlates
of sociaNzing with friends. Support was docﬁmenteg for
Models 4 and 5, and pertia] support for Models 1, 2, and 6.
- One study falled to sdpport Model 3. Overall, no systematic ‘' _
variation was detected between the results of the studies,
measures of the\dependent variable, or the locations studied
mexcept where noted in Model 1. Operationaiization of the
depeﬁdent variable varied from frequency of secializing.with
friends, used in st stud1es, to numbers of friends, and
percept1on and des r1pt1ons of friendship relations.

Model 1, Social H ene1ty.

Two studies were identified under Mode151; Wayne (1972)
and Gordon and Noll (1975) In a etudyfof the Borough of
East York in Toronto, Waynef(197é'90) examined individual
and contextual effects based on social class and family life
| cyc]e H1s results. are reported under Models 1 and 6 1n
order tohba!ance the reporting of overall re;u1ts. He found

that friendship participation decreases with stage in the

'f‘faMily life;cycle. As tast Yorkers reached later stages in

T

N
ﬁ - AN



.the life cycle. their friendship participation diminished.
This relationship was nqpuspecified in more detail so it is
not possfble to assess wﬁéther the decline is gradual over i
the life cycle or changes suddenly with the achievement of é
certain stage.

Gordon and Nb]l’s (1975) ‘report was based on a
secondary analysis of the 1963 NORC data covering Uhited
States metropolitan areas. They found (1975:243) that
contact with friends and the number of friends are
positively correlated with social class indexed by
education, occupation, and income. ‘

On the basis of this evidence alone, no conclusion cah
be drawn regarding Model 1. The sfudy with the broadest

areal coverége (NORC) supports Model 1 on the basis of

social class but a study wifh a narrower areal focus |
(Toronto) failed-to support Modéi 1 on the basis of fami]L

life cycle.

_ | |
Model 2, Enyirqhmental'Cboice\' g

" w One study which prgvides bahtiaT §upport of Model Qiis_
based on a social survey of two suburbs in London, Englaﬁd3
Thorns (1975:1087109) found that frequency of‘éoéiél cht%ct
with friends was positﬁvely related to a combined,measurpxof
social class and the phystcal characteristics of thé |
vnéighbérhood based on the extent of p]anniﬁg and the
predominant resigential type. The part of this'hode]

concerned with values and perceptions was not covered in -

. Thorn's study.



Model 3, Urbanism. .

The speCifications of Model 3 originates with Fischer
(1975) . Controlling for personal characteristics.;social
contact increases as a result of population concentration
(size) and the présence”of subcultures based on ethnicity,
reliéton,‘or.occupation. Guterman’s'(1969) was'the‘only
study identified with'Model 3 and his results fail to ’
support this model.

Guterman’s (1969:492-493) is one of the few studies
which defended Wirth (1938) on the basis that Wirth's
postulates had not been correctty.operationalized in tests
of urban and rural popuiatibns, From a stratified random
sample of white collar hotel emptoyees in 26 hotels Operated
by two chaihs between’Washington, D.C., and Bangor, Maihe,
Guterman (1969:495) found-that”intihacyfof fhiendship ties
varied inversely with‘poputation size.

By sampling an occupat1onal subculture without a sample
of the general populat1on it may be argued that Guterman
directly tested the modeL. If a reletjonship bétweén.av. >
subcuiture end social contactldoes not exist for a speci fied
subcu]ture, it. 1s 1rrelevant to test the general population.
A compbete test of the model however ‘would require the
1dent1f1cat1on and test1ng of a number "of different

subcu]tures ih.more than one. c1ty ) ¢

Mode | 4, Personal Character1st1cs.
'i' E]evenistud%es~large4y support Model 4. No systematic
Qapiatién,between the findings ahd,the ope;atiOhalization_of

o



94
fg ‘

the dependent variéble could bq_discerned. A bias exists,
however , duiﬁto place of study. No studtes which
;becifically examined rural areas, small towns, or villages,
were identified. This is offset to some extent by national
samples (e.gﬂAF}scher and Jackson, 1976). A bias may also
exist with regard to the selection of variables included in
studies using multinriate analysis. Fischer and Jackson
(1876) tabulated a much Qider range of independent variables
_in the United States than Kasarda and Janowitz (19749 did
for England. “

Four of the eleven studies, Smith, Form and Stone
(1854), Axelrod (1956), Tomeh (1967), and Kasarda and
Janowitz (1874), directly tested Wirth (1938). Smith et al
(1954:276) argued that<the theoretica1 point of view.
foqmu]ated by sociologists such as Wirth (1938) failed to
account for the complexity of urban lif;‘and the persistence
of Jsignificant primary relatiohships"‘in the city. The
demonstbétéd existence of friendship relationships (not
postulated by Wirth specifically) requires a "reformulation

of urban theéry.' Hence, they undertook a systematic
sampling of LanSing, Michigan to ascergain the extent of
friendship and its correlates in the city.

They found (1974E279-284) a positive relationship
between sociai class and local intimate friendship. In terms
of number of moveé, local ftiendship was negatively related

to residentigl mobility and positively related to length of

residence. These last two findings were reversed for
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city-wide friendship ties. That is, city-wide friendship was
positively related to mobi Mty and negatively related to
length of residence. Smith et al's study may not be
construed as a direct test of Wirth (1938) since he did not
specifically mention friendship. B;t their findings do
present counter evidence to several of Wirth's (1938) -
postulates. At the local level, intimate ties Mave not been
replaced by voluntary organizafions (Postulate# vl, 111,
Vlf. Table 2.2), while at the city-wide le;el, increased
mobility has not produced its postulated effects (111, 1v,
Table 2.2). |

Axelrod's (1956:17) analysis'* of the Detroit Area
Study found a moderate positive relationship‘between social
class, family income, education and.socializing withv
friends. Tomeh (1967:91) found, from an analysis'® of three
Detroit Area-Studies, that social participation with friends
varied by age (negatively), marital status, presencd\Qf
children, sex, and race. A further test found
(Tomehi1967:94) that socializing with friends also varied by
education, income, and occupation. The highest rates of
participation occuéred among middle and higher status
persons.

Kasarda and Janowitz found (1974:334), in a

\

L4

'‘Reviewed in detail earlier undér .Model 4, Organizational
Membership.
'SReviewed in detail earlier under Model 4, Neighboring.

-
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~multivariate analysis of English data,'¢ that socializing
;:wjth:friends was so]etyra}function’of lengt;lof residence,
'age andtpbnthtionHSize - But 5 1ater-multivsriate analysis
vof Un1ted States data (F1scher and  Jacksorni, 1976 ) conf irmed
’nearly all of the f1nd1ngs of -those who tested W1rth (1938)
F1scher and. daokson s (1976) analysis of the 1965- 1966 B
: Detﬁo1t Area Study‘7 is repeated ‘here (1t also appears under'
: ModeI 6 below) to illustrate a h1gher lTeve] of—stattstical
. analysts forka‘targer number. of independent variables than
Athose~SHOWn by Kasarda°and‘danewitz (1974) abeve Fischer
b_and dackson s (1976 299) data show that soc1a11z1ng w1th
'fn1ends ts most assoc1ated with age, number of ch11dren at
;hdmebuw1fe worktng, occupat1ona1 prestige, ethnwc1ty,
.rel1g1on length Qf residence (Model 4) and tract 1ncome“ o
(queT 6)._Due to lack of pub]isned‘detéil; the:direction of
theseﬁbelationshibs-cannbt be determined R ‘ |
| The variables spec1f1ed under Model 4, that 1s,sthe'
var1ables 1dent1f1ed by those whd tested W1rth 1nclude age,

fe educat1on occupat1on 1ncome ethn1c1ty, re11g1on

number of chwldren and length of re51dence These variables

- are’ also 1dent1f1ed by Townsend (1957 121 123), Curt1s:

(1959a 297) Sutcl1ffe ‘and Crabbe (1963 66 67)., Gans

t’(1968 148 152), LWtwaKdand 52e1eny1 (1969 480 481) Lee

‘(1979 46) and ngcher ‘and dackson (1976: 299)’ Two other\

9
vartables, occupat1onal status and wife works, specified

B i i

- }SRev1ewed'1n deta11 ear11er under. Model 4 Organ1zat1ona1
Membership.
17Reviewed- in deta11 earl1er under Mode] 4, Nelghbortng



under Model 4, were 1dent1f1ed by F1scher and Jackson-
: (1976 299) . . S
No stud1es were found whlch emp1r1ca11y tested
commut1ng, letsure re]1g1ous part1c1pat10n home ownersh1p,.
house type, and number of cars with soc1allz1ng w1th
friends. Four of the eleven(stud1es, ‘Axelrod (1956 17),
Townsend (19571 | ,123}; Tomeh (1967;91), and Gans
(1968:152), also identified Model 1 variables with h
socializing w1th frwends Other variabies“were identifféd «f'
with Model 4 as fol]ows residential mob111ty (Sm1th et K
al, 1959:; 282). occupat1ona1 mob111ty (Curt1s 1959a: 297) type
of help and d1stance from relatives (L1twak and Szeleny1~
(1969:480- 481) and population size (Kasarda and .
danow1tz 1974 334) . Population dens1tylWas found not to be
related to friendship assoc1at1onh1n Sydney, Austral1a
(Sutcl1ffe and Crabbe’ 1963:66- 67) o }

ﬁ In summary, a large number of var1ab}es specified -under
Mode] 4. are emp1r1cal1y suppor ted across a wide range of
measures and locations. Lack of detail in .the report1ng,of
certain studiesyhinders the*inteﬁpretation of  some eontrary

findings.

Dy

;ﬁode‘l 5, Distance Effects. |

Two studies support Model 5. Greer§(1956'22) from a
kstudytof greater Los Ange}es, reported that low urban/h1gh
'urban varies negat1ve]y with the proport1on of respondents
‘ having" local friends. The proporhon of respondents ﬁ1th

local fr1ends 1ncreases as urban1zat1on decreases As the
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measube ot unbaniiation includes distance from CBD, a
positive association with friendship is indieeted,:One final
study in Detroit (Tomeh,1967:31) reported that frequency of
contact with friends was pesjtively related to?distanee trqm
. the CBD, but after controls were entered (age, maritaT
status, education, and town native), the strength of the.
\relatiogfhip with distance was reduced.

Model 6, Contextual Effects.

F1ve studies Using d1fferent contextual . var1ab1es
fat]ed to completely support Model 6. Two stud1es,‘8tBelL.
q’and Boat (1957) and Greer and Kube (195§) directly” tested,
Wirth (1938). 'Be11"5nd‘éoat (1957 394) found a moderate '
positive relat1onsh1p between soc1alxz1ng with frtends and
fam1]yvtype and social class indicators of social types of
‘neighborhoods constructed from census data. Greer and Kube
t1959t103)‘found no relationship'between socializing with

friends-and other'heasures of neiﬁhborhooa constructed'fromw

v“census data 1nc1ud1ng fert111ty ratio, 51ng1e famvly

g-dwe111ngs and women work1ng

Wayne (1972'90) in the study ment1oned under Mode] 1, -
N

efound that. ne1ghborhood class and fam111sm contextual
‘measures had" no.. effect on the extent of soc1a1121ng w1th
fr1ends. FJscher and dacksonf(1976.298); from & multlvar1ate
~analysis of the Detroit Area §t0dy, concluded that the
‘LlproporttOh'of youth in the‘éensusttreet was»posittve]y

18Rev1ewed tn detail earlier under Model 6, Organ1zat1onal
Membershxp : .
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related to the proportioh of best friends in the

l’

neighborhood. In a 1ateﬂ study of the San.Francisco area,
however, Fischer (1981:315) found that-urbanism (based on
' prox1m1ty to concentrations of people, construed here to

\ {
represent contextua] population density) does not "produce’

e;trangement from close assoc1:tes

Two concluslons are poss1ble One mwght conc]ude that
Model 6 is suoported, if the most powerful stat1st1ca1
enalysis~(Fischer.and dackson 1976) is taken as the
criterta. The other conc]us1on 1s that the effect1veness of
Model 6 in exp1a1n1ng social contact w1th friends rests
on]y on the particular contextual var1ab1e selected

In.summary,_the foregoing 11terature review shows a
remarKable consensus. Most'variables.are conoerned with
personal attrioutes and dehogreohic variables rather_thah
with variables conneoted with place of residence. This does
not exp]aim,_however, whfoh variables have therhjghest 1eve1
of;éssoctatton.HMoreoVert=Kasarda énd’danoW1tzUs-(1974) '

results demonstrated that&social,c]assband population

- - .

~density are not Significant]y reLated,to'SOCiglizing with

cfriendsl Unfortunately, they did not test all other
variables.’ o j R »”;'
The above review shows that all of the mode]s are not
onequ1voca11y supported In fact, Model 3 1s.not_supported'
“at all. As long as‘studjes conttnue toiemploy descriptive
stétjsties and a few variables, conclusions about the best

predictive model will remain elusive.

<
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Summary’gj Models by Type of Social Contact

Orqanizattonal Membership In summary, the forego1ng*

review of emp1r1ca1 stud1es of organizational membersh1p
supports Models 1,72, 4 5, and 6 in vary1ng degrees. G1ven -
the emp1r1ca1 ev1dence and the Rature of most,of the ‘
analyses 1t is not possible to draw conc]us1ons about.the_
dtelat1ve merwts of each mode] or" even’ of the; strongest

mode 1 . A11 models requ1re test1ng at one tlme ‘with al]

L

var1ab1es included in a mu1t1var1ate analys1s 1n order to

-«

resolve the proplem.

Neighboring. The foregoing literature review of.

- . ~
N

.empirica] teSts,of'neighboring’shthpartiaJ suppor t for
Models 1,!2, 5, and 6‘and;c]ean sUppont\forﬂModet¥4; Again, Erg
 no conclusion is possible about which is the\best model in
terms of pred1ct1on due. to the nature of the data\teported
f‘and the methods of analyses - 4-$\\\\\‘

E ‘-\\‘\

Soc1al1z1nq with Kin. A]] of the models, except Model

3, rece1ved some support in the forego1ng rev1ew on
*bsoo1al1z1ng w1th Kin.: Some studTes showed no support For‘
;Models 4, 5, and 6. Hence only Mode]s 1 and 2 were fully
'suppOrted But again, no oonclus1on is poss1b1e about which
”model is the best pred1ctor

Socializing with Friends The above rev1ew of emp1r1ca]

tests of soc1a1121ng with fn\ends show no unequ1voca1

' SUpport for any model and 1n fact, Model 3 rema]ns

\ B

vunsupported
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By way of summary, it .has been repeatedly emphasized

that all mode 1's require testing with all variables- against

all four types of social contact at one\time‘in a

multivariate analysis.

Su arz of Models across Types of Social Cogtgg_

IR each partlcular model as it was used to screen
empirical stud1es under d1fferent types of soc1al contact
we f1nd 11tt1e conclu51ve emp1r1ca1 ev1dence |
Model 1 was suppor ted 'under each type_of social contect'oh
the’basis of social class. But-there arefnegative findings i
for'social c]aSs‘with neighborind and wtth socializing with
kihf‘FamiTy 1tfe cycle was supported:under socielizﬁhg with
Kin, but not under soc1a]1z1ng with friends. |

Only. pantlal support was found for Model 2. Most
‘studies did not include att1tudes, Vatues,‘and/or phys1ca1
var1ables Emp1r1ca1 ev1dence unden soc1al1z1ng w1th Kin was
quest1onab1e One study was 1dent1f1ed w1th Model 3 under
" Vsoc1al1z1ng with fr1ends,but,th1s study offered negative .
f1nd1ngs — f‘," e d e o .

Model 4 was w1de1y supported for the maJor1ty of
spec1f1ed-var1ab1es. This appears to be en;accurate
reflection of the empirtcailihterest‘over fhe7past thirtyr
years.. Over ha]f of the emp1r1ca1 stud1es are atheoret1ca1

That is, a theory was -not exp11c1t1y 1dent1f1ed in the

"'kpub11shed report of the - study Many of the variables tested

‘were_the result of 1nd1V)dua1vspeculat1on about the nature

e
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and/or ex1stence of primary social contac ~in urban,

o

suburban. and small town settings. Var1abl s such as age,
sex, educatien, etc. also reflect an earlier concern with

aggregate data collected through the census. 5

!

Support for Model 5 was questlonable un?er all types of
soc1a1 contact except one. This excethon is negative.
‘Soc1al121ng.w1th Kin rece1ved~no_empirica1 support at all.
‘Model 6 was'supported‘under Organiiattonal‘membershtp and

nei

boring but not under socializing with Kin on;,
X ) : ¥

'soc1al1z1ng with friends. _ .
Tohe fact that- Model 4 received the greatest amount of
emp1r1c ] support could ea311y 1ead to an erroneous

about the models "1t is-more a reflection of the

focus of research interest'than the result of systematic

testing.:' %?

' The?e,is very. little eyjdehce in the»empirical
.ELIiterature reviewed{above to support the scientific notion‘ ’
of'systematic testing-of reiationships. Independent
Variab]es-tound signjficant tn'eartier studies,were ignored
in’tater{studies, in some‘cases, due to the use of secondary
‘ana1YSis of exjsting'data; Evddendeifrom'the‘references
cited in" many studies demonstrates 1ncomplete rev1ews of the
']emp1r1cal 11terature Hence the cho1ce of 1ndependent u
_var1ab1es has been more the product of 1ncomp1ete review:
'and/or c1rcumstance (secondary ana]ys1s)»than it -has been
the product of systemat1c analys1s Moreover, no~conclusion

1s poss1b]e regard1ng'the relatwve stat1st1ca1 strength and
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predlctlve capa61l1ty of each mode? That may only be
dec1ded in a comYlete test of all models using al] the
var1ables at one,time. ‘ R '

\Inherent in! th1s log1c ‘however " 1s the assumpt1on that
one 'or other of the models w111 s1gn1f1cant1y and .
| mean1ngfu11y corre1ate w1th soc1a1 contact The poss1b111ty
'ex1sts that none of the mode]s w111 work or. that too many
‘models w1ll be sign1f1cant 1n any one locatton‘ If th1s
'bstudy were proceed1ng from a stronger theoret1ca1 base, one
might- speculate that a. d1fferent mode 1. wou]d be spec1f1ed
foir each’ type of soc1a1 contact 1rrespect1ve of place “As
“most of the vartab}es rev1ewed ‘have been asSOC1ated with
. more than one type of SOc1al cOntact such’ an ‘
é‘1nd1v1dualwst1c speC1f1cat1on is not 11Ke1y to be found. Any
problems w111 be d1scuseed as they ar1se 1n -the analys1s We
now turn to a d1s¢uss1on of some of’ the methodolog1ca1 ’

. "’problems assoc1ated w1th test1ng the -six - models in an -

ex1st1nq data set



VI. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Introduction.

The foregoing literature -review has,demonstrated.theg
need to test all sia models simultaneously. This involves
examining the variables'specifted undér them, and any other
*;variables found to be relevant in the.empirical literature,
in order .to identify the determinants of four types of
social contact. No conclusions%may.be drawn about the
relative merits of various modeas or variables\unti] theyn
are tested at one time. Muttivanjate analystsfts an
'appropr1afe test. i - ’

It was recommended by Guterman‘(1969) that ‘the modets
bd tested in as wide.a range of 1ocat1ons as posstble
hMarshatt (1973) suggests that the modets be tested at three
»1eve]s of wrban scale downtown, suburb and sma]d town The'
small town is read11y 1dent1f1ed w1th a mean1ngfu] boundary'
~which separates 1t From 1ts rural surrounds‘ The, use of a .
1sma11 town samp]e 1s also advocated by Pr1or 11968) . Pr1orf

(1968 206 208) argues that the smat] town on the \ o
;rurat--urban fr1nge is -the. chosen 1ocat1oh of a populatton »
‘w1th spec1f1c demographtc character1st1cs It 15vth1s wh1ch
gives the sma]] town a un1que character dTStlnCt from the
»{c1ty 1tself Such a range of locat1ons ts available from two
soc1a1 surveys completed in 1977 the Edmonton Area: Study

ﬁ(EAS) and the Leduc ‘Area Study (LAS). A 1arge proport1on of
-the qua]1ty of 11fe and demograph1c quest1ons used. 1n they_

-
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EAS were replicated’in the'LAS ‘Taken together the data
from these two stud1es provtde most of the variables

‘ spec1f1ed under the six models Th1s chapter w1ll focusron a
‘number of methodolog1tal ‘and analyt1oal 1ssues assoc1ated

with using these data for that purpose

- . Sample. Selectlon

The. 1877 Edmonton Area Study sample was drawn from. the
June 1, 1976, ed1t1on of the Edmonton Telephones Street
Numerical Address D1rectory (Kennedy et al, 1977'6-7l Th1s
afforded the most complete usable listing of the populat1on
of EdmOnton available at that t1me The sampling un1t ‘was aﬁ
household with a telephone l1sted in the D1rectory In a.
\_household occupied by a famwly,_one of the spouses was
_selected as the respondent: In a’non-famlly”household
‘respondents were selected frOm persons over 18 years of ageu
” The sex of the respondent was determ1ned by 1nterv1ewers
f1rst request1ng a male respOndent unt1l suff1c1ent were’
obta1ned to balanoe male and’ female representatlon "In orderu
to increase prec1s1on ‘whiie reduc1ng costs and tlme..the‘

LAY

1977 EAS (Kennedy et al, 1977 7) used a mult1—stage area '

cluster des1gn with strat1f1cat1on probab1l1ty proportlonal_l-"

to 51ze and equal probab1l1ty of select1on of each
household ' -

J The Leduc Area Study was sponsored by the town s- ”
:Preyent1ve Social Serv1ces Program~and conducted by the
: present author during the year 1977 ‘The sample was drawn B

via a- systemat1c select1on of one- 1n ten res1dent1al lots
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from a total listing of all town lets. Households were the

unit of study as in the EAS and a similar procedure was

. followed -in the selection of respondents.

Samp]inq'Procedure

The description of the sampllng procedure for the 1977

EAS s taken from Kennedy et al (1977:8-9):-

/Stage 1. AT1 1971 enumerat1on areas (EA's) were

identified and special EA’s such as hospitals, ‘nurses
residences, nursing homes, hotels, and military

) establishments were excliuded. These EA’'s were then

stratified by deciles according to aterage total family

. income: that is, the first stratum was identified so

about ‘contain the- 10% of the EA's with the lowest
average total family income levels, and so on. An :
additional stratum was made up of newly built areas °
since 1971. One-tenth of the EA’s in each stratym was
then randomly selgcted with probab#lity proportional to
size, that is, an EA with twice the number of households

of another EA was, given twice the.chance of being .\

<

selected.

. Stage 2. The number of “interviews assigned each stratum
‘was determined according to the proportion of the,
"population in that stratum; that is, if a stratum™

contained 9% of the households then it was ass1gned 9%
or 36 of the 400 interviews. The households to be
interviewed were divided equally among the EA’s chosen

- in Stage 1 to represent the stratum; that.is, if the

stratUm:contained 6 EA's then each EA was assigned 36/6 .
6 interviews. The households to be interviewed from

' each EA were chosen sys{ematically from the July 1976
.Edmonton Street Address-~Numerical Directory by taking a
" random start between 1 and j inclusive and selecting

every jth household where j is the.total number of
households in the EA divided by the number of households
to Qe selected. 4

- Stage 3:.The respondent was chosen by the interviewer’s
'ask1ng for the male head of the household for the first

33% of the 3551gned households .in each.EA. Thereafter

~either the male or the. female head of the househo]d was \’

taken.

_ThebghijJJsting of Leduc in 1977,whichlcontﬁjned all

the population of the town waS‘afmap.of residential lots,
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numbered by sdbdivisions. A one in ten systematic sample of
all lots was initiated with a random start One area of the
town originally cqnta1ned blocks of ten residential lots.
Demolition of houses vacant ldts, and commercial building
eliminated the prob]em of monotonlc order1ng Apartment

- buildings were physically enumerated and a one in ten sample
of occup1ed apartments was als¢ 1n1t1ated with a random

V
start. Selection of respondentg followed the procedure

outlined in Stage 3 of the EAS.>“

Data Collection

i Following pretesting of the survey instruments in both
surveys, interview data were collected through personal
“interviews conducted at the respondents‘ residence mostly
during,eveningi and'weekends”by simt]arly‘trained ';i
intgrviewers. This resulted. in 341 completed-interviewe (85
percent response ‘rate)’ in Edmonton and 259 completed
interviews (92 percent response rate) in Leduc.

Dependent Variables

As noted earlier (Chapter Vi), the‘major'reason for
Keeping the four types of social contact distinet iebthe
unique finding'(RosoW t967"219) that one type of social
contact cannot compensate for anothér a]though there may be
somegoyer]ap. Th1s f1nd1ng is supported by Mogey’ s
observation‘(197?:421) that Kinship, friendship, and
‘ neighoo;ing are independent'systems. Otnervfindings S

**(Shuiman, 1967b: 158; Wellman,1979: 1214) indicate that the

-

type of help and the type of-sociatizing actpatly vary by
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type of social contact. Until this connection is documented
further, it will be necessary to examine the four types of
social contact separately.

The four types of social contact (organizational
* membership, neighboring, socializing with relatives, and
socializing with friends) were measured in a similar way in
both studies. Under organizational membershﬁp, respondent’s
were. asKed to 1dent1fy the types of organ1zat1ons
(fratern1t1es.~serv1ce clubs, etc.) to wh1ch they belonged.
The operationﬁlization of orgénizational membership in this
fashion was also used-:by 31 out of 37 studies reviewed
earlier (Chapter V). For the purposes of the present
analysis., the variable was recoded none=0 and one or more=1,

Twd heasures were ayailable for neighboring, the number
of-neighborhddq"addlts~Known and frequency of'chatting with
neighbore The voluntary QEpect of chatting with neighbore
appears to be closer to other types of social contact than
the number of neIthorhood adults Known. As several studies’
reviewed-earlier (Chapter V) used the number of ne1ghborhog!'
adults Known as a dependent variable, it was decided to use
both var1ables to test the models in the present study. The
number of ne1ghborhood adults known was coded all.to none'on
a seven-point scale (all=1, none=z7). A simjlar me35ure was
used hy seven oUt’of 37 studies reviewed under neighborfng
earlier (Chapter V). Frequency of” chett1ng}w1th ne1ghbors
was coded daily to never on a five-poingt sca]e (ﬁa1ly 1

never-S). Fourteen of 37 published stud1es also used th1s
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measure.

The five-point scale used to operationalize frequency
of chatting with neighbors was also used to operationalize
frequency of spending a social evening with relatives and
frequency of spending a social evening with friends. Both
measures were used by over half of the studies reviewed in
their respective sections earlier (Chapter V).

Independent - Variables

Table 6.1 presents all the variables which were
discussed in the earlier chapters and which have been
asSgEiated with more than one area of social contact. The
vériables are ordered by the model number fo which they
apply. The variables are identified in the Table by 'n’ for

i i

‘a nongeneralizable study, ‘r’ for a generalizable study, "+

for a positive relationship, '-, for a negative
relationship, 'r’ for a generalizable multivariate study,
aﬁd "C’ for contradictory findings.

Reviewing the variables in Table 6.1, it is possible to
distinguish four types of variables according to their
appe§rance”in the empirical literature:-

1. Ihose which have only been identified once and have not
been réplicated. e.g. wife works, empty nesters.

2. Those which have been_rep1icatéd in some studies but not

; "in others, e.g. marital stétus, occupation, tenure.

3."Thosé which havq been replicated many times with the
same result, e.g. age, education, incéme.

4.  Those which have shown contrédictory results from one



AT AT Bl e A e ol 1

110 .

i
SR - Sl .
, - . . > , . . L.
L ) s ) : ) a " -sBulpu}l s AJOID|IPRUIUOCD = D *alqez}|eJysuab
BlELJBALYI [N = J 'uoj3ie|3d aajiebau =- - ‘Uol3elad dAl3sod = '+ ‘8gez)edssusb = u ‘a|qez}|edssusb-uoy = u,
T ‘ ) ~ L . ) Qg 03} v sedjpuaddy ui bmo:m;mme Mu_mea_.,
- e +u Yeu i AyjisusBowoH |e}00§ - -
_ . wu Aiisueg uctieindod. 9
+d4d +d D +d 0 -d - AU $d . Uoy31ed07-uequn- (Bdnd g
. . S ) . . JJ€D ump )
+d +d rd R T 4u L +u aouepisay 40 uibual
+d o : +4 ] - 4U . adA| 8snoy
\, 4+ ‘ +d +u sunuay
SYJIOM BN
+4 +d w4 . uoib) 1oy
4 4+d +d 4 +d . . . A312tuyil 3
) +d 4+ Td 4d +dad +u +0 . swooug 1
o 4l D 4d edn 4l 4d +d 04U oy . uo | 3ednd3Q
ol wd #d TR+l rd T HU ° uoryeosnp3:
Al bl T U U U +u +u ’ o oyLxes T Ty
U +d +d 44 +J U +uU . . ' aby t
’ . szis uoiieindogd £
+d ’ - sanien
+ > A3} L1Qon Leuo}iednoog
—_ . " A3L11QOW Leyoos
+d - AviLiqon: (fifruspisey © z
GRS " 'susysaN -Aydw3
U+ d 34 pu T e R Y T 1" U LY BN Iy -SSeL) /124005 -
, A d 4l S aJunyonuis/edAl Afrwey .
e Tad : BEEEE T T R S ) 8I2AD 8417 A} ywey
td o+d U U - Snjeis (eiylJyen |
“09 66 8S LG 95 GG vS €G2S 1S OG 8 Lv 9y Sb v kv 8E LE - - saiqejdJep 19POW
e ~--~B} '~ POlJoday (S31|INS3Y (eOjurdul uesp ) . o
R . . . . - o

n.aomwcoo._mnoowc:u,z,vmwmfoomm< A ucwwon

salqeiuen 775 SiGel




111.

- . N [ . S P
PR ’ N . : . B wmc,vc:\x.ho#u_va.;cou =0 'spqezy|edsuab

s1ejJRALYINW = Jd ‘uUotielBd BAL3EBaU = 1 ‘uolile|ad m>m.fw,on =+ w_omN:m.hwcm\m = J ‘siqez}iedsuab-uou = u,

\ YV ma.o,vcwaa,‘ Ul padusdajad si(nsay,
¢ o Toau’ . \\. ST Ayiausbowoy |e1o0§ . ¢
- : wd . ) T .\\A S .~ A3rsuaqg uoiie|ndogd 9
. . . +d \+L e Zd ea Domvmuo,u_ uequan-| eany I
! ‘ 2 Co .
i - T , N R - . ! M
A ) . - . o o o aed umg :
o o . : U mocwn_mw& 40 yibueq
N . ~ e o S R wn>.r asnoH —
m . . 3 . S . E * Bunuaj
— ) B T : SHJOM B4 1M
m . i <L S uoibi ey - -
- ' o CL#d - P . Arioruuia s o
: NN S ewodul v
“. oo ; uof 3ednoog
boadl IE - Ced : uorieonpy ¢
| & Wy - e N +d - . “%os -
LoAd N .- 8By v
) o ) v 7. @zis uoireindod €.
rulll‘,@l 4 ° . 2 . . . Co. v N . , . - o
’ . - Ty . Y] S ERRIEREEY ¥ R saniea
- ‘ L : 4 . - A31 [ 1QOW (euotlednsog
+U . - ) ) : A3 {1QOW | B} D08
. ~ ’ e + E . A3)1lqon ‘Lejjuspisay 7
- \ R - . N v ...A
TR e e boeom o T : : e 4y . . sdaysen Aidu3
* +M . +d o) AU Ra e d 4 D R R ssel1D Le}dos,
) g S 14 L +U . @dn1IonJulsS/eadAl Aprwey
A : 4. U Fd U 4d +u +d R S N ;@ DAD 8317 Atiuwed
4 +d coad opdt 2 T %4 ) . 7 'snyeis eyjdew |
'18 08 6L LL 9L SLiVL TL +L OL 69 89 L9 99 S5 v9 €9 29 19 se|qejJen - | OPOW
4 ) « ==8F - Uwvuoawm 1S1ILNS@y [eotdidwy Jeap : . :
] ‘ : (PenuiIu0d)  Tra- BImel <
N n | }
; \ )



112

s tudy to the next, e.gf‘sex, marital_status? type of
socializing. «
»Further, Table 6.1 illustrates the tendency of research
having been conducted with incomplete reviews of the
. empirical 11terature and/or w1th secondary analyses ot
existing data. L1tt1e or no progress1on towards data |
reduction or theory construct1on is ev1dent The
s1gn1f1cance of Table 6.1 is further 111ustrated by the.
re]at1ve]y small number of 1ndependent variables which are
identified w1th only one form of soc1al contact This

1nformat1on is made more explicit, Jin Table 6 2. By far the

maJorwty of 1ndependent variables have been 1dent1f1ed w1th

- more than one form of social contact

?; The var1ab]es tested‘1n the present study are Tncluded
N1n Table 8 3. Nearly all of the. variablés presented in Tab]e
6.1 are found in. these data. ﬁfhe var1ab1es revaewed earlier

_ and 1nc1uded ]n the~analys1s are 11sted on the Teft hand
=sidefof-the Tah]e The correspondqng varwable or its proxy -
from the EAS or LAS is 11sted or descrlbed next fol]owed by‘
the respect1ve-questqon numbers from each study' The
comp1ete survey 1nstruments for both stud1es are shown 1nv.J
Append1x G. ) o
Referr1ng to Table 6 3, under Model 1, there is
tnsuff1c1ent information available to reconstruct fami]y'
type/structure and social status Under Model 2, there: isbno

information ava1lable 1n the two stud1es to construct a

measure of res1dent1al mob111ty buf length- of residence w111

e
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Table 6.3  Variables to be Tested ..
B I
ol ’ . . T .
'Variables Rev1ewed - (Proxy) ' - EAS LAS
Model 1
TAge . s : o Y 2
Marital Status (Married - Not Marrled) 2 "3
- Children (Child - No Chlld) : : 2 1/2
Family Life Cycle " ' 2 -2
Family Type/Structure Coe L - . =
‘Empty Nesters - ‘ ' : o2 o 2.
Occupation . . ‘ ) = 52 67. .-
Social Class T o ' ' 52 S 67 .
Social .Status - - ' ' - R
Model 2 . . s . ' : .
“Income o ' L . .76 118
‘Ethnicity (Dummy) T 10 9
‘Tenure , , " - 13 19
House Type R 11 11
Length' of Residence . S - 12 11
Residential Mobility o ~ ‘ _ x
(Shelter Cost) - : ' 18/22 .. 25/28

Population Density (PCAPTS from Census)
Town Native '

Age of Neighborhood (NLC from Census)
Social Mobility

;" Occupational Mobility:-

: (Reason for MOV1ng Here) . 13
Attltudes to Communlty-- - FORT :
: . (Attractive -~ Un-) . 77 119
(Unfriendly - Friendly) 77 119
(Crowded - Uncrowded) 77 119
(66048 Place - Poor) 77 119
(Pleasant - Unpleasant) 77 119
(Big City - Rural) : 77 119
(Nothing to do - Lots) 77 119
(Hard/get around - Easy) 77 119
(Good place/chlldren poor) 77 119
" (Safe - Unsafe)” 77 119
(Poor Climate - Good) "77 119
' (Clean air - D1rty air) 77 119
Peoples /Famlly Values:-
. (Non- Working Act1v1t1es) 33. 64
(Family 'Life)- 33° 64
, (Health/?hy51cal ‘Cond.) 33 64
“ (Activity Time) , 33" 64
(Friendships): T 33 64
(standard of Living) . - 33 64 .
(In General) . . 33 64
: -+ (Job Satisfaction) ' 58 76
DR (Residential satisfaction) 17 24
(Desire to Move) . 20 16
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:iModel 2(cont1nued)

Table 6.3 (Cdntinued)

Variables Revieﬁed . (Proxy)

PR woawe

‘Neighborhood Satlsfactlon
Reason for Mov1ng Here

Model 3
Religion
- (Religiosity) :
(Religious Attepdance) .- .

Tract Ethn1c1ty (Brifish from Census)
(German. from Census)
(Ukranlan from Census)

Model 4 ‘ :

- Sex ' o *
Education ‘ '
Wife Working : :
Own Car o AR
Commute;s ‘ L - Co

Model 5

‘Location (from Census)

Model 6 k
(Total Persons/Household)
Tract 65 and over (PC65 from Census)

“Tract Youth (PCYOUTH from Census)

Tract Income. (CTINC from Census)

Social Homogeneity (Social Mix from Census)

' Dependent Variables

Nelghborlng (Adults Known) «

. ‘(Chat with Nelghbors)
Soc1allze with Friends

~Socialize with Kin _
Organizational Membership

A

EAS . LAS -
24 . 30 -
: 13
7 6
8 7
9 = 8
2 2
5/6 - 5
54 71
‘ 108

69/74

27 - 34

28 35
29 45
30 52

65 ° 82
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_ be used .as a proxy for at least part of th1s var1able
Shelter cost 1s included s1mp1y because recent 1ncreases 1n yt
hthe cost of hous1ng suggests the contemporary 1mportance of
this variable. Popu]at1on den51ty 1s operat1ona11zed as
PCapts, the proport1on of apartments in the census tract
Age of ﬁe1ghbbrhood from Table 6 2, was estamated by census
'tract for both sets of data and 1ncluded in the analysis as-
Nic. A]l other Mode1 2 type var1ables exist i the studies.

except. prox1m1ty of Kln and occupat1ona1 mob111ty Some part -

;o of the latter will be obta1ned from the var1ab1e De51re to

Move. Under Model 3 re]1g1osﬁty and rel1g1ous attendance
- have been subst1tuted for re11g1on "
| The only dtrect p]ace var1ab1é 1n the two stud1es is
g]ooatton under Model 5. In the 11teratureA commun1ty size
was somettmes used as & proxy for that measure In the case
of these two studtes, locat1on 1s d1v1ded ‘into Downtown
Edmonton. Suburbs Edmonton and Smalltown Leduc In the 1877
EAS, downtown is “defined as the area fal]tng approx1mate1y
:w1th two m11es of the main downtown 1ntersect1on It is'
operat1ona11zed on the basis of 1976 mun1c1pa1 census -
tracts. Where the two mtle rad1us bisected a census tract,
that tract was 1ncludedwunder downtown. The spec1f1c census
tracts are 11sted in Table 6.4 1n Append1x E

A question arises, however, about what thts vartable
represents. %ome~of,the models to be»tested'are based on
urbanf-rural concepts, others:are based on urban--suburbanj't

concepts. The relationship of Edmonton to Leduc is discussed
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;,ih'ihe nextichapterf But.for purposes of this Study, it is
assumed, followjng:MarshaJl-(19735t43), that the variable
"locatdon{represents places which contaih.different types. of

' peqple,'The contextual variableskunder'Model.S,are
”cohstructed from the latest'avatlahle censds data (1971

;'Census of Canada). o

| The only Variables ih‘the mode s which are not

'(available in these data are?humber;Of cars; 1eisure, ahd

4commuting The oh]y vartabtes-reviewed in the literature
which are not ava1]ab1e in the . two data sets are location of
preyious res1dence, migrant type prox1m1ty of* ne1ghbors,
and pub11c and pr1vate open space | vw’ : ‘

p If Wirth's ;(1938) prescr1pt1on is foTlowed part of the .
location'vartable, the rura] samp]e, is m1ss1ng as well. A
rural sample 1s not ava1]ab]e to test with these data. :ft

. may be asserted that what was regarded as rural/fo]h 1nv

'W1rth’s time no.longer exists ir North America g1ven thev
‘1nf1uence of 1arge metropol1tan areas on the surround1ng

people Even peop]e Tiving in remote areas are not 1mmune

from the effects of e1ectron1c and print media. Simply put,
the;variatjon be tween cttyﬂand'rural_area may nollonger be
as meaningful axﬁ%t wis at one time (Dewey 1960). Variables

'_pwhtch represe: 11tat1ve aspects of W1rth’s Theory

"
are not avail

abl these data either. This shortcom1ng,

however , does f affect the operat1ona11zat1on of the

models.
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-
 Methods of Analysis
The.research procedure to be used'in-theianaIYSis which.
follows calls for the testing of the six models outlined
earlier at three different ]evels.of urpan scale inC]udtng
downtown,‘surburb, and smalt toWn.“The'statistical technidueh
most suitefo the 'initial- testing of theoretical mode]s '
'.where there are mu]t1p1e determlnants of a dependent
.var1ab1e is stepw1se mult1p1e regreSSIOn It offers th
advantages ‘over less robust techn1ques by perm1tt1ng
1. evaluation of the - contr1but1on of each mode 1
1nd1v1dually and co]lect1ve1y to the f1na1 resu]t
2; assessment of the relat1ve contr1but10n of the models fo
the dependent var1able | | -
3.v31dent1f1cat1on and compar1son of the d1rect and 1nd1rect .
A'effects of all var1ab1es w1th1n and between mode]s \\ o
. (A1w1n and. Hauser, 1975) ‘ B o .d B
In test1ng the mode]s, the one thattis’the'best‘predictor .
(in terms of r2z and. s1gn1f1cance) w111 be the one that -
explains the greatest amount of var1atwon in the dependent
variable, soc1al contact in the most par51mon1ous manner
'The test can be comp]eted us1ng e1ther of two procedures ;In‘

the first procedure,: the var1ab1es are entered into a j';

'stepw1se mu1t1ple regress1on accord1ng ‘to the spec1f1cat1ons“

of the models. ‘The var1ables wh1ch are strongest in. terms
of beta weights’ and s1gn1f1cance 1evels 1nd1cate the'best

“model,‘
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The focus\of the analysis in”the second pnccedure»is on
the models,vnot the. indivtduat'variables The: var1ables are
~entered in the same manner as the f1rst procedure The best
-model is- selected on the bas1s of s1gn1f1cant 1ncreases 1n )
cumulat1ve var1ance Both of these procedures are used 1n
the present study Thelprocedures-ape eyaluated>at thevend"
. of the next section. | -

Regression Analysis

The ordinal’ or htgheﬁ level var1ab1es of the Edmonton
and Leduc data shown ear lier’ in Table 6 3.were subJected to~‘
tests of 11near1ty w1th each of the dependent var1ab1es It.
was found that severa] varlables were s:gn1f1cqnt]y ‘-" :

'non 11near w1th speC1F1c dependent vartab]es A tempts to —

‘s1m11ar transformat1ons and recod1ng The spec1ftc var1ab1es
’and the1r transformat1ons are: 11sted in Table 6 4 in ‘
tAppend1x E | |

lero- order corre]at1on matrices of a]l varnables were

scanned for corre]at1ons greater than 6. Problems of

". mu1t1co]11near1ty are norma]]y assoc1ated with independent

. var1ab1es wh1ch corre]ate at .8.or h1gher (N1e et

A 1975 340- 341) Given. the 1arge number of 1ndependent |
dvar1ab1es and the re]at1ve1y 1mprec1se theoret1ca1 models to
"test it was fe]t that the more conservat1ve measure of
'c0111near1ty estab11shed at 6 was appropr1ate : o

Two a]ternattve solut1ons are suggested (Nie et

1975 340) to remedyumulttcol]1nearqty. One is to coﬁbtne ,
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the highly éofﬁe]ated_pairs'of‘vaffables 1ntd_é scale
vafiable_which rebresenté both;‘The Sécohd is to run
fEepérate begréssionfanalyses for each'hﬁgh}yxcopreTéfed‘éet
of Variab1é$. Thé_latter coufée,w§§icho$en due to the -
céhceptual:diffiCUTty_whfqﬁ ahfseélﬂhehvohe-gtxempts tQ:
'cbmbine«§éfta+h yériables:suqh_abodttéi bebsqné in hduseho]d
w1thfpréseh§e or“absencé af\children.‘NeérTy all 6f\thel
| variqblesvcbﬁSifuctedrfrom census daté'wefe highly
“eorretated. Combining these‘variabiés into scales would: have
'dégtroyed their éséentiaI meaning frém the theoretical
pérspebtive,bf the models. Each set of highly correlated.’
vxvariables was inCluQed in @ separate regression‘énalysis and
the best variable of each pair, in terms éf‘strength'and' |
variance explafheﬁj was.fetafnéd. ‘ ' |
Due to the limitation on\{he topél numbér'of‘Qépiab}es 
’in‘the regressién'packaged prégram (Nie et“a1y~1§75),
initial regréésions without stepwigé specification us}ng‘
about half of.theii%depéndent'vaﬁiébles at one timé were
tested against each dependent variable. Variables of eacﬁ
type (pefsonal, physical, etc.) which ééHﬁeyed significance
(F = .05) weré retained for complete teéting of the modéls.
’}If a particular type of variable failed to be repfesented
’under_these criteria, a variable with the largest beta
. weight was selected which fulfilled the specifications of
"the,respectivé models. ° v
| _‘Other problems encountered in the -initial regressions

were settled according to criteria established by Nie et al
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:(1975) and Gordon (1968) . These problems and the adopted

,solutlons are d1scussed in. Append1x F. The variables used in

the f1naT mult1p1e regresswon equat1ons are listed in Table

"6 4 1n Append1x E. B
The general plan 1s to test the models at dtfferent
levels of urban scale Th1s means that locat1on,must be .

contro]led in order to test- the models A probTem arises as

'locat1on is the s1ngle 1ndependent var1ab]e in Model '5 after-

contro]l1ng the var1ables in Models 1 through 4, It cannot

- t1me “Thus, ‘Mode 1 5 is tested by 1tself before the/other
e
models are tested across locations. - -

Before proceeding with the test;gﬁ/ﬁodeT 5; however,
~ . \
the procedures for Select1n8/the/6est mode] have to be

W

used the f1rst procedure referred ‘to earl1er It focuses ~on

- the strongest s1gn1f1cant var1ables as 1nd1cators of the

i

best pred1ct1ng modeT These resuTts are d1sp1ayed in TabTes

'16,5 to 6.21 in Appendix E. The tables present the results of

’testtng Models 1 through 4 and Mode] 6 aga1nst f1ve
'7dependent var1ables us1ng stepw1se muTt1p1e\regress1on forv’
‘-each Tocat1on,.downtown suburbs,_and smalltown The results
. are presented in one’ summary tab]e for each dependent
vvar1ab1e. The major findings.for each table are anaTyzed’for
three results: |
1 The fit of the models P e

2. The strongest 1ndependent var1ab1es through the mode]

C be used as an 1ndependent and a contro] var1able at the same’
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3. The meaning of the significant variables in the final
equation. | | - p

Two examples are seﬁected to~i1105trate-the”results
obtained using»this,procedure. bnegexemple, Organizational,
Membership, doWntown, in Table 6.5,¢represents a MOderate
amount of cumulat1ve var1ance The other eiample; )
'Ne1ghborhood Adults Known in the suburbs, Table 6.9,
represents a h1gher amount of cumu]at1ve variance.
. In Table 6 5, under Model 1, Soc1a1 Homogene1ty,
‘marltal status is s1gn1f1cant when entered It loses
s1gn1f1cance with the entry of the other models. Three of
nine variables are significant when 2htered under Model 2,
Environmental Choice, and remain significant through to the
-final model. These variables account for most of the
variance. Two other Model 2 variables, population density
land-quallty of 11fe satlsfact1on became significant with
1fthe entry of other mode]s Two other var1ables are \
»s1gn1f1cant at mode] entry; education under Model 4,
Personal Charaoteri tics,,and tract'65 and over under Model
‘ 6, Contextua] Var1qb1es

Extensive support is thus shown for Michelson’s
‘11979'19 29) Env1ronmenta1 Choice model (Model 2). But
‘var1ables from other models are s1gn1f1cant as well. House
type is- the strongest variable through the entry of all the
models. It is followed by the perception variable, good |

~place for children, and desire to move.
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~ Of even more interest is the way in which variables are
affected by the entry of the models. In Model 1, Social
Homogeneity, occupation, which is not significant, is
negatively corre{ated with organizational membership. That
is, members are more likely to be white collar than blue
collar workers. This result is the opposite of what finally
achieved significance with the entry of Model 6. None of the
vafiableé in Model 3, Urbanism, is significant. |

The significant variables in the final equation
-indkcafe that membéfsﬁip in organizations downtown is
associated with higher educated residents. They live in
meltiple dwellingé in areas where there is lower population
density and lower proportions of seniors. They view the city
" as a good place for children. They tend to be more
d1ssat1sf1ed wwth the1r quality of life, and desire to move.
In Taole 5. 9 at least one variable fromqeach mode |

contrxbutes to the basis of Knowingvadults in the
ne1ghborhood in the suburbs Marital siatus ffom Model 1,
Social Homogene1ty, 1s s1gn1f1cant Five of seven variables
in Model 2, Env1ronmental Cho1ce and one variable in each
of Models ‘3, 4, and 6 are significaht 'The\strenbth of
mar1ta1 status ;s d1m1n1shed twice; once with the entry of
"Model 2 -and once with the entry of Model 6. ATl other
‘S)gn1f1cantmvarmables remained signijficant thfough to the
entry of the final model. &
The variables in Model 2, Environmental Choice, account

for most of the variance. In that sense, they represent the
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mos t 1mportant mode1 . Although all mode]s (1, 2, 3, 4, and

- 6) ;re supported in TabTe 6 9 the strongest mode is o

M1chelson s (1970:19,28), Environmental Cho1ce Length of

restdence is the strongesﬁavar1able in the equat1ons

foTlowedL at some distance, by total persons in household

T. and popu]ation\density.‘ | |
' The s1gn1f1cant variables 1n the f1na1 equat1on

| 1nd1cate that 1ncreases in the number of . netghborhood adultst
known in the suburbs are more 11Ke1y for h1ghen educated

'wmarr1ed long term res1dents of Ukranian or1g1n They ‘are
11KeTy live in. Targer households in an area w1th Tower:‘
populat1on density and 10wer proport1ons of peopTe of -
Br1t1sh or1g1n They find the city attractwve and are more .
sat1sf1ed with the1r quality of T1fe | ’. o

1t 1s apparent from the forego1ng examp]es that

1rrespec 1ve of the strength of the var1abTes it 1s not
ppss1b1e‘to demonstrate wh1ch mode] is the best pred1ctor
~Moreover the strongest s1gn1f1cant varwables taken together
doynot provide an adequate substant1ve exp]anat1on of the
results Hence,,the procedure that is foTTowed in, the
foTTow1ng chapters is the second procedure referred to
earlier. The best mode] is SeTected on the bas1s of
stgnificant 1ncreases in cumulat1ve var1ance as each mode]

/ -
is entered 1nto the equat1@n

© Summ mmary S |
T IN . : .
SeveraT methodolog1ca1 concerns have been presented in

&

ith1s chapter. These concerns cover sampT1ng selection and.
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fprocédures; j;ta’cdﬂleCtion, variables includéd, and'methods
of analysis, Speéifﬁc‘problems such as issues of |
co]linearitysandsthe"ss;umgtions under which multiple
~regress%on may béuusgd”wefe discussed and‘éptions selected.
Chapter VIvareSéhts a déscription'of the populations(

.'thejr.joc§tion,_ahd the effects of location as spécified”by

Model 5, Dist il

g © Effects. The tésting of the remaining -

'modelslfolféws in Chapter VIII. A sdmmary df this study
; together'ﬁith conclusions and recommendations is giVép in

Chaptef Ix. - V S



VII. THE PEOPLE, THEIR LOCATION AND. ITS EFFECTS

Introduction

Related to the methodology of thts research is the
questton of the role of location or the place studied. As'
was demonstrated earlter in the review of the emptrtcal
ltterature, quite often certain findings appear to be
specific to a parttcular plaoe It haS’not been established
however , whether this f1nd1ng is the result of the effect of

locat1on or the result of the charactertst1cs of the people‘

“in that place. Given the relative impor tance of both, a more.'

deta1led exam1nat1on of the place of study is called for. ,

¥

The Locat1ons

“Edmonton is a mid-sized (population 471, 474, 1977
Municlpal CenSus)'city in Western Canada. Or1g1nat1ng as a
tradtng post on the North Saskatchewan Rtver it has |
| developed into the Prov1nc1al Legwslat1ve capital and
regtonal centreofor distribution in northern ﬂlberta and. for
arctic oil and gas explorat1on. Its latest growth spurt came”
as @ result of oil and gas discoveries in the?north_and in
partioular, the pre-1981 development of oil sands
e&ploration on theoAthabasKa River. k

As'noted earlier (Chapter VI), the data are analyzed at
three levels includihg downtown suburb and smalltown
Downtown is deftned as the inner c1ty portton of’ Edmonton
falling w1th1n a two mile radtus of the CBD. The area

hcontalns older neighborhoods. Some have undergone

126"



' f{1947’ fo]]owed the discovery of o11; the second,'beg‘

rehab1l1tat10n and ‘others have-been almost complete]y . .
rebu1ﬁt 1nto areas of h1ghr1se construct1on The suburbs ‘
fall outs1de th1s rad1us but\u1th1n the 1977 c1ty l1m1ts
Most of this area is dom1nated\by single fam11y dwe111ngs
'a]thOugh there s an observable'tendency to h1gher density
hous1ng on. the per1phery SRR \\\

Leduc is a Sma11 town (1977 Mun1c1b§1 Census Population -~
g,128) located fifteen .miles south of Edmo ton on the .main

nor th- south h1ghway 0r1g1na11y, a rural serv1 e commun1ty,

it rece1ved two significant growth spurts ‘The fix

in 1@71} occured withbthe devejopmentvof three large \\\

' subdivisions in the town. A1lthough regarded as a‘satejlite:y
,;of”Edmontonbtn t977 the ]argest s1ngle majority. (43.8
‘percent) of Leduc’'s work force is employed in Edmonton The h
ba]ence of its work force 1svemployed'loca11y tn light
’vindustry, oonstruotion; and the internatﬁonaj airport close
by. Determination of sdtéT]ite status is a-matter of o
definition Irrespectlve of how it is-defined, a large
proport1on of the residents of Leduc ma1nta1n connections -
with Edmonton. | ‘

The extent of the/relationshib of'the resioents of
Leduc to those in Edmonton is further 111ustrated from a
later study of Leduc entitled The Leduc Genera] Plan Study,
1979. In that study, 27 percent of the residents of Leduc
had moyed there from Edmonton, 40 percent from elsewhere in

A]berta, and 16 oercent, from elswhere in Canada and
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outside. Seyenteen percent of the residents were raised in
Leduc Among the ma jor reasons why Leduc'wasrchOSen as'the
place of res1dence was - 1ts prox1m1ty to the c1ty (8 percent)

and prox1m1ty to work (11 percent)

Populat1on Character1st1cs

Selected demograpb]o oharacteristice representédeby,:
.mean and median values are detailed;in TabTén?fiﬂfOP
Edmonton Downtown, Edmonton'Subu;bﬁ and Smal]town LedUc The.
first -four variables in Tabie‘7 1--marital etatUS, fam11y —
lstatue, tota] persons in household and hou$etype--
,111ustrate the predom1nance of marr1ed couples and fam111esv
living in single houses in both the suburb and smaTltown.‘
‘bDowntoun is chafacterized by a mix of couples and singjee
11vind in townhouses or apartmente

To determine more prec1sely the extent of d1fferences
between 1ocat1ons, it is appPOpr1ategto test
,,(Mendenhall,1972:111) difﬁerenceslbefWeen meanS'of:two.
populations;'This test aSsumesuindependent samples; an n
1abger than'30 Known'sample.6ahfanoes and an assumed normal
distribution., There are s1gn1f1cant d1fferences (Table 7:1)

for al] four var1ables between downtown and the other two

~.\locat1ons but not between suburb and smal]town

.
\

o The ne]at1ve1y younger ages andarelatiyelyrshort‘
lengtbs\of residence in downtown and emalltown indicafe'a
fairTy'h{ah degree of residential mobi]ity among younger
v_personS' The s1gn1f1cant d1fference for age is lower . (.05)

and falls between suburb and smal]town For length of
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" Table 7.1 Selected Demographic_Cha:qfteristiés by'Loqafion.‘

D/T* SUB  'S/T
Marital Status Mean .53 .81° ;BOaQ
(0=no spouse, 1=spouse) Median .56 .89 .88
Family Status Mean .36 /.64? .63°
~ (0=no child, 1=child) Median .28 72 .71
Total PersonsAin.Household Meah,‘v 2.45 3.50°  3.39%
(number) : Median 2.15 .3.55 3.45
House Type : o Meah .4a :,81a .83°2
. (0=multiple, 1=single)  Median .40 .89 .90
Age " Mean  38.83 . 41.93 38.639¢
(years) ' Median 31.00 41.10 32.18
Years in Dwelling  Mean 4.64  8.15° 4.46b,
(number) : Median - 2.15 6.00 2.51
Education Mean  12.21° 12.35% 11.23
(years) Median - 11.90 12.05 ~ 11.63
Income = " Mean  10.88°% 17.71% 15,719
(§ 000's) Median 13.50  18.31  17.26
‘Shelter Costs Mean 1.82¢ 2.512 3.08b
{($ 00's) Median 1.74  -2.27 2.96
Tenure Mean 1.75°¢ 1;26a T414b
(1=owns, 2=rents) Median -1.83 1.17 1.08
Religiosity ~ Mean 1.93 1.92 1.95
'+« (1=strong, 2=n/v strong, Median 1.93 1.93 1.94

3=somewhat strong) ﬁ.\

'Sources: Downtown and Suburbs, 1977 Edmonton Area
Study; Smalltown, 1977 Leduc Area Study.

)

*Downtown, Suburb, Smalltown

_g.01 Significant difference with Downtown.
.01 Significant difference with Suburb.
d.01 Significant. difference with Smalltown.
.05 Significant difference with Suburb.
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residence the s1gn1f1cant d1fference falls between suburb
and downtown and between suburb and smalltown There is no
stgn1f1cant difference between downtown and smalltown

- Educat1on level in Ledu0*1s s1gn1flcantly Jower than
©either place in Edmonton Th1s reflects a higher proport1on
of ret1red persons ‘in~the smalltown and a, larger proport1on
fofimore educated acaddh1cs and profess1onals in Edmonton

The- means of the next three var1ables,'1ncome _shelter

- costs, and tenure, are s1gn1f1cantly different between all

three locat1ons The 51gn1f1cance level is lower (. 05)~

- however between the suburbs and smalltown The h1ghest

average 1ncome preva1ls in the suburb closely followed by
Leduc. dudg1ng by the med1an downtown qncome'appears to be
sKewed to the left. It reflects the présence of low-income
young s1ngles | A | | |

The hwghest shelter. costs appear'1n smalltown Leduc.
Th1s is an 1ntr1gu1ng finding glven that the 1979 Leduc
'General Plan Study showed 11 percent who l1Ked the town
because of the low cost of housing. As Leduc also reveals
-the h1ghest proportion of home ownership, it is an'
lndtcation.that people in the suburb in 1977 were enjoYing
the benefit of low-rate tixed‘mortgages ( longer residents).
"Meanwhile newcomers o Leduc were having to contend with
hlgh rate short term mortgages wh1ch 1n effect represented

va lower houswng cOst than that ava1lable in the c1ty at that

t1me ’
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The final variable, a self-report on religiosity,
showed no significant differences between means. This is an
indication that{a]thoughithere‘afé demdnstrable différences
on some chéracteriétics, there is no:differehéebon a -more

g]obai measure.

‘f]SQmﬁary-
In éummary, the résidents of these three locations are
ot ‘distinct populations on all demographfc charéctériétics. '
Sjgnificant’dffferengesféﬁe‘obseﬁved,vhoweVer}in basic
family life cyéle ahd social c]aSS'vaEfab}es.

Downtown, the populafion tends to be younger, mobile,
couples and singles, who are renting townhouses or)
vabartments. They have higher leyels of”edgcation, ower

levgls'of 1ncome,;and lower shelter cdéts.‘This description
is very,c1ose.t0<thaf of<§ale (1979:295) and Long (1986:66)
Feviewed earlier (Chapter I11). In the‘supufbs;_rééidehts
tend to be*o1der, longer.residént married persons with
fémi]ies, owning‘single houses,, wifh highef education,
higher income, éndihigher sielter costs. In the smalltown,
'rpsidénf§ are.generally younger, moBi]e, marbied coupfes
Qith fémi]ies, oﬁnihg.éingle houses, with lower education,
‘ﬁigheh income, and the highest she]teh;costsu This
'ildegéripfionﬁcontafns §ome‘of the charécteristics aésociated )
o wifh;sma]i towns by Prior (19682206-?08)" The differences
with his description may be ;tiributed to ommitted
Variéblesﬂ Thé effecfs.of location specifiéé.under Model 5

is tested in the balance of this chapter.

(3
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THE EFFECTS OF LOCATION -

Introduction

' Comparison of the six models discussed earlier (Chapter

_VI) reveaied that Modelsri through 4 and Mode] 6 may be

'combined to 1n order of 1ncrea51ng ‘humbers of variables The

smallest number of 1ndependent variabies are spec1f1ed in
Model 1. and the 1argest number in Mode 6 Spe01fications of
the re]ationships between independent and dependent
variables in these five models are similar with- the
exception that Models 4 and 6 ‘were developed QpeCIfica]]y to
account for urban-—suburban rather than urban-—rural
differences 5001a1 contaot or forms of social re]ationships

are based on spec1fied 1ndependent variables in"each case,

‘Thus 1t is p0551b1e to p]ace tH se five models (Models t

* through’ 4 and Mode] 6) in a single specified stepwise

multiple regression on each ofﬁthe‘five dependent‘variables.
"As indicated earlier (Chapter VI), the need to control .
location when testing the models conflicts w1th the
specification of’ mode | 5, Distance Effects. Hence, Model- 5
will be'tested tirst The results of testing the’other five

models will be examined in the Chapter VIII.

The Effects of location = .

Model 5, Distance Effeots, spec1f1es that informa]'

~ social 1nteraction in urban suburban locations 1ncreases

e

with distance from:the Central Buszness\District (CBD)
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'ihrespeetive of the effects o; personal and contextual
evahiables (Fischer and Jackson, 1976:279-280 . To ..
spec1f1cally determ1ne s1gn1f1cant differences in soc1al
| contact be tween the three locations, an‘appropr1ate test
”tMendenhall 1972 111) is the d1fferenee between means of two
- :bopu1ations Tables 7. 2 through 7.8 depict the results by

locat1on for each dependent var1able

o The data for organ1zatlona1 membership -are shown in
. Tab]e 7. 2. ‘

Teble 7.2 Locational Differences
- f Organizational Membership

Downtown Subunbs. Leduc_
B Megﬁ 10.607  0.658 0,541
8 Mode', ‘1.0 C10 o |
Médjan . 0.876 - o.74b | 0.575 )
E sz .é.zqt 0.226  0.249
e

(122)  (219) (259)

©.01 significant difference with. suburbs.

7The Jjower the number in the Table, the h1gher the number of
persons belonglng to no organizations. Organ1zat1onal

’membersh1p is highest 1n the suburbs and lowest in the -
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shallfown. This is fhe only significant difference in Table
- 7.2. The finding of no significant differences between
vQQwHtown and subufb rejects Model 5, Distance Effects, for
:organizational memberéhip. The daté indicating increased
noﬁmembebShip'betweén dowhtbwn and suburb, however, support
the direction of the model, supporting Greer (1956:22) and
Tallman and Mérgner (1970:349).‘The LeducTresu1t showfhg~the
. highest proportion of non—méhbership in 6rgahizations’may
reflect the intrusion of commuting on residents’.sparg’time;

Locationa]’differénces in Knowing né?ghborhood adults
are depicted in Table 7.3.:

-

Table 7.3 Locational Differehces
) : -

for Meighborhood Adults Known

Downtown.Suburbs | Leduc
Mean ~  5.246 2.2840 4.0350
Mode 6.0 5.0 5.0
- Median '  5.541  4.552  4.183
52 .88 2,527  2.584
v | (jzz)‘ - (218) (259)

~+ 0, 01.significant difference with downtown.

By inspection of Table 7.3, it is evident that the greater
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the distance from the CBD, the higher the proportion of
adults known. This finding supports Tallman ana Morgner
(1970:339) among others. The difference between means test
reVeal§ that the differences between downtown énd.suburb,
 and downtown and smalltown are significant. The difference
betweéﬁ suburb and smalltown is not significaqt. Mode 1 5;
Distance Effects, because it is speqified under
urban-suburban location, is therefore supported with thes;
data. The median results for the suburban group indicates a
skewed distribution, however, this may mean a tendency
towards reduced contact with heighbors 55~SUburbs age.

Similar results do not occur with the other measure of

neighboring in Table 7.4.

Table 7.4 lLocational Differences
for Chat with Neighbors

“bQWhtown Suburbs Leduc
‘Mean visee 3.2200 2741
Mode "4.0  40 2.0
Median ~ "3.515  3.280  2.527 L
sz 11905' 1.306 1.596
he (121) l218) (259)

°.01 Si;;?}icant‘difference with Leduc -

ot



136

Inspection shows that frequency of chatting with neighbors
increases with distance from the CBD.RThis difference_jis
significant between small town and the other two. It is not
Significant between dowﬁtown and suburb. This  finding is
1ntriguing given the weight of earlier fihdings

(Tomeh, 1964:34;Key, 1965:383-384) which support Model 5,
Distance Effects. In fact, it may si%p]y be the result of
décreaSing interaction in aging suburbs. The smalltown
demonstrates cAatting levels formerly associated with
suburbs (Logan and Semyonov, 1980:96). It is also possible

: that higher rates of chatting are occurring downtown due to - i
the cohparatively recent return migrafion of young marrieds

and singles (Long, 1580:66)-.

Table 7.5 Locational Differences
-~ for Social Evening with Relatives

: Downtown Suburbs  Leduc 2

Mean 3156 3.200 3,133
* Mode 3.0, 3.0 3.0
Median 3.056  3.122 - 3.057
s2. . 1.356 1.1§s | 0.903

= (122)  (218)  (255)



137

No significant differences between means were fourid for »ﬁf
either the frequency of sdcia] evenings spent with relativeﬁ“'i“
or with friends. In Table 7.5, the higher the number (meanl,fk@
the lower the frequency of socializing with relatives. As o
the lowest frequency occurs in the suburbs, the Distgnce
Effects model is not suppofted. In fact, the downtowﬁ-suburb
direction of relationships is reversed. Lack of support for
locatqugg differences were also reported by Garigue
(1956:1098) and Key (1961:54). But others researching

urban-suburban locations (Greer}1956:22;Tomeh,1964:34; Winch

[ .
and Greer,1968:45), support the model. The present restlt

could also occh due to aging suburbs and two migration

streams, one to downtown., the other to smalltown. But that .,
. 5 -
may only be determinéd by obtainjng the locat%ﬁg<3f prev}

]

R RN
-

residence from current residents.

ngie 7.6 Locational Differences .
for Social Evening with Friends

Downtown Suburbs Leduc
....... Mean 2.738 - 2.812 2.886
‘ .
Mode 2.0 3.0 3.0
Median  2.528  2.781 2.790
sz .. 0.840 0.623 0.797

I (122) (218) (254)
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Although no s1gn1f1cant di fferences were observed in
Table 7 6, the relationship between 1ocat1on.and,50c1a1

~evening with frtends is actually reversed from what was

A “predicted by the mode] Freguency of 5001a11z1ng w1th

fr1ends decreases with d1stance from the “CBD but the
d1fferences between means are not)s1gn1f1cant. This finding
- runs counter:to'evidenc% reported earlier by“Greer(1956f22)
and “omeh (1964:34). This later finding may reflect more
recent patterns of migrgtion. It may also result. from
reduced soc1a1 gontact with fr1ends in ag1ngssuburbs
!Determination of these a]ternatives.is not possible with
tfese data. _ o | | |

The results thus far show that on]y one varlable.
Know1ng ne1ghborhood adu]ts acts as pred1cted by the
Drstance Effects model. But the d1fference between the
result for suburbs and ‘that for smalltown is not |
51gn1chant It may be argued'that suburbs are no d1fferent
from small towns. “However the poputation character1st1cs
d1scussed earlter demonstrated that there were s1gn1f1cant
;dtfferences between the people in those locat1ogs It has
‘ not yet beén estab11shed whether or not d1fferences between
locat1ons reflect real dlfferences attributable to the
. locat1on exclus1ve]y or’ whether they reflect demograph1c

ffﬁ$ences within areas (Marshal] 1973)

The ultwmate test. of -‘Model 5 1s a muitiple regress1on

analys1s wh1ch allows us'to-control the poss1ble 1nteract1ve

- effeects of persona] and contextual var1ab1es (Marshall,1973)



A\'-Q_,"_.//

dependent variables. The results of this operation are

. summarized in the first part”of Table 7.7, .
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on distance. In order to test Model 5, and ensure equal

treatments across aliflocations. the same set of independent

.variables is used in stepwise multiple regression. Personal,

physical{ hoUsing, contextual and location variables were

v,

entered in that order. These are regressed on all five

' In-three’instanCés--Knowing\neighborhood adu]te.

chatting with neighboE%f and Socializing with relatives--the

addition of310cation, after contro]]?ng all other variables,

: ,was’signtficant (F = .00). The increase in explained

variance with the addition of 1ocat1on was not ' large (1ess

than .04) and hardly larg%\en@ugh to justify location as &

.pivotal variable.

The d1cect1on of the re]at1onsh1p between d1stance and
social contact was as pred1cted by Model 5 except for 4
organizat ional membersh1p. Surprisingly, the direction with -
Qrganjzaticna] membership was opposite to thét predicted by
the modet but it was not eignificaht. Membership in

organizations was inversely related to distance from the

CBD. Given the importance attributed to location in the

literature on,sociai contact, the amount of variance it = &7%
3 e,

accounts for when 1nc1uded 1n +8 regress1on equattpn does not

o
support 1ts use as' 8 d1st1nguxsh1ng var1ab1e It may be that

the pex 1e'v1nd1v1d¥§lly or couybct1vely, at a part1cular

EL

]ocatto” a;k\%§§p0n51ble levels d& social contact” not the
locat1pn itse -

-

// .

a
,x‘@ R
e
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‘Accordtngly, location will be removed from the
regression equations here and webwill dse it as a controt
-~ variable to divide the data intorthree'sub;sets, downtown,
suburb, and smalltown. This folloWs theorecommendations of
Michelson (1970)Qand Marshall (1973). The resu]tS'ape‘shown
in the second part of'Table'7.7. With few exceptions,
explained Qariance is increased for all deoendent variabtes;
but not in the manner predicted by Model 5.

1f Model 5, Distance éffects, were true, that is, if:
informal social contact increases with distance from the CBD .
affer'controlling for the effects of personal and contextual

“variables (Ftsiﬁj&kand JacKson, 1976:279- 280) controlling

'locat1on shou]d remove its effect ‘The same 1ndependent_
var1ab]es~shou1d explain s1m11ar amounts of variance
regardless of locatton Both ne1ghbor1ng var1ab1es,
" nefghborhood adu]ts Known and chatt1ng with neighbors,
increase in the suburbs. Soc1a11z1ng with fr1ends 1ncreases
downtown Soc1al1z1ng with relatives and organlzational>
membersh1p decrease with d1stance from the CBD.
fConclus1on . ,
- The conclusion to be drawn from the above ana]ys1s has
to be pred1cated on the robustness of the. stat1st1ca1 N
technique. The findings reviewed earlier (Chapter V) and the
»inittal'methods used in this chapter were largely
correlational. A relationshipvbetween distance and social

contact was demonstrated in 1solatlon without cons1der1ng

‘the effects of other var1ables When these other variables
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are ineiuded and controlled as'in the multipWe regreSSion;_
the resu]ts qu1te c]early demonstrate that whatever
d1fference there may be in social contact between locations,
it 1s unw1se,to attr1bute that d1fference.sole1y to v
locatidn;wThe.differences in resu]ts between each type of

social contact, even between two measures of neighboring,

" confirm that each form of social contact, as noted by Rosow

(1967:219) , is unique.
Used as’ a var1ab1e in the regress1on equat1ons,
locat1on produced 11m1ted results When 1t is used as a

contro] the resu]ts of social contact are increased. Levels

of soc1a1 contact are the result of soc1al 1nteract1on So,'q'

the 1mportance of 1ocat1on is not its physﬁcal space alone

“but as a focal point for social 1nteract1on. o . \,

Neverthe]ess, locat1on d1d’enhance the'final results. \'

This contro] w111 be used in Chapter VIII to test the f1ve \Jﬂ

rema1n1ng models -against the f1ve dependent var1ables

\



VIII. THE DETERMINANTS OF SOCIAL CONTACT

' °

Introduction :

It was demonstrated in the previous chapter that
distance from CBD (location) did not predict levels of
various types of social contact (Model 5). This was_made
possibte by using a higher stattstical procedUre'whtbh ]
_controlled the effects of each varwab]e in turn Th1s 42
f1nd1ng ‘also presents a commentary on the conclus1ons to be_
drawn from the eariier review (Chapter V) of the emp1r1ca1
_11terature As most of. the data 1n that JViterature was .
analyzed using less robust and comp]ex stat1st1ca1'
techn1ques, the conclus1ons to be drawn ‘therefrom must - be
held in. abeyance unt11 the appropr1ate test can be made

| In this chapter these tests‘w11] befapp11ed to mode]s“
1 through 4 and Mode 1 6 aga1nst d1fferent measumes of soc1a1
contact F1ve ‘measures are used 1n all‘ one for_
organizat1ona1 membersh1p, two For ne1ghbor1ng, and one each\
for socta11z1ng with Kin and soc1a11zwng with fr1ends

Using stepw1se mu1t1p1e regress1on, theqsummary resultsr
rarerpresented in one table for each dependent variabTe tn
Tables 8}1 to 8. 41 The calculation of sﬁgnjficant
differences between var1ances fo]lowed the recommended
procedure of Nie et a1 (1975:339):

The results of testing the models are ana]yzed by

'tdependent variable for “three results:

1. rThe significant model.,Wherewmore than one model is

143 .
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‘significant, the model which explains the most*variation
in social contact is the bne selected.'The models are
arranged in order of increasing numbers‘of variables
from the lowest to theihighest mode! number. THe
determination of the mos t significant model is based on
the strength ot the'Variables in the mode1, not the
.number ’However the stat1st1cal s1gn1f1cance of a model

may be affected by- the number of redundant var1ables it

. contains.

2. Comparison with empirical literature. The highest ,'
Significant‘model is compared with the appropriate
empirical research reviewed earlier in Chapter V.

3. Comparison with other mu]tivariate analyses. Where

appropriate}’the results are also compared with the
mu1t1var1ate analyses rev1ewed earlier (Chapter V).

Ana]yses by each location-for each type of social contact is
N r . !

. d1scussed and summar1zed below.

It should be noted that the cumulative vartances
displayed in the follow1ng Tab]es 8.1 through 8.4 are .
rgreater than the total variances displayed earlier in Table
7.7 (Chapter VII). In testing the models in Tables 8.1 to
h,8;4, the strongest;'hoet significant independent Variablee
of each type specified by the mode]s were setected to.
produce ‘the maximum poss1ble variance. As the strongest
.jndependent var1ables varied in each case by dependent

variable and location, the variables selected showed some

differences between‘each,regression,iin testing Model 5 in.
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Table 7.7, however, the independent variables Specified in
the Mode! were controlled and'notgchanged between locations

in order to.show the net effect of location.

OrqanizationalwMembership

Tablé 8.1 shows the resu®ts of tesiing Models 1 to 4
and Model 6 on ohgénizagiona1~membership.:Each row disp]ayﬁ.
cumulative variances (ﬁz) coinciding with the entry of each
mode1 It is obv1ous from Table 8.1 that/one model alone
does not account for the determ1nants of organ1zat1ona1
membership at all locat1ons There is no s1gqu1cant mode 1
for explaining social contact downtown. In thé suburbs, -
Model 4, Personal Characteristics, is the finally
significant model. In the'smalltowh, Model 6, Contextual
Var1ab1es, is finally significant.'Notably, in both the
suburbs and the smalltown, four models achieve sfghificahoe
with variation between Models 4 and 6.

{éble 8.1 Increases in Cumulative Variance for

- Selected Models on Organization Membersh1p

by Location.

" Model Nos.

1 2 . 3 4 6
Downtown .05. .18 .18 .21 .24
Suburb .051 . 140 161 210 .23

Smalltown .07°  .121  .{41 180 191

°Significant at .00 °
'Significant at .05
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Downfown. Signiffcance tests of differences béfween
cumulative r2 show no significant model for downtown. fhe F -
.ratio for Model 2, Environmental Choice; was short by only

.07, which, although not significant, makes Modelv2 the.
strongést model at that 1oca§i0n. Mode 1 2,-Environmental
Choice (Miche]spn,1970:62-68fiho]ds'that'peop]e are governed
by théirklife stylé based on ihcpme, ethnicity,;and life
cycle stages. It builds on Modei\1 by'adding'varjabies
associated with the phy;fcal environment (19),‘vafues (24),
and perceptions (29). . | B

. This finding supports fhe earlier results of Freeman et-
al’s (1957) multivariate analysis of Spokane, Washington,
-data. Freeman'ef al (1957:531).exp1ained a larger amount of
variance (.26) than the presént dﬁté. Ho@ever, théir final
equation cdntained»a number of’attitﬁdes toward the
communityvvériables. The inclusion of variables of a similar
type may have inflated their results througH“bo]]inearity of
' unequal numbers Qf iqdependenf variabies in sets
(Gordon, 1968) . )

“Suburbs . A number of models achfeved significance in
the suburbs. The strongest was Model 4. Model 4, Personhal
Charécteristics, posits t%at levels of social contact
betwéen Urban'andvsuburban residents vary by perSOnaf
characteristics (Marshal],1973'127-133' Fischer and
 Jackson, 1976'279 291,299). The present finding supports the
ftnd1ngs of numerous other empirical studles rev1ewed

earlier (e.g. Larson,1938; Sinclair and Westhues,1974), all
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of whjch.SUpportedkModel 4 acrbss a wide range of locations
and ‘methodologies.

Support for Modéi 4 comes from multivariate analyéis
reported by Kasarda and danowifz (1974). Using a national
sahpie‘of England, they found (330) strong evidence in
support of what they called a systemic model. This focused
- on length of resiaence as -the Key variable in locally-based
social ihteractiop.‘They‘found (334) length of residence,

» positively aligned, was the'largest sing]e predictor
(standafdized beta = .310) of organizationaT membership. The
importance of age and large urban 1ocat10n fo]]owed closely.
Their results are not fully comparab]e to this study as
variances were not reported. However,,the1r standardized
Lbeta'is roughly double the findings here. One explanation
for this d1fference may be that the1r resu]t reflects social
contact d1fferences which are nat1ona1 in or1g1n.

Smalltown. Severa] models are significant in smalltown.
| The‘mqét cbmplex is Model 6, Contextual Variables. In ‘the
original discussion of.this mode 1, Fi§cher and Jackson
(1976:279) argued that differeqceé in social contact aré
attributable tO’pop01étion composition in a gfven 1o¢ation.
As noted ear lier (Gﬁépter IV), this model may be called a
social deterministic model in thgt social behaviour is
caused by the social character of a}place Or 1t‘may'be fhat
the soc1a1 character1st1cs perceived by newcomers cause them

to socialize in certa1n ways.



148

Our results indireot]yesupport‘those of Bell and Boat
(1957) and Greer and Kube (1859). The variables used include
fam11y type and economic 1nd1cators of soc1al types of
ne1ghborhoods (Bell and Boat 1957: 392), and three aggyégate
neighborhood ind1ces of‘urban1sm, fertility, single family
dwelling units, and women working'(Greer and Kube, 1959:95-
97) . No sfudies of‘organizationaf membership which used
multivariate analyslS*of Model 6 type Qariables were fodnd,‘

Overall, the best multivariate determinant of
organizational membership is a d1fferent model in each
location. A]l three models prov1de about the ‘same amount of
expiained yar1ance (.18 to .21). Thus it may be tentat1ve1y
'tconcluded (subject fo‘replicatjon) that each model provides
a unique 501utionn%n.ascertaining the determinants of
organizational membersbip in the“population atieach
location. o ‘ |

It is indicated 1n the above findings that the younger
people living downtown who are mobile, who earn h1gh incomes
and who rent mu1t1p1e dwellings largely determ1ne their o
organizational membership through personal ch@#oes
1nf1uenced‘by phy51ca1 var1ables,‘values, and perceptions.
The residents of’the suburbs, who are older married coup]es‘
with children 1iving in owned single family dwellings join
organiiations according to persona] characteristics (such as
. the extent ofrcommuting),'Most of the residents in the 4
smalltown .are YOungé?imarried couples who are more recent

arrivals and who own single fahily'dWe]lings. Those who
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belong’ to organizations are affected by the context in which
they live. In partiqglar,\the social characteristics of the
place, whether or not they are conscious of them.

Ne@qhboring

]

The tWo dependent measures of neighboring used in this
analysis are shown in Table 8.2. The results from the
measure of Knowing neighborhood adults are shown in thé
first part of Table 8.2; chatting with neighéors in the

\\_~§\-§econd part of tHe same tab]é.. -

- -JTable 8.2 Increases in Cumulative Variance for
- Selected Models on Neighboring by Location.

Ne1qhborhood Adults Known

Model Nos. o

73 1 5

| Downtown g 210 .22 .24 .26
Suburb  .070 430 .44 .45 .48’

Smalltown .03 L2790 .28 .30 . 349

Chat with Neighbors

Downtown .04 .13 .16 .18 .22

Siburb  .120 ©.190 260 .28 320
Smalltown = .02 .10° .12 .13 .14

°Significant at 007
. iSignificant at .05 L
'In.Tab}e 8{2}‘Modé1 2 is significant for both types of

neighboring for all }ocatiohs,iexcept for downtown, chatting
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with neighbors. Downtown} no‘nodél p;eséhts signiffcant
results, but the strongest model is Model 2. Model 6 is the
gﬁnally significant model for both types of neighboring in
the suburb and for neighbsrhood adults Known in smalltown.

Model 2, Environmental Choice (Table 8.2), is the best
model for exp]aining.neighboring downtown and chatting with
neighbors in smalltown. It states thst social contact varies
according to variables’associated with the physical |
environment, values, and perceptions (Michelson,1970). This
result provides support for the findings of three studies;
Caplow and Forman (1950), Lansing et al (1970), and Thorns
(1975). Both Céplow and Forman (1950).and Lansing et al
(1970) found that neighboring, variously measured, varied by
house type. But Thorns’ (1975) study in Londof, England,

found’ngsvariation in neighboring by how a subdivison was

Posy ..?:e g '\g

n_ththa} Vaamgb'les* f%ble 8. 2) is the best

Uy

iy

Fuéfher andﬁdackson 1975)n

i}_The above resu]t supports the f1nd1ngs of several other

- T

ks
U§1es (e g- Bernard 1937; Bell and Boat, 1957

;'% scher 1981) 1n seVera] d1fferent locations over a number

B i
' §
t
>

f{&ears Amohg these stud1es are two which used

f1t1var1ate ana}ys1s, Ewscher and Jackson (1976) and Fog'et

.
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Fischer and Jackson (1976:298-299) from an analysis of
the Detroit Area Study, found that tract income was the best, i
predictor of their neighboring scale. Using a set of |
variables which are simiiar fb'the present analysis, they
accounted for .075 of the variance. This study accounts f&r
.48 and .32 of the variance respectively for neighborhood
adults Known and chatting with neighbors. This remarkable
distinction is difficult to account for. It may be a result
of controlling location in the pfeéént'studv,

Fox et aly(1980:356f reanalyzed a 1972 national United
States‘sample and found that the pqoportioH of privéte open
space close by was the strongest ingébendent variable in

their multivariate analysis. Tract income was not inc]udgg égi

:in'their data. Their e# ned variance, up to .36;4was
cldser to tHe present finding.

Ih suburbs, in addition, both medsures of neighboring
\ supported Models 1, 2, and 6. Model 3 is also significant in
chatting with neighbors. '
“ Overall, two models, 2 and 6, }re the best determimants
- of ne{ghboriné. These contain some interesting variations
betweenyloéa;ions and type of ngjghboring in the amounfs of
) variancerexplained..sfmi]ar to'the preVioué finding with
organizational membership, Model 2"is the best model common
to all locations for both types of n;}?hboring. Model 2 has
less exp)anatory power (vériance) than Model 6 in any
location fdf neighboring.AUnder organfiafiona] memsership,

however , Model.Z, although not significant .downtown,
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explained aimostlﬁs much variance as Mode1S‘A}ory6;7

The variance explained by Model 6 in this result
'encompasSes that explained by Fox etoaTv(1980) It may'be
'concluded,.therefore, that Model 6 is somewhat supported at

that ‘level (.32 to 48) As Model”2 explains much - less

j '_AVariance'when,1t is the strongest model under neighboring,ﬁ

“it may be conc]uded that the specifications of the mode]s

may not yet be complete Th1s 1s espec1a1]y true when the
: othér models at those locat1ons fa1led to ach1eve
"s1gn1f1cance C v _

| Dvera]l -based on the s1gn1f1cant models at each

, locat1on or the dxfferences in the total .amounts of

~ significant variances, it; may be tentatively concluded/that?

','each f1nd1ng prov1des a unique solution to ascerta)n1ng the

A

:determtnants of ne1ghbor1ng The s1gn1f1cant models do not
descr1m1nate in terms of. type of model and Van{ance
3explatned (which is qu1te low in two 1nstances) as they4d1d
under organ1zat1ona1 membersh1p t
 These’ findings. 1nd1cate that the younger mob1le
rpopulat1onrdowntown have a similar basts for determ1njng,
t nelghborxng and organ1zat1onal membershtp For the majority,
jnewghbor1ng of etther form is determtned largely by persona]
choices enhanced by phys1ca15var1ab1es; values - and b
perceptions. The older, married reSidentnlivingflonger in
tthe suburbs has a d1fferent or1entat1on toward ne1ghbor1ng
o of both types ‘than towards organ1zat10nal membershtp 7,
7Ne1qhbor1ng is de}ermtned by-the context in wh1ch 1t‘takes

T
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place The soc1a1 ‘character of the area is the b1ggest
v1nf1uence | | _

Most of the younger ‘marrieds in smal]town have the same
or1entat1on towards neighborhood adults as the suburban-
residents. This is determined largely by the soc1al
character of the place. For chatting with neighbors'in

smal1town, the major“deterhinant is persona] choioe‘ |

inf luenced by physical var1ables, values and percept1ons
Mode] 2, Environmerital Choice, ‘is common to all locations
for both types of neighborihg andvorgahizationa] membership

‘Taken“together there ns some s1mi]ar1ty in the results
vfor both types of ne1ghbor1rg downtown and suburbs ‘But the
'f1nd1ngs 5’”‘=t111 unigue to each place for each type of
ine1ghbor1ng In sum, the: résu]ts a]together still ’
d1scr1m1nate the populat1qns and types of ne1ghbor1ng but
.the s1gn1f1cant models ar not as strong on some occaswons .

1t shou]d a]so be nqted that two types of soc1a1

ucontact organ1zat1ona1 %embersh1p and neighboring, norma]ly
.h:take place outs1de the hbme whereas the other two types of
social contact, socta1;even1hg with relat1ves and social
evening‘thh:friends hormafty take place 1n‘the home. Mode1
2 is the best common model for organ1zat1ona1 membersh1p and
ne1ghbor1ng |
5

k'Sociai Evening with Relatives

The results of test1ng the mode]s on social even1ng

w1th relat1ves is shown,1n Tab]e'8.3. ln Table 8.3, no‘one

: L
" %
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mode 1 provides the determinants of social evening with

‘relatives for all locations. Model 4 is significant

downtown, models 2 and 3 in the suburb, and no model is

significant in sma]itown. The latter is the only case in the

~entire anaf§sis where the best model cannot be determinéd.

In terms of F rétio, several models are close to 25 percggt

®

short of achieving significance.

Table 8.3 Increases 1h,Cumﬁ]ative;Variance}?or ,
Selected Models on Social Evenin@ﬁhiih Relatives '\
by Location. _

.

Model Nos..
T T3 4, ©
‘Downtown £01 .08 11 ;200 .23
Suburb 103 .11t 157 16 .17
~Smalltown .01 ~ .04 .05 .07 .07

°Significant at %00
‘'Significant at .05.

Downtown. Mode! 4 was the only significant model

[

'dgwntbwﬁ and explained .20 of the variation in social.

evening with relgtives. Model 4,,PersdﬁéﬂiCharacteristiCé,

-~

. pbsits.that ievp’s of social contact between urban and

suburban residedts vary”by persomna } characteristics

(MgnSha11{1973:ﬂ27-ﬂ33;.Fischer and Jackson, 1976:279,291,

299) .. | R O

This finding supports the findings of the majority of

studies reviewe éarlier in Chapter V'(e.g.iAxeTrod,1956;

i
Jf .

. Sy
| &

5”

/
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Adams, 1968; Lee, 1980). Among these studies were two which

used multjvariate analysis of data:‘Kasarda and Janowitz
(1974) and Mogey. (1977). Since the latter used factor

analysis, the results obtained by Mogey are not %trictly |
. E ”»

- comparable.

Kasarda and Janowitz found (1974), from a national
sample of England, that socializing with Kin was related to
rural-urban location, aae; and length of'residence; in that

order. The amount of varignce expla1ned by the1r equat1ons}%1

Ao WY

was not reported . “ ' _ i B
Suburb. The signtficant mode1iin‘suburb was Model 37
Model 3, Urban1sm was prescr1bed by Fischer (1975) who
argued that soc1a1 contact 1ncreases w1th the presence of -
subcu]tures,in larger popqlation concentrations.

The present finding is unique as the one study of

_social‘contact which uses subcultural. variabies in its

analysis (Fisgher and Jackson, 1976:291) failed'to'ShoW‘
significant results. | |

Smaﬂ1t6wn"’The'1aCKiof significant or best mode 1 for

,soc1a1 even1ng w1th relat1ves in smalltown is not explained

by the data. The total variance ach1eved in the equat1on
after the addition of Model 6 was on]y 07 There 1s-no ,

apparent d1screpancy between var1ab1es or directions of

'relatronsh1ps One posszble conclus1on has to be that the "

cruc1al varvables to social even1ng w1th Kin in smalltown

©

have not been«wncluded
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 suburbs, ne1ghborhood adults Known) .
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Overally the best determ1nant of a . social even1ng w1th.
re]at1ves for downtown and suburb is a different model. No
mode 1 ach1eved significance for smalltown. The'amount of

variance explained (r2) is highest downtown, lower in the

-suburbs, and minima] in smalltown. It should be noted that

cthe ambunt of explained variance is substant1ally reduced

compared to results on other types of social contact (e g.
/

Where results'achieved significance, the models still

provide a unique solution to 1ocating the determinants of

e )0

'socia1izing_with.kin in downtown and,suburbf_lnladdition,

the significant‘modele‘are_unique to the popq]atioh at that
location ae’Well as the type of socia] contactf

These results show that the younger mobile population

‘downtown has a drfferent bas1s for spend1ng a social ‘evening

with re]at1ves than e1ther ne1ghbor1ng or organ1zat1ona]
membershlp The determ1nant of spend1ng a soc1a1 even1ng
with relat1ves for most of \h1s popu]at1on is- personal

chanacter1st1cs The. result for the suburb is a un1que

- finding. ‘The determinant of spend1ng a social even1ng with

relatives for the longer reSIdent marr ied couples w1th

ch11dren in the suburbs is the presence of re11g1ous

ethnic, or occupat1ona] subcu]tures

Sociatl Evenihg with Friends’

Theé results of testing the models on spending a social

1evehing with friends gre'shown in Table 8.4. In.Table 8.4,

@
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no one model provides the défenminénts'ofisoéial evening

with frieﬁas for a]l 1ocat1ons MQdel 3, Urban1sm, is ‘ﬁ?;
(

sighificaht downtown, Model 1, WSQC1a1 Homogeneity, in the %
suburbs, and Model 6, Contextua} Var1ab19;, in smalltown. Of
‘thevlower numbered significant mddels,ﬁMode] 1, Social

3

'Homogeneity, is common to all three_]ocatiéns, Model 3,

Urbénism, is common to downtown and smalltown.

L4

Table 8.4 4 Increases in.Cumulative Variance for
Selected Models on-Secial Even1ng with Fr1ends
" by Locat1on

v Model Nos.

K R M 6
Downtown ~ .18° .25  .30' .32 .33
Suburb 079 .10 .13 .14 .17 /
Smalltown .10° .14 .180- .21 .241

°Significant at .00
v‘Significant at'.054

"Downtown.'Turning to Table 8.4, the best detérminant is
Mode 1 3, Urbanism. Fischer (j975).argued fhat,urbanism;
based on populétion1$ize, affects social 1ife_in thefq{ty—by
~ creating and strengthening subcultures défined‘by ethnicity,
're11g1on ﬁgﬁﬂoccupatwon . -
| "~ The on]y emp1r1ca1 support for Model 3 is prov1ded by -
~ Guterman (1969). He found (495) that intimacy of fr1endsh1pij(

V . b 3 : 13 - . » >
fies varied inversely with population size.
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Suburb. ModeJ~1 acnieved signtfioance in the suburb
accounting for .07 of the variation in social evening with
friendsf Mode] 1, Social Homogeneity, "is based on Gans’
(1968:45) conclusions resulting from a study of tnner otty

social contact and Marshall’s (1973:126) de]ineation-of‘it

as one of three ways .to distinguish ]ife.style between'oity"-

and suburb. o ; | e S

The present result supports. the earl1er finding of

Gordon and Noll's (1975) secondary ana]ys1s of the 1963 NORC

study of United States metropol1tan areas They found (243). -

that both contact with fr1ends and number of friends

¥
—

positively corre]ate w1th soc1a1 class ‘based on education,

occupation, and income. The only other study which tested

_ friendshjp\and family life cycle.(Wayne,1972:90) found that;
friendship participation decreases with stage in the famt]y

life cycle in East York. e o .

Smalltown. Model 6, ContextUal Variables is the best

predictor (.24) of spend1ng a social evening with fr1énds in

i

smalltown. Model 6 (F1scher and-dackson,1976.279) states‘
that social contact varies with the sociatrcharacter‘of a
place. ;t* '
The present result" supports previous p051t1ve f1nd1ngs
Bell and Boat (1957) found a pos1t1ve re]at1onsh1p between
fam11y type and soc1a1 class 1nd1cators of soc1a1 types of

ne1ghborhood

'egate data But two other ‘studies

(Greer and ne, 1972) found no relationships.

2

'GreerrandsKg (A found no relationship between social

158
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evening with friends and aggregate measures of fertiiityd
;hatio,-singie family dwellings, and wives working. Wayne
(1972) found no re]ationships for neighborhood class and
familism contextuai measures w1th soc1alizing with friends

‘ Findings here also support one of two (Fischer and
dackson51976, Fischer,1981).mu]tLvariate studies of the
.detehminants ef sociaiizing with-friends. Fischer and
“Jackson (1976 298) found that the proportion of youth in the
census tract was positively related to the proportion of
friends 1n,the neighborhood. But Fischer (1981:315)
concluded that urbanism based on proxinity to concentrations
of people (construed here to. represent contextual pOpuiation‘
den51ty) is not related to friendship.

Hence Model 6 is supported by the most power ful
statistica}<ana]y51s but there still remains a pOSSibiiity
that the relationship of Mode 1 6 depends on how the
.contextual variable is specified.

Inisummary, Modeivi, Sociai Homogeneity, is significant
-and cemmon to soeiai evening‘with friends but there is a
.'considerabte diffebence in'the’variance explained;between‘
;Udoﬁntown,ismailtownf and suburb. |

| G‘LThe resdlts'for soeializing witHh fniendsgare~uniqUe in
that a different model accounts for the most significant |
variance for the population at each location in a way that
is different again to the results under other types of
sociaivcontact. Again, no discernabie helatiOnship exists

between the’popUIation at each location and the best model.
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The models proyidela ynique solution for“éaqp~type of social
contact.
The above results indicate that .the bane of spending a
social evening w{th'friendé-fefdiffefent'for each |

population. For the younger, mobile, couples ‘and singles

' downtown, spending a social even1ng w1th friends is mostly

determined by the presence of subcu]tures For the older,

llonger resident marrieds with ch11dren 1n the suburb, it is

mostly determined by social homogeneity based’on.socia]

class and stage in fami]y_]ife,cycle. In the small town, for

- most of the younger marrieds, epending a sociaT>evening_with

friends is determined largely by the social context of the

place.

Summary of Results by IType of Social Contact

Organizational Membership.
A unique solution was obtained for the pOpu]ation at
each location. The-deierminahts of organizationa] membership

&lu

were most s1gn1ﬁ1cantly explained by Model 2 Environmental

eChoice, downtown; Model 4, Personal Characteristics,in the

suburbs; and Model 6, Contextual Variables, for smalltown:

The proportion of exp]aﬁation in terms of variance was
)

ghly constant across locations.

,ﬂ‘1ghbor1nq

..7

For neighborhood adults known and chatting with

neiéhbors, the significant models did not provide a unique

“solution for theap%pulatioh at each location. For
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neighborhood adults Known, Modet 2, Enuironmentalvbhoice;
was unique downtown, but Model 6, Contéxtual Vafiables.lwaé
the best model for both suburb and smalttown The proportiOn
of variance explalned by Model 6 was - also substant1a11y
h1gher than Model - 2 downtown. |

In chatting with ne1ghbors.‘Mode1 2disucommon‘to o
downtown and smalltown with re]at1ve1y smal] amounts of
variance eXp1a1ned Model 6 was unique to the SUburb and
accounted for nearly three times the variance at each of the
other locations.

When the- results for each type of ne1ghbor1ng are

compared at each location w1thout focu51ng only on the most ~

s1gn1f1cant mode].'they are unique in terms of the
significant mode1$ Oﬁ“the amount}of variance explained at
each'location.lThe significant model downtown is Model 2,
Environmental Choice. The s1gn1f1cant models in the suburbs
are Models 1, Soc1a1 Homogeneity, 2, Env1ronmenta1.Chomce.
}and 6, Contextual Variables. Models 2 and 6 are significant

for smalltown. For chatt1ng with neighbors, Model 2 is not

significant downtown but accounts for more Variance than the -

significant Model 2 in smalltown. Models 1, 2, 3, Urbanism,
and 6 are significant in the suburbs . Mode1_6~alone.is
significant for smalltown.

Socializing with Kin.

- A unique so]ution'in aScertaining the determinants‘of‘
socializing w1th kin was obtained for downtown and suburb

Model 4, Persona] Character1st1cs, was significant, downtown

o
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andlmodels 2, Environmental Choice, énd 3, Urbanism, in the

;'subufbs.:BQtinowsqution was ébtaihea fqp,smalltowﬁ. In

addjtion; the“émouﬁté of Qériancéﬁexbiained decreased from
downtown (.20) thféugh suburb (J1S) fQ éma1ltown (.07).

‘ Inspectfon of tHe results failed to provide‘any indication

about why this is so. | ‘

Socializing with Friends.

" For socializing with friendsrthé_most significant
mode1s unique to e;ch location are Model 3, Urbanism,
downtown, Model 1, Social Homogeneity, suburb, and Model 6,
Contektual Variables; smalltown. The amounts of variahce |
explained dowhib&n (.éO) and smal]té@n (.22) is ﬁh Tjne with
other findings;ﬁere. jge result for model 1 in suburb (.07
is an idehtica] amount to that obtained under socializing
with Kin in sma]ltown where no significant result was’

obtained. .
Thus, unique models are the best determinants of three
types of social confaét--organizationa] membership,
sociaiiiing with Kin, and socializing with friends--across
locations with the exception of socializing with'kin in
~smalltown where no result was ébtained. The best models

under both types of neighboring were not unique but the

overall result at 'each location was.

Summary of Results-Co]lectiver '

As noted earlier, both orgénizational membership and

neighboring are unigque among the four types of social
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contact as fhey geneﬂa]]y occuﬁ outside the h;Qe. In all
" three cases{ organizétional membership, neighborhood adults
Rhown, and Chattihg with neighbors, Model 2, Environmenta1
Choice, was the best model downtown, Models 4, Personal
éhapacferistics, and 6, Contextual Yariab]ee, are-the best
in suburb, and models 2 and 6 in smalltown. d

Although-the results for these two typee'efleoeiafa
contact are unique by location, co]lectiVeiy; theré is some
commonality by location among the mode1s for socig]‘contact_
which takes place predeinant1y eutside the home. S

It is indicated\by these Eesulﬁs that for the younger,
mebile, higher eafning, couples and sing]es‘renting
townhouses or apartments downtown, their oufsiqe social
B contact .is determined largely through personal choices
influenced by physical variables, values, and perceptions.
This'indication applies fo organizational membership as well
as both types of neighboring. _

In the suburbs, for the majority o% the longer ]
resident,'o1der;'married, homeowners with ebildren, both
types of neighboring are mostly determined by the social "’
context or social character of the area. OrganizationaT
membership for the suburban population, however, is more a
»fuhction of pefsonaT characterisfice associa{ed with daily
living. | .

The younger, married, regent]y‘arrived homeowners in
smé]ltoWn display a different pattern frbm Edmontoh

,residenfs altogetherj Organizational membership and
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neighborhood adu ts &n@g? 1s lar ﬁﬁgpterm1ned by the

soc1al context of he frea. Chatt1ng with neighbors is more

-a function Qf‘Qersonaﬁ cho1ces 1nfluenced by phys1cah\\ &

: var1ables values and perceptlons Th1s commona11ty does not
extend-to the other two types of social contact however.

Unique results are obtained for socializing with Kin and
‘*Saciéiizﬁhg*with friends. '

In the F1na1 chapter wh1ch follows, conc]us1ons w1ll be

idrawn from a brief review of this study. Recommendat1ons for

- 3

. future research are derived therefrom. W

. ‘.



IX. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

b )

Summar

This ’ﬂudy focused on ascertaining the determinants of

‘sociaf ¢ontact in urban, suburban, and small town settings.

The hajOr theorist in this area of research was identified

as Wirth. His "Theory of Urbanism” (1938) is predicated on

T ‘ v
the effects and interaction of population size, density, and

‘hetérogeneityjof people Tiving in cities. His behavioral

"-postulates were exten%iVely analyzed. Three forms of social

contact ana their postulated consequehce5~were identified.
Criteria for the pfoper testing of *W{ith's (1938)

posfu]ates were introduced and discussed. It was concluded

thét Wirth can on{y.bé.tesfed under two conditions

(Guterman, 1969): - .

1. When empifical measures refléct.fhé true dimensions
implicit in Wirth's discussion. |

2. When data are derived from a rangé of popu]ation sizes
and densities from cities, small towns, and rural areas.
Empirical tests of the behavioral postulates of Wirth's

(1938) theory were examined. Three studies were identified

~ which specifically cited Wirth, directly tested his
behavioral postulates, ag? met ‘the above conditions, Key
(1961), Key (1965), and Gutermah—(1969). The results were

‘equivocal. Key's (1961) #tudy of kin relations failed to

support Wirth (1938).. However, Key's (1965) sfudy”of
neighboring did support Wirth. Guterman’'s (1969) study of

&
»
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fP1endsh1p also supported W1rth but W1rth did not’ d1rect1y
ment1on fr1endsh1p in his theory o T K BT B

Other: studles were reviewed which specxftcally ci ted

oW1rth (1938) but did not meet Guterman s (1969) two’ e

J

conditions. In add1t10n to s1ze dens1ty, and heterogene1ty,

\" ‘these stud1es 1dent1f1ed n1neteen other varlables w1th forms

’of soctat contact The1r results are 1nconc1us1ve, however
due to methodo]og1ca1 problems with data collect1on As a

,resutt it was dpncluded that wh11e W1rth’ (1938) e
i \ \ e
behav1ora1 postuPates ‘had not been agequately tested

focu51ng on three\var1ab1es a]one is less product1ve in

l

terms of scope and explanat1on than search1ng for the

' correlates of soc1a] contact as. a whole. Other emp1r1ca1

;

‘research was rev1eweb wh1ch addressed re]ated issues’ sucH as,,ﬁ

KRNI
e ’

popu]at1on turnaround and’ occupat1ona1 mob111ty but 1tawas *ﬁ%ﬂ

'

; also found to be 1nco&;1us1ve

The narrow focus of Wirth’'s ;1938) theory and ‘the
o A( B

‘1nconclus1ve emp1r1ca1\ev1dence ult1mate1y 1ed to the
determ1nat1on of six theoret1cal mode]s wh1ch prov1deba :
wnder focus to, search for determ1nants of so&1a1 contact
These are 1dent1f1ed as llows | |

L4

~1% eSoc1a1 Homogene1ty £ S c1a1 contact 1ncreases w1th soc1a1

5c]€“§wand stage in famv]y l1fe cycle (Gans, 1968 ' ;‘
,Marshall 1973) ‘ e L

§

fi 2."Env1ronmenta1 Cho1c§_ Soc1al contact vﬁr1es bY'phy51cal

4env1ronment values,vand percept1pns (M1chelson 1970)

30 U ggntsm Soc1a1 contact 1ncreases w1th presence of



»

faty

‘fSchultures in ]arger~p5pu1ation concentratibns
(Fischer,1975).

4, -Personal,Chahactefisticsf Sooial coﬁtact$%éries by

personal’chafacteristics (Marshall,1973;Fischer and
Fe o e dackson 1976) . | |

5:, Distance Effects Socia] cohtact increases with distance

3 A, 3 ﬁ‘ . | T
- “-;tfgfrgm Cghtral Bus1ness Dlstr1ct {Marshall,1973;Fischer
e S ¥ : L

0 arde ﬁackson 1976)

'é. Contextua] Varwables. Soc1a7 contact var*bs by the
'SOcial character.of a place.(Marshall 1973;Fischer and
dackson 1976) _,‘y' R

In order to operat1ona]1ze the concepts in the six -

models, the models were used as a screen1ng device to rev1ew

|
\.

enp1r1ca1 research on four types of soc1al contact
x ﬁf; I organxzaﬁﬂonal membersh1p newghbor1ng, socia11z1ng w1th
_ relat1ves, and soc1a11z1ng w1th fr1ends The :ﬁ§1r1cal
11terature was rev1ewed by type of socwal contact and by
. mode 1 as well. R o IR -~
Some empwrlcald7ypport was fopnd for all of the models

. - except Model 3, Urbanism, ‘across all

_our types of soc1a]
' contact It was not p0551b1e to draw onclus1ons about the
best model in terms of explanat1on or'1n terms of their -

' re]at1ve mer1ts w1thout t%e benef1t of test1ng all of the

\

S o t mode]s simUItZ?eousl¥ 1n a mu1t1var1ate analys1s S1mply on
el the bas1s of umbers oﬁgftud1es Mode1 4, Peﬁsonal

Charapter1st1cs, was overwhe1m1ngly supported in all four

s i oy S

b
types of soc1a1 contact Th1s appears to be the tesult of

167
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‘ininidualfspecolatton ebout the nature of sooiei contact
~rather than en effort to distil and simp1ify results.

; Problems assoc1ated w1th ana]yz1ng existing data were
d1scussed in Chapter V1. The maJor1ty of the var1ab1es in
‘these data were operatlona]1zed in a fashjon which 1s_ |

similar tc%other pub]lshed studies. The five var1ab1es whlch

S

are not avawlab]e in the data were not spec1f1ed in the \F\
.bmooels.vThe main ]1m1tat1on in test1ng the ‘models in these
date“iektheilack of a rural samp]e, Although the differences’
between bity'and couhtry may no ]ohgeere meaningfulf
'(Dewey,1960),.thi§ limitation should.hot'be set aside until

conclusive evidence is produced.

The need t0‘test the'models at different levels of
~urban scale‘-downtown, suburbs, and smal]town--confl1ct

w1th the spec1f1cat1on of Model 5, D1stance Effects

'1ocat1on is also the 51ngle 1ndependent var1able in Model 5

”_Model 5 had to be tested before the other modets in order to :
discover if Iocation‘proouced a difference ‘in resultS'ih

1eve1s of social contact.. | |

A pre]iminéry analysistof the populatiohe of Edmonton‘
and Ledoc showed a- number of‘significent differenoes These
were based on famlly life cyc]e and social class var1@@}es '
Qetween the downtown suburbs,\aﬁd smalltown. But the
.poau1at1onsvare_not»eIgntftcehtly,dqfferent gn other

measures..

3y . .
W A S Sy
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Tne population downtown mostly‘consists of'younger,
mobi]e:mcouples or'singles, who hrelrentingetownhouses‘or
apartments. They have higher levels of education; lower
levels of income, and lower shelter costs. Residents in the
suburbs are,generally older, longer resident married
couples, with families, who own single houses. Thelmajority
show higher level ofgedUCationr higher income,lano higher\
' she]ter costs. In the sma]]toWn, residents tend to'oe moSt]y

younger mob1le marr ied couples with fam1l1es

own s1ngle houses have lower educat1on levels, h gher
1ncome, and the highest shelter costs. ,

‘ In testing Model 5, Distance Effects,'it was
demonstrated that concTusions-about empirical findings'may
di ffer. as a resutt of the part1cu1ar statistical techn1que
‘selecteﬁe Uswng a d1fference of means test, a relationship
was documented between location and social contact without
cons1der1ﬁg the effects of . other var1ables When atl of theﬁ
variables were 1ncluded in a stronger stat1st1cal test
. multiple regression, the relatqonsh1p»betweenv1ocat1on_and
'soc1a1 contact ts insufficient to justify its prominence in,,-
the liteérature. Controll1ng locat1on enhanced the f1nal
result. This conf1rmed ‘that each form Qf socwal contact is
unique (Rosow, 1967:219). The meaning of tocat1on does not -
’appear to be"related‘to'physical space. Rather,'1t 1s best

conce1ved as a focal pdint of 1nteract1on for d1fferent

. types‘of peoole.



170
When the other models were tested using multiple
regreSston analysis, different findings were unique to each‘
type of soc1al contact At the same time, a 11m1ted amount
of ccommonali ty among the models was observed with
organ1zat1ona] membersh1p and ne1ghbor1ng InfbrestinglyL
¢ both types of soc1alwcontact are largely maintained outside

. .

the home. . -

The results are summarized in Table 9.1. In Table 9.
under organizatton:1 membership, Model 2, Envxronmental ?;
Choice, was the best model downtown, Mode]l 4 Persona]
Characteﬁ1st1cs, in the suburbs, and Model 6 Contextua]

. : @ ¢
S ‘Varlables, in smalltown. Mode1 2 Environmental.Choice. or

Mode 1 6 Contextual Var1able§ was the best 'ﬁel for both

Q%%pes ogane1ghbor1ng, M?gel 2, downtown, Model°6 1n the

,,suburb Model 6 for ne1ghborhood adu]ts Known and Model 2
for chatt1ng w1th negghbors in sma]ltown The total result

"bL1]].pPDV1ded a un?qu ' 1nd)ng for each type of neigbboring

at each location. 'Mode? 2-*Environmental CHoice ~was also o

common to all locat1one’for both”of these forms of sggtgg
contact | o t - .

The beetideterminant'oftspendtng.a sociaf'evening yith
relatives was a diffebent'model,QOWntown and in tbe suburbs.
Model 4, Personal Cnpracteqistice,_was;significant,oowntown b;

‘and‘Mode1 3; Urbanism, in'thesobunbe.»No model‘achieyed

significance in smalltown. .This is the only null result in

.~

i 3

the entire study. . ;i
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. v .
| Model 1, Social Homogene1ty, was “common to all
1ocat1ons for spend1ng a social evening with fr1ends, but a
different mode } was the most s1gn1;£cant Model 3, Urbanism,
was the most s1gn1f1cant model downtown, Model 1, Social’
Homogene1ty, in the«cuburbs, and'ﬁodel 6, Contextual
Variables, in smalltowh: g v
Interpret1ng these resu]ts in. the 11ght of maq g
population character1st1cs some commonal1t1es are noted 15’
social contact wh1ch takes place ma1n1y outside the-home.
Model 2, Environmental Choice, was common downtown for
organizational ﬁembership and both tyoes of neighboring.

This finding indicates that the younger, mobile, higher

eﬁrning, couples/siggles who rent townhouses/apartments

ntown Have the same basts for detérmining neighboring as
crganizational membership, For most of these residents,
these types of s0cia1 contact are largely determined by
perﬁnal choice wh1ch is %lﬁcmr variables connected’
with* the physical ethronment values, and perﬁeptions.

The residents of\the suburbs are mostly older, longer

'resgdent married couples, witﬁgﬁhi1dren who own single

fam1ly dwe111ngs Their orgaga;?t1onal membersh1p*1s mostly '
determ1ned by personal character1st1cs which 1mp1nge on
their life sty]e such as commut1ng._Ne1ghbor1ng of both _
types{Lhowevep' is,largely determined by the social‘context
< of the area in which they 11ve ‘

The socxal character of a place is the main factor

1nf1uenc1ng organ1zat1onal membersh1p and ne1ghborhood
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" adults Known for res1dents of the smalltown.; They are

TargeTy younger, newly arrived married couples who own

single family dweTTihgsz Chatting with neigqbors for them is-
more ‘a function of_personaltchoice which.is inf luenced ‘by
physica] variables, values, and perceptions.

Spend1ng a soc1a1 evening w1th relatives is Targely the
rééu]t of personal characteristics for the younger mobiTe~ ¢
popuTation downtown. But for suburban older marrleds w1iﬂ
ch11dren it i most]y a function of theapresence of

RN

subcultures in the populat1on ) ‘ W”Fﬂf

The presence of subcuTtures in the popuTat]on is th‘e;ip1
main basis for spending a social evening w1th friends for e
the younger mobile population downtown. That f1nd1ng is
distinct from the oneh; longer resident married couplesvin
the suburbs whose - friendship associaticn~i5'predicated on
SO%T&] homogeneity. Most*of the younger marrted_cougTes in
smalltowh spend a social evening with frtendehon the basis
of'the.social context of the area in which they live.

In sum, a different model appears as the determinant of
a barticular type &f social contact in each~location. Some

commonalities are observed across locations for types of

soc1al contact occur1ng, for the most part outstde the

u\l
R o

home. The unique d1fferences in the f1nd1ngs, however are
Tovershadowed by the small amounts of varxance expla1ned, in
part1cular. the result in socializing with relatives. The “

‘mean1ng of the f1nd1ngs*1n {h1s regard is discussed in the

4; concTus1on which follows,
\ . ' .
. f : »
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,Concluston

The surprising result of this study is the limited
amount of var1ance explg’ned by the models. The study
Fo]]owed directions established in the 11teratuq§ Over
f1fty years of emp1r1ca1 research on the determ1nants of
forms df social contact were reviewed. Operationa]ization of
the var1a§1es in the data fo]lowed closely the majority of
the spec1f1cat1ons in the stud1es Given the methodological
rigor of the study completegi_one is foreed to conclude that
the direction of empirtcalrregearch on determtnants‘ef
social centact is, for the most part, fruﬁtlese. Thefsmall
total variances in seVera?kinstances do not support a strong
theoretical contention. Continued research is indﬁcated
where larger variances are evideht. But that research should
be supported by a search for more fruitful, aiternate
theories. |

The_overa]] result may also reflect earlier indicatiene
of an ethnographﬁc bias ih the determinante of social
contact. The majority of empirtcalrstudtes were under taken
in the United States of America. The fihdings of Garigue
(1956) 1nydentreal, of Wayne (1972) in Toronto, and of
Kasarda and dahowitz (1874) in England, produced results
wh1ch d1ffered to some extent from the U.S. data. Hence, 't the
results of this: study may be attr1buted to the testing of
Amen1can-based models in Canadian data. The significance of
Mode 1 2,}Ehvirohmenta] Choice, especially in'the,eutdoor

types of social contact, may be due to the origin of its
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specifjcatjon. Michelson’s (1970) model (Model 2) was based

on empirical data from Toronto reviewed in the light of

. earlier findings in the United States. The implications and

recommendations resulting from these conclusions are

4

d1scussed after cons1der1ng the limitations of this study

Th1s study suffers from two ma jor 11m1tat1ons The
first is the lack of a rural sample. Without one it.is not
possible to properly test. Wirtn (1938). Hence, it is also -
not poss1b1e to prov1de ev1dence in support of Dewey s
(1960) pos1t1on that rural urban d1fferences are no longer
important. ‘ - . ‘

The second 1imitation results from the exclusion of the
obJectwve ‘and subJective measures displayed ear11er 1n Table
2 2. W1thout such mea%%res 1t is 1mposs1ble to adequate]y
reso]ve the determ1nants of forms of soc1a1 contact Given
the relative strength of the value and percept1on variables
of Model 2 in Tables 6.5 to-6.21 (Appendix E), it is not

<
difficult to assume that the objective and subjective

-measures in Table 2.2 would display similar statistical

o

- strength when included in a similar analysis.

Other limitations may be the result of the way in which

—

certain variables are operationalized " The overall result in

e

terms of cumulat1ve variance may be‘enhanced by further

ref1nement of the var1ables used in the ﬁcdels

_Recommendat1ons in this regard are included at the end of
this chabter. BUt»concentrating on<mantpulating variables is

a retrograde step in'view of the theoretical imperative of
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the'ﬁode1s. Now that the models have been tested according
to specifications, the empirical and theoretical

implications of the findings have to be assessed.

Implications of the Results for Empirical Reéearch

It should be clear by noW that the reliance of
empirical SQ%dies on quantitative measures of the
determinants of‘types of social contact is anounded.
Operationalization of fufure thels has to be predicatéd on
all the dimensions—-quanfﬁtatiye and qualitative--inherent

in Wirth's theory. In particularf it has to focus on the

'&aning dimension of urban life. .
. LY ’

Imglicétions gj;Results for Theory

Before aaaPeé§iﬁg’tHe implicétions of, these results as
a whole, their implications.fof Theory of Social Choice has
to be considered. The results partially.support the "Theory
of Social Choice"wrecently developed by Kennedy (1982). He
reformulated three theoretical models on the basié of the
processes people go through in order to fd]fil]{their life
style choices (134). City enVironménts contain a wide )
variety oprhysical characteristiéé. Peopie’S'Qggferences
for certain'types of}activifies promptgfthem tdychoose
environments conducive to their desifed'béghvior. Thése
three models, Social Homogeneity (Gans,1968), Environmental
Chofgg,fMicheISOn,1970). and Urbanism (Fischer, 1973}, were

descﬁibed earlier (Chapter IV).‘KennedyL§ reformutation

%
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based on choice is presented below.

Social Homogeneity, Model 1, was originated by Gans
(1968:35,45). It propoées that social participation is based
on social class orgstage’in the family life cycle. Kennedy
nofes (147) that, according to Gans, pecple choose to
socialize on the basis of social homogeneity within life
style groups. It is the most important factor in the
creation of communities and social relationships. It is.
based on shared social charactefistics, not house ‘type or
rural-urban location.~;n addition, Gans found that social
homogeneity in the suburbs was based on income, educatian,
cr‘occupation{ S . ?‘ N

‘Environmental Choice, Model 2, déveﬂoped by Michelson |
(1970), states that social,confact is féCilitatéd_accordingg}
to 1ife style based on economic, ethnic, and fémif; 11”feu
cycle criteria. Socia]izing is a function of people’s
values,neercept1ons. and certain variables connected w1th
the phys1ca1 environment. Kennedy notes (149-152) that
people cnoose‘to socialize on the basis of their lTife styie.
Social factors lead to a choice ofrqpysica] envircnments.
These, in turn, may then affect social relationships. »

Fischer (1875) argues, hbwever 'tnatlthé observations

that account for the first twg mpdels‘(Gans!1968

M1chelson‘ﬂ$7qéh?_
. ‘model’ he Calls ¥

sﬂgugﬁ a thlrd
- peonle socialize on

the ba51s of’ ethn1c re11g1ous.‘or occupat10na1 subcultures
&

1

' .‘strengthened by the)s1ze oﬁ the populat1on

. R ) <R
\ N e
: I

i ’
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In describing the processes assoctated with Fischer'’s
mode 1, Kennedy‘..ﬁerves (1982:134-140) that as populatlon

size fosters, "'1tures, more peopJe are able to find a set

of behavioriy -‘be11efs in common with others. .This happens

¢

in two way:%éf'rst, large cities attract migrants and so
- ‘

ensure. a ?gfntant supply of diversified people. Second,
i

)

large cit produce structural d1fferent1at1on They

-
facilitate the creatton of a variety of social worlds, thus
increasing the amount of choice people have in social
c .act. | | |
With improveo transpoﬁtation andfpersonalkhobititybin
the city, people are no 1onger forced to maintain social
contact in their‘immediate neighborhood but will maintain
'strong social ties outside their neighborhoods. In the
suburbs,‘whgre distance becomes too great and subcultures
’are no . longer supported by populat1on den51ty people s
personal soc1a1 networks tend to become local1zed {138).
'People choose network associates- and cont1nue 1nteract1on as
a pos1tzve function of commonal1t1es and as a negative
function of the oost qf the interaction. Kennedy further
notes (140) that as suburbs age, physical differences with
OIdeh residential.areas'beaSe to exist. The distingutshing”
feature ts no lopgerkthe location, but the people who L1ve
there. | \\ _ ( B - fg;‘»%: . %ff

%

\

Turn1ng aga1n to the results of the present study, they
gprov1de partial- support of Kennedy's Theory of Soc1a1

\Chotce. The result for at least one location supports:the

} o

@ ty; ‘ ) ' . . * 7 -~
"’ gwcj ’-_ L T ] } : < . ' {
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's1gn1f1cant models. but not 1n the amounts of ¢umulat1ve

: . 179 °

?h,Theorynfor each type of social contact. Eor\organtzatiOnal

membership and netghboring, this support occurs in the
downtown. Support for the Theory alsoroccurs under chatting
with neighbors in the smalltown For §pend1ng a social
even1ng w1th relatlves and with, fr1ends. support occurs\cn
the, suburbs It also is found under spend1hg a 5001a1
evening with fr1ends in the downtown )

Cons1der1ng the results from another perspect1ve out

of f1ve poss1b1e results for each locat1on, the .Theory of |

Soc1a1 Choice is supported in four 1nstances downtown twice

fln the suburbs, and once in .the. smalltown [f we focus QN -

o

all the models which ach1eved s1gn1fwcance,at each/]ocatlon
the Theory of Soc1a1 Choice is supportedl1n all instances *
but two. Both 1nstances where there is a lack of support

1
occur under spend1ng a soc1a] even1ng with relattvesf These

. are downtown, where only Mode 1 4, Personal Charegéerlst1cs,

»

vwas obtained. SubJect to rep11ca2+en_and‘ref1nemen

(redefinition) - of the'models;'the Theory of Social Choice i%

quite. strongly supported 1n terms‘Bf the total ?CC_ rence of =

!

,var1ance What rema1ns is a problem of def1n1t1on and ‘QA f

|

further emp1?1¢a1 test1ng ’ ‘ | o

BamnN

It was orlg1nally noted (Chapter IV) that the models |

were ordered on the ba51s of 1ncreas1ng numbers of L

.-1ndependent var1ab1es and needed to be’testgd
's1mu1taneous]y But Dtstance Effects Model 5, had to. be

1 . . . el

- 1

[ VA —

was significant and in sma]]town where no-s1gn1f1c74t resultj

v
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'nftested f1rst It was concluded that D1stance Effects ff

fJnformat1on to make a dec1s1on Further testlng and

'nrefnnement of the*models in terms of the1r‘

reflected soo1al rather than phys1cal d1fferences Us1ng

s-Model 5 as a control did enhance the results of test1ng the \
,_other models !ThUS relegat1ng Djstance Effects to the rple |

’-;of a control leaves two models over and abov those 1ncluded

M

'-_under the Theory of Soc1al Cho1ce, Personal Character1st1cs,

rModel 4 and Contextual Var1ables, Model 6.

2 R
The. way in ‘which both o# these\models were R

‘:operatlonal12ed 1n th1sustudy produced s1gn1f1cant resultsA
fat more than Jhe lOC&thh and in more than one type of

ysocval contact It 1s not reasonable, therefore, to set

A A

”‘yaside these two models on ‘the bas1s of ex1st1ng ev1dence

iJWhat does have tb be cons1dered is the pos51bwl1ty of add1ng
jthe models to the spec1f1cat1on of ‘the Theory of Social -
‘Cho1ce or 1ncorporat1ng the1r spec1f1cat1ons under one of\\\

fthe other models already 1ncluded in thd Theory

> {
The spec1f1catlons of Personal Character1st1cs, Model B

f4, are’qu1te d1st1nct (Marshall 1973: 127 1335 F1scher and xx
'dackson 1876 279 291~299) irom those of the earller Models. U

A through 3 But the. type of chaiacter1st1cs referred tq in .

5the ‘mode | are s1m1lar to Kennedy s elaborat1on~(7982)voff
'_M1chelson s (1970) Env1ronmental Ch01ce mode . chhelson s

“(1970) Spec1f1cat1on of his model does not el1m1naté the

' ':;?poss1b1ltty of 1nclud1ng the Personad Characterlst1cs of

fsModel 4 under Model 2 ~There 1s s1mply 1nsuff1c1ent

a.

Ja

o
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)2/”‘ operat1onaltzat1on should clan]fy th1s dec1s1on ‘

o _ g:schér\and dackson s (197% é\\T\SQQC1ficat1on of
£ Contextuai—Varwables, Model 6 1s also dgst1nct from the _
Laothér modéls (Chapter 1v) s operat1ona112atton in this
. .study,g however produced cerin 51m1lar1t1es w1th Urbamsm,i

;Model 3. Operattona11zatton of the subcultural vartables 1n o

‘EModel 3 was ach1eve;;jy calculattng ethn1c proport1ons of
vcensus tracts Operab1onaT}zat1on of Model 6 was org1na11y
”based on.- the proport1on of youth and average 1Qcome in the
'hcensms tract If it can be argued that these var1ab1es in
fact: reflect youth or-. zncome subcultures, then Model 6 may}#'s
‘:be placed under Mode] 3 The determ1nat1on of/that’/////,/jﬂ
placement however shou]d awa1t further/té§t1ng and
reftnement of the models. paY1ng parttcular attent1on\to theit
. way' in wh1ch the vartables are operattonal1zed i

Al . : ) ¥ &

N mg11cat1on of Theorv for Soc1ety

\ ?h f' In d1scuss1ng the 1mp11cat1ons of the 'Theory of Soc1a1
. d\ | Ch01ce, Kennedy (1982 153 157? observes thatfpeople arel
‘», \. able to make ch01ces as long as they can move around the
| \\vc1ty freely w1thout restra1nt Th1s is true for/those who
\have no f1nanc:a1 or other 1mped1men;¢ Those with h1gher
\1ncome 1evel§ for example WOu1d have few ]1mntat1ons on
- heir cho1ce of locat1on But those w1th lower 1ncome 1evels
Sre not p;pv1ded for by ex1st1ng market forces Government

. /<L v inforced t@ prov1de publlc hous1ng for those w1th 11m1ted

ancial resources Where,people ‘are constrajned_to:l1ve 1n'

n\
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7'cho1ce

}rf

[

Other restr1ct1?ns on cho1ce 1ne*'de lack of proper'r;,.'

\-_.

fac1l1t1es for s1ngte\parents;'wo 1ng women play ‘jfv

‘fac111t1es for chlldren easy 1cess to transportatxon and E

yx(:;peor‘gr 1nappropr1ate des1gn 1ang?e parents and work1ng
'fwomen need shOpp1ng\faC11fT1es that are open when they are L
1not work1ng Many of them requ1re ‘more. easﬁty access1bLe day
o ‘care servtces’w1th spec1al Hours of operatlon Properly |
“dequgpped play areas for chwldren are. reQU1red w1th safe and o
:f1mproved access th avo1ds heavy traff1c ‘Many s1ngle -
?tbfparents and work1ng omen need more conven1ent
.Z'transporta 1on then the locat1on of affordable hous1ng for,q
.fthose w1th Timited flnaneqal means is far removed from '
| better pdb11c t%insportat1on routes Many of these types. of
”needs may be settled 1f plann1ng was 1ntegrated between c1ty
' ,nplanners Lnd transportat1on eng1neers _ ' o
Kennedy {157~ 159 ) also d1scussed the cond1t10ns for no_!f

:»cho1ce Two groups,,the depr1ved"‘and the "trapped -a dﬂ

'ownwardly mob11"¢?were 1dent1f1ed by Gans (1968 37)_ They>

15 tflnner city because they had no. cho1ce The'
~hdepr1ved\;\eluded the very poor uﬁé emotronally d1stunbed
.broken fam111es\\ang non- whltes The trapped were those who
were 1eft beh1nd when fhe ne1ghborhood was taken over by |
v‘non res1dent1al 1and users or lower status em1grants ,' A
A]so of note to planners, Kennedy observes (160) ‘that
: denSIty may have a pos1tzve 1nterpretat1on Verysh1gh _e-
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- Recommendat1ons TR N

dens1t1es can provwde the requ1red numbers of persons to
support @dequate recreat1onal f301l1t1es that many people

feel enhance urban llfe

In support1ng the Theory of Social Cho1ce as AN

. demonytrated earl‘:r,)the benef1t of 1mprov1ngﬂthe '

concep ‘al1zatlon

f the theoret1cal models beéomes clear

The results of ‘the. data demonstrated suppor{ of a number of
models with l1ttle or no dlrect 1mpl1cat1onswfor \heory The '
art1culat1on of some of those models (Kennedy 1982) as the '

Theory of Soc1al Choice however, has ralsed the level o(
' b

’analys1s We can now cons1der what k1nds of opt1ons are

generally ava1lable 1n soc1ety and what Klnds of

' restr1ct1ons exist. More 1mportantly, 1t enables us to focus'”

on the 1mped1ments or constra1nts that 1mpa1r or prevent

freedom of cho1ce As Kennedy notes (1982 134)
< The role of planners ‘and arch1tects in plann1ng and
. .designing these environments is important in ,
‘establishing a congruence of individual needs and
expectations with physical structures. A1l three of
- these perspect1ves ‘emphasize the role of the individual
and the demands that 1ife styles place on the social and
'phys1cal fabric of the c1ty

S ' : 7

~

The l1m1tat1ons of thlS study and the 1mpllcat1ons TJ

‘d1scussed above may be resolved in the recommendat1ons wh1ch

ﬁollow Th1s study needs to be replf%ated and 1mproved upon’

l‘Jn several ways,,perhaps not all at the same t1me The : j,;

. 7]preferred sequence is as follows

1. Ref1ne the models us1ng the 1977 EAS and LAS data by

el1m1nat1ng redundant var1ables Th1s w1ll also



. Improve the operathnal1zat1on of certa1n var1ables

= Theory of Social Choxce

;AURepllcate the analys1s of the Tef1ned models 1n other"t

f fac1litaté’ tl?e testmg of mcreaslng numbe-rs of
- variables in’ the models “j»fl _'"Tf-fg; | /.f‘“

Ll g age, léngth ‘of residence) by testing several

methods‘”Thls 1mprovement may be reso]ved by using };(?

: another method of analySIS - 7ti;,“f'“' . f‘” ‘*l~€§f

;j:Construct scales wh1ch represent qual1tative and ’
. quant1tat1ve d1mens1ons of soc1al contact If the _\L;, ‘
© construct1on 1s successful the scales should be

rsubst1tuted for é&1st1ng dependent varlables

In V1ew of the f1nd1ngs w1th Dlstance Effects, Model 5,

the" models should be tested at smaller areal Levels to -
:determ1ne the extent and l1m1ts of the effects of _for
s“example, soc1al homogene1ty and 5001al context ill' |
.‘7Ascerta1n the theoret1cal .and emp1r1cal feas1b1l1ty of_‘»‘

'*collaps1ng the models 1n l1ne wqth Kennedy s (1982)

oo

: c1t1es, small towns, and rural areas If the theory is -

N-zupheld extend the #%pllcat1on to-other countrtes to

yascerta1n cultural or . nat1onal effects , '
c Extend the analy51$ of the ref1ned models by 1nclud1ngs

:soc1al contact var1abﬂes as 1ndependent varlables and

B examtnlng the1r 1nterrelat10nsh1ps Thws 1s part1cularly

’fblmportant 1f th1s extens1on is ach1eved 1nclud1ng a'

*}rural sample TJe Spelelp postulates formulated by

W1rth (1938) may then be* formally and completely tested

'\'vv.:‘ - _' o T : ; ; : .U e el . .
- C N S ‘a e - - s g st
* Lo . . Ry . . SRS
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o é Examine the 1nterretationship of sociat contact and |
;t_d t;i;dbc1al ?upport ‘as. ind};ated in the.results under
»*1;7 “351tuat1ona1 Variables in Table 6. 1 Support from
hltxhgywﬁinelatives was. elimjnated tf’the preseht analysis due to

A

wfiq' 3;,§§glploss of respo]‘ents Under thy improved mode s, with
| ~f greater spectftcatton of var1ab1es, the loss of - o

'vrespondents may'not be as cruc1al and the anaJys1s can

, - procged (fw‘l : ,
Q] The steps br1ef1y descrfbed above are 1ntended to u'
: : max1m1ze the analys1s of the ex1sb1ng data For purposee of
! F’repl1cat1on and more. exxens1ve ana1y§1§, new data should be .
generated It should attempt to an§Wer the foIIOW1ng _
‘ R How- 1s the meantng (qmal1ty) of soc1al contact '
o perce1ved7 Is one form of social: contact favored more
*“}than another° Where and hod-do these preferences‘
.originate? p‘, S g
f%'hj' 't'VQtfcIs a certa1n model untque to a part1cu1ar demograph1c
ié ‘ - type of populat1on7 Do models change as populat1ons age7
'téﬁj;:nnﬁ ‘é; Is a certa1n form‘of social contact pneferred by a
j; e 31“’§f partlcular demographtc type of populatlon7 Do these
o . _d{ ?preferences change as populatlons age’ | o y““
’i;;f:ih4;; Are the models un1q0e to a partlcular soc1a1 context°
fél What establtshes the' soc1al context of a new
ktf [”fﬁi q.?57 sub41v1s1on7 ?5. f-' . | : S
| 't{*d 5" The models 1ndlcate populatlons w1th d1fferent bases -of

s 1a1 contact Doeg thts result from consc1ous ch01ce, .

. e
-




:.3_of social cho1ce

. : P o ey
* . >

1‘-"?‘f,.;‘;-?{the socia} context or the population's earlier

”"‘7soetalizatien? what 1s thp role of early social1zation

“ . I

"ginrdetermining later soc1a1 contact? : ,
_ yé Lhe fcrega1ng are’ scme ai the problems that need to be
efre301ved in order to further improve the specification of ',
}lthe Theory of SOClaﬂ Chomce Such an 1mprovement w1ll extend
f‘the 1mp1ications of the theogy for soc1ety Hopefully,ni |

‘ wrl] ultimatety lead to the determtnat1on of a s1ngle theory
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e Age. wallpn (1953: 244 245) A\
B ngtg ‘§ta§gs walrin (1953:244- -245) , \\
P rop| gguitx Gans (1968 152r“&“~(

_xgg of Helg Litwak and Szeleny1 (19f9 48Q\481)
Wife Works . Z1to (1974 259)

v"; Proximity gj_K1n [for neighbors he1p] Lee (1979 51)

1



208 )
u?g,g E*?g. Caplow and Formun (1950 360). Pfeil ™~
(1968! Langtng et al (1970: 118),;F1|¢h¢? and
Jacklan €197B 291-2‘3 ¢ Q

ﬁeﬁbg! ggwgggngj:x, Caplow and Formmn (1950 360 3&6)
Folcy P

Caplow nnd Faru?n (1950 '366) ,

; Gi;&(ﬁu‘ Kett (1955 Qﬂa-43l
11958:22) , ‘ el Bo ¥957:384), Fave ttﬂsﬁ 129) Tom-h
{1864:34), Kaslrda and Janowitz (1974: 334), Fischer and
Jackson (1978 291-293) .

Bell ggéigne% %%3?41% h*ing%S%gT 3&’18%%& :?;gxe:1gg§ 36) |

‘Jackson (1976:291-293}, Fox et al (1980 356) .

et atM?9§511¥ é&sn?§Vag% §§§1?399?ﬁ5 Fo;:%eé1??§636;9)SMith

- Pfeil (1968:157- ‘58) Kassrds and Janowitz (1974:334),
Fischer and dackson (1976 291~ 293) Fox. et al (1980: 356).

Pr ity. Foley (1952:36), Cohen “and Hodges
(1 Qsaﬁm‘u‘:' o s

Relatives. Foley (1952:36).
, | . n
r. Fglgx‘§19§2:3§!,' Fischer and Jackson
(1976%'"8 %3-93) -

§g§ al Q 5? Smith et al (1954 279), Axelrod
(1955 16-1 1 and oat. {1957:394), Townsend
(1957:121, 123) Cohen and Hodges (1963:312), Dobriner

(1983: 198}, Rosow (1967:243), _gxgg (1972: gg[ |
) Qm_a_p_n_ig or Social. Form et al (1954:438).
Age of Qis§r1ct Form et al (1954:438-439)
Form et al (1954:438-439), Axelrod

ici
(1956 %% ;5 TFava (1958: 125), Dobr iner (1963 118), Tomeh
(1 967 91), Fischer and dqckson (1976:291-293).

»’;‘:’M’lhtx (No. of Moves). Smith et al (1954:282).
FT%%%? Foskett (1955: 433 436), Axelrod (1956:16-17),
~ T?m??gao 356) Fischer and Jackson (1876:291-293), Fox et
a

L . Education Foskett (1955 433- 435) ‘Axelrod
0 ""11956 16-177, Fava (1958 125) Tomeh (1964:34:1967:94),

=



5
3
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‘F1scher and Jackson (1976 291- 293) Fox et»alu(f980:356).

 Age. Foskett (1955:435-436), Townsend (1957:121,423],
Fava (1958:124-125), Curtis (1969a:297), Tomeh - e
{1964:34;1967:91), Kasarda and Janowitz (1974:334), Fischer
~and dackson (1976:291-293), Fox et a] (1980:356).. S

- Occupation. Axelrod (1956: 16~ 17) Curtis (1959a:297) .
Tomeh (1967 94) F1scher and Jackson (1976 291-293)- :

Soc1al Status Axe]rod (1956 16- 17)

» ‘Type | of Soc1a11z1nq Axelrod (1956:-18), Tomeh’
1(1967 S0 , ‘ : e

- Sex {Qender) Martwn‘(1956 449) Townsend =
(1957 121,123), Fava (1958::125), Rosow (1967 : 243) , Tomeh
(1867 01); F1scher and dackson (1976 291-2937. v P

Commuters/Non commuters Mart1n (1956.448).::_

. / Mar1ta] Status. Townsend 5?957 121,123), Fava . _
”(1958 124-125), Tomeh {1964 : 34; 1967 91) RoSown(T967:24314'
;Fox et al (1980 356). . R -

e enurg« Fava (1958 124). ,
'Dccupat1ona1 Mob111ty Curtis (1959a 297)

-gd ‘Fert1l1ty Rat1o Greer and Kube (1959 103)

Z-Synlle Famlly Dwe111nqs ‘Greer and Kube (1959;?03%5

% WOmen WOrk1nq Greer anc Kube {1959 105; ‘ B

S Religion. Dobriner (1963: 118), Tomeh ‘r96/;98);‘F1§¢her
'-’and dacksor (1 976 291 293) : . S T ‘

 Town Native. Tomeh (1964:34).

 »Commur1ty S1ze Key (1965 383)
' vHealth Rosow (1967 243)

Parents Role Loss [1ncreased ne1ghbor1ng when
parents role. 1s f1n1shed] Rosow (1967:243). :

d Sat1sfact1on' Lans1ng et al (1970 120)

Ne1‘hb"
W1fe WOrKs Fwscher and dackson (1976 2981-293).

Tract lncome. Fischer and dacKson (1976:291-293).

o
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Eggg]atfon Qghsity;.Foi“et al‘(1986:356f}

~ Public Open ‘sEace*7Fox et al (1980:356).
Pr1vate Oge Sgace Fox et al (1980 356)

_ Den51ty by . Pr1vate Open §page Interact1on Fox,et_a]
(1980 356) . o

Urbanlsm F1scher (1981 315)

,//

. _"‘

! Underlined réferencés‘represent hégatibé findings.



| " APPENDIX C

: l‘ VARIABLES ASSOCIATED WITH SOCIALIZING WITH KIN
* Non- General1zab1e S

Urban-Rural Location, Gist'(195253304333), Gar ique
19563 T098]. - . S TERITTR , -

Type of Hel ‘SUssman (1953:27928). L{twak-and-Szeleny{
(19697 480 481 ' o '

* Social C]ass Sussman (1953:27- 28) Litwak -~~~
- (1960a:15,16, 19), Sussman and Burchinal (1962:240). Thorns
'(1975'108 109) Lee. (1980 927). .

Prox1m1ty (Relat1ves in townL, L1fwak (19603*15 16),
’ %1twak an? Szeleny1 ('4969: 480 481) Mogey (1977:425), Lee
© (1980:928 = | ‘

Age. L1twak (1960a 15-16), Lee (1979-51-1986-930)

: Fam1ly Va]ues Sussman and Burchwna? (1962:240).

Income Sussman and Burch1nal (1962 240) '.v' T

\Fam11y Structure Sussman and Burch1na1 (1962 24Q0) .

- Iype of Soc1a11z1nq Sussman and Burch[/al (1962 240)
'Commun1ty W1lson,(1968 28) -

~ Occupation. L1twak and Sze]eny1 (1969;4804481);
" Ethnicity. MacDonald (1974:236), Lee (1980:926). °
‘Family Life Cycle. Mogey (1977:425). .

“Length of Residence. Lee (1979:46).
Social Mobility. Lee (1980: 927).

 Sex (Gender). Lee (1980.930)..
Marital Status. Lee [1980:930).

209
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Generalizable.

Urban-Rural Location. Be]i,(1956;283)} Greer (1956:22),
Bell ‘and Boat (1957:394), Bell (1958:247),Ke

(1961.:54) ,Tomeh (1964:34), Adams (1968:38,44), Winch and
Greer (1968:45), Kasarda. and danowitz (1974 334) Fischer -
and dackson (1976 290) : : _ - :

Type of Help. Sharp and Axelrod (1956:438-439),

Income. ‘Axelrod (1956:16-17), Tomeh (1967:94).

' " Dccupation. Axelnod-(1956:16-17), Tomeh (1967:94),
Adams {1968:997. | T
- TEthnicity. Axelrod (1956:16-17),Reiss (1962:338),' .,
Tomeh 11967:91), Winch and Greer (1968:45). R

‘Social Status. Axe1rodi(1956416417){;

 Education. Axelrod (1956: 16-17), Tomén‘
_(1964'35“7567“94)ﬂ

- Typé of Soc1a]1z1nq Axe]rod (1956 18) Tomeh. -
(1967 90 . A

CToséf Relatives (siblings- arentslﬂlshahp*and Axé]ro@_-
_(1956 438- 439) Reiss ." - L

Social Clags. Bell andKBoat (1957 394) Townsend =
(1957:118), Reiss (1962:338), Cohen ana Hodges
(1963:309-310), Pineo (1964: 144- 145), ' Shanas- (1967 266)
Winch and- Greer (1968:45, Wayne (1972 90), Gordon and No 11
(1975: 242 243) , ‘ o ,

: Age. Townsend (1957:118), Tomeh (1964:34;1967:91), L
Gibson 972 20-21), Kasarda and danow1tz (1974 334) [is- '
curv111near with R2] S

: , Famw] xg (Structure 'Children).ABeil and Boat'
- (1957:394), Shanas 31967:266)p Tomeh T7967191), GjbsOn
‘:(1972‘20-21)'"' : g o

o Sex (Gender) Townsend (1957 119) Re1ss (1962 338.>;0
'Rosow—T_Q 67: 2435 . Tomeh (1967 81), Adams {1968 38 44 99_.

- Fert111ty Ratio. Greer and. Kube (1959 103)

Z.S1nq1e Fam1]yere]11ngs. Greer and‘Kube‘(1959:TO3).

% Momen Working. Greer and Kube (1959:103).



. Shana 1196 665 omeh (1967:91), G1bson M*‘

-

© Proximity (Relatives in Town). Litwak (1980b:393),  —
.Re1ss 11932 338 o f"‘__ N
o Famlly Life Cycle. Reiss |
H(1964 144- 1433 Shanas - (“§"7‘26
n Car P1neo (1964 144 145)

s»Tow‘ Nat1ve Tomeh (1964:34)

L|°'

Mar1tal Status Tomeh (1964 34) Rosgﬂ (

B Le th of Res1dence Tomeh (1967 99), “Winch and Greer
\(1968 Kasarda and’ Janowi tz (1974 334) '

“"'A

-'yHealth Rosow §1967 2432
P adents Role Loss Rosow (1967 243)

‘fARe11g1on Tomeh (1967 98).
sEmot1onal Rel1ancer Irv1ng (1972 48 51){

'ferars Marr1ed Irv1ng (1972 60).

1 Under 1lined peférenéesxrspresentsnégatiVevfﬁhdihgs}:'



APPENDIX D

VARIABLES ASSOCIATg_ WITH SOCIALIZING WITH FRIENDS
Non Gener§;;zable ‘ . ‘

NE

 .Rura1 Urban Locat1on Glst (1952 330~ 333) |
Education. Gans (1968 148) | '_"' - o : ,f‘f'
Income. Gans (1968 148). o .

~ Soc1a1 Hgmggenewtx Gans (1968 152) |
Type Qi ﬂglg+.thwaK and Sze]eny1 (1969 480 481) |
 Qccupation. Litwak and Szeleny1 (1969:480-481).
Réiétives;ih'Towh L1twak and Szeleny1 (1959 480 481)
'i‘Fam1ly L1fe Cycle M1chelson (1970 110)

L ‘Social Class. M1chelson (197Q/118) Thorns_‘
; (1975 108 1097 "

Peoples’ Va]ues' Miche]sdn (1970;146). C

. Lenqth of Re51dence Lee (1979;46)ﬂ-'

Lo

Genebaliiable. ,
Mob111ty {No.of Moves).' smith et al (1954 282).

L Length ‘'of Residence. Smith et ‘al (1954:284) , Tomeh'_t
(1967 99; Kasarda and Janowitz - (1974 334) F1soher,and.
1_adackson (1976 298-299). - Vot

" ©  Education. Axelrod (1956 16 17) Tomeh'.7
(1964: 34 1967 94). - '

. Income. Axelrod (1956:16- 17) sut¢1ﬁffé:a6d Crabbe‘
(1963:66-677, Tomeh (1967:84). o

S Occu at1on Axelrod (1956 16~ 17) Curtis (19593 297)
'-'Tomeh 11965 94§ F1scher and dackson (1976 298 299) \; |

N thnlc1t¥ Axelrod {1956:16- 17) Tomehf(1967,91), L
RN F1scher and dackson (1976 298- 299) . R

RS
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' %’ . So¢ia1 Status Axelrod (1956:16- 17) - o
.%QQ Of Socializin Axelrod (1956.1§)L{ Soottg‘
119572 880) % romen TIBRR GO e St

: Urban-Rural Lgcatlon Greer (1956:22), Bell and Boat .
(1957 3947, Sutcliffe and Crabbe (1963:66- 67 Tomeh'
(1964:34), Kasarda-and danowytz (1974:3347, F1scher and
dackson (1976 298- 299) A R -

| 1 | '
o Socia] C1ass Bell and Boat- (1957 394) Townsend
(1957 121 12 $ rdon and Noll (1975; 242 243) .

' Eamil L1fe Cycle/Ch1ldren Bell and Boat (1957: 394)
SR Tomeh (1967:977, Wayne (1972 § 5 Fischer and Jackson
. (1976:208-269). .

' | Sex (Gender) Townsend (1957 121 123) Sutc]fffevand
Crabb“"T1‘§§“€€“7} Tomeh (1967:91). S

' Marital Status. Townhsend (1957 121 123).‘Tomeh
(1964“@1‘7537 8. R N ‘

C . Age Townserid (1957:121, 123), Curt1s (1959a 297), Tomeh
Sy &(19§ﬂ 3431967:91), Kasarda ‘and danowytz (1974 334) F1scher' ‘

-

and dacKson (1976 298 299) .

L Ocv_patxona1 Mob1l1ty Curt1s (1959a 297)

/

Fert111ty Ratio. Greer and Kube (1959 103) (Ne 5
relat1onsh1p] R S _ .

v

: % Single Fam1ly Dwe111nq Greer and Kube (1958: 103) [No
relatlpnsh1p] - , ‘ 4 ’

. ;- % WOmen WOrK1nq Greer and Kube (1959 103) [No
relat1onsh1p] : o :

"15 Town Nat1ve Tomeh (1964 34)

 Religio Tomeh (1967 98). N
P ogulat1o S1ze Guterman (1969 497) -_f /‘
v{‘Tract Youth F1scher and dackson (1976 298 299)

» W1fe WOrks “Fischer and dackson (1976 298 299)

'<Urban1sm.,F1scher (1981 315) :,{‘

R ) ;
. L o

1| Underlined references represent negative findings.
proenlinee rerersnces, represent .nsgative Tindin
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Table 6.4 Variables Used and_Coding

‘!. ]

Variables Used and Coding EAS ° LAS.
’ . : ¥ oo
Model 1
“Age - years . 2 2
Marital Status - No Spouse=0/Spouse=1 , 2 3
Children - No Child=0/Child=1 ' ' 2 2
Empty Nesters - Parents 30+, No Ch11dren 1/
Others=0 . 2 .2
Occupat10n/Soc1al Class -~ Whlte=1/Blue 2 52 67
{
Model 2 ' o
Income - Coded Household Income o -. 76 118
Ethnicity - British=1/Other=0 ‘ 10 : 9
Tenure -~ = Owns=1/Other=2 - 13 19
House Type - Mult1ple=0/51ngle=1 : o1 - Q1
Length of Residence - Years » 12 11
- Shelter Cost - §$§ per Month - : " 18/22 25/28

Population Density - % Apartments in Tract

- Age of Neighborhood - Years, from Census

Attltudes towards Community: Scaled 1 - 7 '
:Attractive(1) - Unattractive(7) - - 77

119

:Unfriendly(1) - Friendly(7) 77 119

:Crowded (1) - Uncrowded(7) ' - 77 119

:Good Place(1) - Poor Place(7) = 77 119

. :Pleasant(1) - Unpleasant(7) 77 119

:Big City(1) - Rural(7) 17 119

:Nothing to do(1) - Lots to do(7) 77 - 119
:Hard to get around(1) - Easy(7) 77 119

.~ :Good, place for children - Poor place(?) 77 119

. :safe(1) - unsafe(7) : . _ 77 119

. :Poor Climate(1) - Good(7) 77 119

:Clean air(1) - Dirty-air(7) ‘ 77 119

Peoples Values: Scaled Very Dissatisfied= 1 -
Very Satisfied= 7

Non—Worklng Activities . R . 33 64
Family Life. . 33 64
. Health/Physical Cond1t1on - - 33 64
- Activity Time B : 33 64
Friendships ' ‘ o - 33 64
Standard of L1v1ng o 33 64
In General : . 33 64
Job Satigfaction : ’ . 58 7%
Residential Satisfaction = = : 17 24
Desire to Move _ S 20 16

'Neighborhood Satisfaction - 24 30



Table 6.4  (Continued)

Variables Used and Coding v EAS
Model 3 '
Re1191051ty - Strong=1/Less=2 8
Religious Attendance - Nevet= O/nghest=7 9
Tract Ethnicity -~ %.-British
' - % German

R - % Ukrenian

Model 4

Sex - Male=1/Female=2 . 2
Education - Years 5/6
Wife Working - W1fe Work1ng=1/0ther 0 - 54
Model b

“Location - from 1976 Municipal Census Tracts:
Downtown=Tract nos. 20 - 23, 3b - 36, 39,
43 - 48, 53 - 57, 60 - 63.
Suburbs =Tract nos. 1 - 19, 24 - 29, 37,
: : 38, 40 - 42, 49 - 52, 58,

59, 64 - 90.
‘Model 6 - . -
- Total Persons in Household 1
Tract 65 and over - % 65 and Over
Tract Youth - % Youth
~ Tract Income - Mean .Income

Social Homogeneity - Difference between
/. personal and Tract income
- Heterogeneous=1/ Homogeneous=2

Dependent Variables

Neighboring: Adults Known - All=1/None=7 27
, - :Chat «w/ Neighbors - Daily=1/ - ®

' Never=5 28
Socialize with Friends - Daily=1/Never=5 29
Socialize with Kin - Daily=1/Never=5 * 30
Entertainment Frequency - Daily=1/Never=5 - 31

- Organizational Membership - None=0/One or
' or more=1 65

216

o

NN

34

35
45
52
55

82
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Table\6.5 Standard Structural Equat1ons for Organxzat1onaL
) Membersh1p ‘ . .

Doﬁntown,;Edmontonv(n'- 118)

() (2. (3) (&) (5

tatus ‘ - 17" =13 =12

Marital -.11 -.,15
Occupati',/Social Class-- =-.09 . -.02 . ~-.01 .05 .09
Income . S .14 .09 .09 .07 .09
Ethnicity British ' ' .02 .02 .01 .03
Ethnicity Ukrainian . -.03 -,03 -.03 -.01
House Type - -.200 -,19' -,18' -.2¢°
Length of Residence ; .04 .03 .10 .09
Shelter Cost ; S .10 .10 w135 .13
Population Density -.10.. -.,09 -.,10 \-.20"
Quality of Life Satisfaction -.13 -.13' -.13' -,13"
Good place, children - Poor r.22' -,22! -.21"- 2>
Desire to Move ‘ _— -.20" ~-,19' -,17' -,22"
Religious Attendance ‘ e .03 .01 .01
Tract Ethn1c1ty Brltlsh ’ - .04 .01 .06
~ Sex v ' -.06. -.05 ~
Education , o R .20v  ,18°
Wifeworks , ' : r ' .01 .06
Total Persons in Household o o .09 .
. Tract 65 and Over : - .18
.kSoc1a1 Mix : o x o T .07
- rts= .05 .18 .18 - .21 .24

'Significant at~;05
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| Table 6. 6 Standard Structural Equations for Organizational

‘Membership

Yo ; : (1) (2)
Marxtal Status .07 .07
Occupation/Soc1al Clans =12t =12
Income | L1113y
Ethniclty Brxtlsh ‘ .07

Ethnicity German - - ~-.10"
Length of Residence - .18
“Shelter Cost .| : .09 -
Quality of L1fe Satngactlon .11
Safe - Unsafe A
Rel1glous Attendance ‘ .

Sex : : R
Education

" Wifeworks
House Type -

Total Persons in Household
Tract Income
Social Mix

rr= " . 05 .14

~7$ignificant'at .05

Suburbs, Edmonton (n = 216)

(3) (4) - (5).
.06 . .04 .08
-.14' -,07 -.04
13' “009 ,’.12‘
.09  .07. .05
-210' -.10° -.100
W16 150 - 14t
.09 05 02
L13' =130 =15
S16' .15t -.14r
L16' 15" 15!
-.01 -.01
.25' 23!
,05. .05
. .09 - .09
) \ -.08 ‘ A
14
“ . -.03
16 .21 23
—_— ,\ 7.
[
Y



~Table 6.7

Membcrlhip
; L
Small Town, Leduc (n - 254)
(. (2 (3)\
nMarital Sta;us : 01 -.04 - 05
Family Status .04 . .04 ‘,02 ‘
Occupation/Social Class =170 =16 =.16" .
Family Income " G 120 14
Ethnicity Bxitxah ;, o L1011
Bthnicity g0 .03 .02
. Shelter Co#t - -.01  =,00
Quality of Life Satisfaction T TRt
Easy to get around - Hard ;.09 .07
'Desire .to Move ' .11 -,12
Religious Attendance ‘ . 150
Sex : .
. Education
- Wifeworks
House - Type
: *Length of Re51dence
" Tract 65 and Over'v,
-Social sz ,
| r* = 07 12 L1
'Significant at .05
. 1 . //:

m

.06
~.16"
.08

J10
.02

.01

. 20"
.09
l’-'o 1
W18y
=.16

.05
-b04

-003

»Standard Structural- Bquattpnl !br orqaﬂllueional”"

(5)

-.01

" .07

-1 5;‘
* 07

A1
°- °.3

.02 -
.20
.10

-.09"
- 14

-7
.10
~.03
.01

.04

=T

d';‘;:‘ -

.01



Table 6.8 Stlndnrd seructurtl Bquaeionl !or Haiqhborhood

~ Adults Known
nowntewn. Bdmonton (n -1121)
(1) 2y (3)

Marital Status O —.09 ~.10 -1

Occupation/Social Class.  =.18' ~-,14' ~-,1§'
Income .01 01 -+ 02
'Bthnicity British . .06 .03
- Bthnicity Ukrainian .18 .14
. Langth of lﬁ&%ﬂhncd o 17 -.16
. SHelter Cost T 210 20!
. QuUality of Life Satisfaction . . =.07  -,07
ded -~ Crowded T .20 19
Relig out Attendance S . . ~-.09
Tract Ethnicity Britmsh -.06
Sex : ; .
‘Education
wifeworks '
House Type T \ |
Social Mix K -
r¥ = .04 " .21 .22

-

‘Significant at .05

(¢) (8)
~.06 -.0%
.02 -.05
.04 .02
L1313
".15" -,16*
L1919
'.Oﬂ -009-
L6 14
-009 -. 11
-006'&-0‘07
.07 .08
12 1
=11 -.13
.07 .10
-. 15

24" .26

220
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: Table 6. ? Standard Structural Equat1ons for Nelghborhood 5

Adults Known

Suburbs, Edmonton (n = 217)

E ‘(J) (2). - (3)
-Mar1tal Status o =27 =0T =15
oOccupatlon/Soc1al Ciass . =-,02 =~-.04  -.01

- Income. ' e o, 00 L0101
.. - Ethnicity Bt1t1sh e =503 =,05
'Ethnicity Ukrainian = - o =u16 =14
. Length of Re51ance- e L =u48t.-.48"
. Shelter Cost = ‘ Vf"“‘ =02 0 =,03
' Population Den51ty o o L1516
Quality of Life- Satlsfactlon“' - -,08" . -,08"
~ Attractive .- Unattractive 12" T(13
.- "Religious Attendance_ 3 ' -.06
. Tract Ethn1c1ty Brltlsh s .09
Sex : :
f.dEducat10n1 . :
- Wifeworks . . ¢
-~ House Type. - ' " : ,
‘Total Persons in Household o
Social Mix. = - B
Lo o= ’ .07 .43 .44
R : . R
'Significant at .05

I i,

[ D |

.45

t

14‘

L1600
L1000
<120
.05
.10
w03 .
121' 4
.03
.00
7

.48
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Table 6 10 Standard Structural Equatlons for Nelghborhood
R o Adults Known ° ’ ‘

 Small Town, Leduc (n ;}257)“

- N ~ ) (2 (3)  (4) . (5)
Age A VA 10" JI1ve 130 10
Marital tus - ~ ' =07 - 01 ~+,00 - .03 .07
Oc”c_upatleocml Class .06 .05 .05 .02 .04
- [Family IW&€ome B -.07 -.04 -.05 .04 .04
- '|Bthnicity British SR 07 -.07  -.08 -.05
" \Bthnicity German . " -;00 00  -.01 . ,01
< Tenure - o o L1607 .14 120 16"
ength of Residence I -.33" ~-,33'" -.30' -.33'
helter Cost Lo .08 «07. L1013
Juality of Life Satlsfactlon - -.27' - =.25' " -,24% -.25"
. Uncrowded - Crowded . . _ -.16" -.16' =-.16' -.15"
"Religious Attendarice = | . . = 11 =010 =09
. Tract Ethn1c1ty Ukralnlan ' ' -.03 -.00 .11
- Sex .. , -.07 -.05
Education _ -.01 .03 |
Wlf;works» A S . P =.05"=-,07
House Type = - ‘ : : oo =014 =07
‘Total Persons- in Household , ERRIERE S B A
Tract 65 and Over IR o B L1871
Social Mix S SR L.
rro= .03 .27 \28 .30 i3a

‘significant at .0S
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Tqblé‘6.11 Standard St

Déwntowh,

Age - '

Occupat1on/Soc1al Class
Income o
Ethnicity British

L Ethnicity Ukrainian

Shelter Cost

"~ Desire to Move . ' '
Quality of Life Satlsfactﬁon

Nothing to do - Lots

" Religious Attendance
Tract Ethn1c1ty Ukralnlan

Sex _

Educatlon

 Wifeworks. = - ¢

-~ House Type

Total ‘Persohs. in Househol
Tract Youth

Social Mix .

op? = '

" tsignificant at .05

S 2%

ol

ructural Equatlons for Chat w1th
Nelghbors
Edmontdn (n = 121) _
(1) (2) 13) (4) (50 .~
o m&18! -.17“_ -. 19 -,20" -.18"'" .
fo=.03 . -.02 7 .01 -.08 -.11 7,
.03 L3 0 150 U1 14 L
oo oo=a01 -, 048. .06 .06 G
L1970 210 L0200 L23r 0
-.02- =-,02 * -.04 -.09
T VA ~147 .14
-. 16" -,16' -.19' -,21' |
‘ =16t =21 =019 =21
. ' P 013! <130 011
k—j\ : Toe=l12t - 14 -7
-~ -.03 -.04
R : N .02 . ,04..
‘ e = 13- 5
_ TR L1707
d , ' o ' 22
’ : - W02 ”
.04 .13 .16 .18 .
Ve \ "; ° . 12
¥ . )



.Tébie 6;]2 Standard Structural Equatlons for

‘SignifiCant at,;OSi

‘Neighbors , ,
Suburbs, Edmonton (n = 215)~
L) (2) %a)
Marltal Status =, L m.240 -.20° .,’— 20"
. Occupation/Social, Class = 11t -010%0 -, 07
‘Emptynest , . ‘ o=, 14' -,09 -.06
Income : " . =.03_-,05 ~,04
Ethnicity British S -,03 -.05
. Ethnicity Ukrainian. ‘. S =401 0,05
- Length”of Re51dence S - Zﬁg -.20"
.- Shelter Cost , . . 05 +02
“"Quality of Life’ Satlsfactlon‘:, -l 14 -.19'
Easy-.to get around - Hard : 7;14“,u*.13‘
Religicus Attendance . - .03
Tract Ethnicity Ukra1n1an ~.28"
CoSex L .
" Bducation ™
Wifeworks
“House Type ‘
Total Persons in. Household
" Pract’ Income '
Social Mix. .
rz = .12 .19 .26

- f115'
- 03

224

Chattwith‘tc“ 
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- Table 6.13 Standard Structural Equat1ons for Chat w1th

e 'Significant at .05

. & ' ' Nelghbors
~~<\ o % 0 Small Town, Leduc (n =
(1) (2)
‘Age . ' (L .03 .18'
Marital Status o =158 =09
Occupation/Social Class - =,05 . =,07
Family Income . .01 .03
Ethnicity British" - =J020
,.Ethn1c1ty German =.01
Tenure ' o N A7
Shelter Cost = - e .13
~ Age. of Neighborhood . -.09"
~.Qual1ty of Life Satisfaction -.10!
~Friendly - Unfriendly <16
Religious Attendance '
Tract Ethn1c1ty British -
Sex = . , ‘
~Education
Wifeworks . i
House Type : ' o
-~ Total Persons in Household
~Length of Residence
- Tract 65 and Over '
.~ ‘Social Mix
r* = .02 .10

257)
(3

.20

S -.087

-=-.08
.02
-.03
-.02

T 06
.13

12

170

09
.16° :
-.07

.21t
-.06

-.09
-.02

.'_‘l04

~.02

181

L1671
=100
—.09';

.14
131

- -.08

.08

,~.07
.03

ST

 (5)

022‘ a

-.06

-.09
;.04

.18"

J161

- .voe\
-.09"

14

-.07"
<13

~.09"

2409

-.07

.03
.00

.01
.04

.14



Table 6. 14 Standard Strucqural Equatlons for Soc1al

- Even1ng w1th Relat1ves

o ‘Sigdificant’at-.os

L1510

o . ® .Downtown, Edmonton (n‘—\120) ,
' <iw (1) (2)”‘ (3)  (4)
Marltal Status o -.02 f;OJj‘ -.01  --,05
‘Occupatlon/Soc1al Class =010 =013 - =014 .02
. Income " . -.06.-.04 . -.03 =.10
- Ethn1c1ty Brxtlsh =177 =-.19 =, 21"
- ‘Bthnicity German =10 =.10 " -1t
‘House Type e < .,07 . ,08 S .13
" Shelter Cost : : .02 -.00. - .01 .
"~ Quality of Life Satlsfact1on EER YA 18 =160
“Basy to.get around - Hard W12 .17 .13
vRellglous Attendance 4 -.14t
- " Tract Ethn1c1ty German .06 . .05
coSex ‘ T -_13?
Education . e W27
Wifeworks ' \ W13
Total Persons .in Household S
Length of Residence
\ Tract 65 .and Over ‘
\Tract Income _
Soc1al Mix- RN
r? = ‘ .01 .09 saul 20

a0

226

(5)\ 



' 'significant at

.05

227 .

. Table 6.15 ,Standard Structural Equatzons for Soc1al
oo T Evenlng with Relatlves ; C
j 1.Suburbs, Edmonton (n = 215)
() (3 () (5
, Fam1ly Status . Co W13 18 220 023 .21
: Occhpat1on/$oc1a‘ Class. oo =011 -.08 -,04 -.02 ~,02
-Income - : -.08 ~-,08 .-,08 - -.08. ~-.,07
Ethnicity Brltlsh : S w22 ,18Y 0 019 18
BEthnicity German 18 17 - 17 .18
Ethnicity Ukralnlan .08 o L13'. 13 L L 13
Tenure .~ . : .09 . 509 1t L1
Shelter Cost - <00 -,02 -.02 -.,04
Quality of Life Sat1sfactlon,- .05 - .04 ;04 .02
‘Rutral —'Blg City . =.17 =016 L1587 -, 16"
~Religious. Attendance : /? -.09 =.09 -.08 -
- Tract Ethnicity German b L0200 .02 0 04
Tract Ethnicity Ukralnlan 19 =21 =, 23
~Sex .. R \ . —.04 -.04
~ Education : - w=.03  -,02 ¢
‘Wifeworks: - .08 - .06
Length of Re51dence‘ o -.02
‘Tract Youth = : - .12
‘Social-Mix ~=05
s 03 4 .11 L1516 .17
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TTabIé'G.is Standard Structural Equatlons for Soc1al

S T ST Even1ng W

. /
R
Marital Status '
- Occupation/Social Class
+Family Income v,/~ :
‘Ethnicity Brltlsh
Ethnicity Ukrain1an

‘Shelter Cost’

ith Relatlves

/

" Quality of Life Satisfaction

. Rypral --Big City =~
- Ei;gzous Attendance
T t Ethn1c1ty British
- Sex _ :
Education

- Wifeworks

‘. House Type - .
~Total Persons in Household

E Length of Re51dence
,SOClal M1x '

Lo o=

'Significant at .05 -

&

Lo

-*;Small Town, Leduc (n

(1) (2)'
/ .
y—.OOk -.00
-.09 ~-.10"
-.08 -,15"
' .04
-,09
.08
-.01
- 11
.04

247)

.05

T
e

=.03 -.07
-.06 .-.07
-, 17" -,22"
05 .04
-.09* -,10°
10 .08
-.05 -.03
-.12' -,13"
11 LA
11 .09
-.00 -.01
.04 05
.09 L1
.08 .07

' L1710
-.03

, .02

07 .07



' Table 6.17 Standard Structural Equatlons for Soc1al

Evening w1th Friends
Downtown, Edmonton (n = 122)

(1 @ 3

i A
1

Age . .35 .41 43!

Occupatlon/Soc1al Class 15 14 12T
Income : - =-.06 -.03 -.04
Ethnicity British : EEREEE I 16!
Ethnicity German . . .06 .08
. 'House Type o ' -.00.  -.02
© Shelter Cost ) ' =11 -,10
Quality of Life Satlsfactlon .. —.06 -.04
Friendly - Unfriendly .18 - ,22¢
Religious Attendance o : : .00
.~ Tract ‘Ethnicity British s -+23"
Tract Ethn1c1ty German - .19
Sex ' v o
Educat1on
Wifeworks

*Total Persons in Household
Soc1al Mix ,

rr = 7 18 .25 .30

—
==

'Significaht at .05 .

(5)

.44' .45
.18 .18"
-,05 -.04
S840 140
.10 .08
-,07 =-.12
.09 ~-.11
-.04 ~-.05
.23 22!
-.01 -.02
~,22' -.,20"
L1817
.06 .06
-.01 .01
L1518
.09

.05

.32 .33

229



Table‘6.18 Standard Structural Equations for Soc1a1

-Age -
Marital Status
Occupation/Social cl
Income:

Ethnicity British
Ethnicity Ukrainian_
Shelter Cost

Quality of Life Satlsfactlon

Nothing to do - Lots
Religious Attendance

Tract Ethn1c1ty Ukralnlan

Sex
Education

- Wifeworks

House Type

Total Persons in Household

Tract Youth
Social Mix-

‘i.z=

1Significant at

Evenlng with Frlends

ass

.05

(1) (2)

.22 ,20"
.08 .09
.00 .01
RVERELA
-.02
-.07
' .00
-.15°
.13°
.07 . .10

Suburbs, Edmonton (n = 215)
(3)%

.20
A1

03
17
-.04

.03
.01
.15
.13
.10’
127

.13

(4)

. 18"

.14

.03
L7
.04
.04
.01
.16
.14
.10
.14
.01

.13

.08
.03

.14

(5)

-.10°

17

230
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Table 6.18 Standard Structural Equations for Social

Evening with Friends

Small Town, Leddg (n = 240)

'Significant at

.05

-10 : 514

13—

.30

.08
-.03

L1

(1) (2)

Age .28" .29
Marital Status .06 .07
Occupation/Social Class -.p% -.03
Emptynest -/08 -.06
Family Income" -.13' -.16!
Ethnicity British -.01

' Ethnicity German -.03
Shelter Cost ‘05
Population Density -
Quality of Life Satisfaction - _12'
Good Place for Children - Poor -. 15" - -
Religious Attendance '
Tract Ethnicity Ukralnlan
Sex .
Education ’
Wifeworks

- House Type

] Total Persons in Household
.- Length of Residence '
.. Social Mix
r* =

.18

(4)

.26
.10
.13

.09' -
~-.04

.08

—.01
-.03

.01
.78
.15

~.16"'

.01

.25
.04
.13
.16

AL

.25°
~. 18"
_’13‘1
.13°

-.01
-.03
.04
-. 19"
- 17

231
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Table 6 20 Standard Structural Equations for Soc1a1
Even1ng with Friends -

Marrleds, Small. Town, Leduc (n = 197)
M @ 3 () (5)

Age ' S . . '19‘ ..221 ,.211 /~‘ .161 .1.6‘1,4

Qccupat10n/$oc1al Class -,08 -.07 -.06 -,19'" -,19°'
Emptynest -.10 -.08 -.13'" =.11' -,1§
Family Income =~ . , 12' -. 13+ -.11t -,06 =-.01
Ethn1c1ty British ' ‘ .00 -.01 W01 .02
- BEthnicity -German : - =-.03 -.,03 ~.03 -.03
Shelter Cost ‘ }04 .01 -.01 .05
Population Density B -.08 ~-.,18' =-,15' -,18"
‘Quality of Life Satisfaction “-;11‘ -.09  -.13+ =16
. Good Place for Children - Poor C=e 13 =013 - -, 16 -, 150
Religious Attendance , - .01 -.01 02 -
Tract Ethnicity Ukrainian S -.26'  -.25' -,22"
- Sex , -.02 -.01
- "Education - . S .13 -1
- Wifeworks ‘;'-‘ o ' -.23' -,27"
House Type . . . .06 .04
- Total Persons in Household : — ) -.21"
Length of Residence / o ' .08 .
Social M1x_,' I .02 .
| L] |
r: = .06 .09 - .1# .19 .22

- 'significant at .0§ -
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Tabl§<6.21 Standard sgructural quations for Social

Y f ' o
‘sidgi;icant at .05

P
|
|

(5)

.58
.18

-.07

.33

-.18

-

.10
.29
.29

1
'.‘ ! .
R
« 1
.

.25

-.1
-.16
~.08
=17

Even1n with Prien
. Non-Marrleds, Small Town, Leduc (n & 43) )
() (2) (3) ( 4.)
- Age - .48' .46 .54 .58
‘Occupation/Socxal Class . .08 .12 .10 .04
Family Income , Co=a17 =024 -,19 -.04
, Ethn1c1ty British : -.06 7~ -.14 -.27
“BEthnicity German : -.03- -.,08 -.,12°
Shelter Cost /o ‘ LT 13 12
" Population Density . -.04 -,20 ~-,30
" Quality of Life Satisfaction -.08 -.20 -.,26
Good Place for Children - Poor -.22' -.,17 -.13
" Religious Attendance - =.00 -.05
‘Tract Ethnicity Ukrainian -.32'  -.44¢
Sex ’ .21
‘Education 14
House Type , -.14
Total Persons in Household o
Length of Res1dence gl
‘Soc1a1 Mix - .
r* = . ,30 .38 . .42 .49

.19

I53



”vartables wou 1d appear to be less strongly related to the.

»,held even when the B vaﬁ‘?bles had h1gh‘§ero -ordef &

APPENDIX F ,‘ R

During these intial regressions, another problpm of
collineartty was recognized. Gordon (1968: 598) noted that tf |

“a particular construct, A, was represented. in a multiple “A1F‘

A
regressish equation by a few variables and another 8 ,uqy;

P

éehstruct B, by a large number of variables. the pred1ctive::

RN T
1ue of the B variabies would be spread over several ‘

regression coeff1ctents and that of A over a fer Thus B

¥ 3

dependent varTable than A variables.

Gordon demonstrated (1968 599 600) that‘gh1s r

,A“ ?"
st ¢

» cocrelahons with the dependent variable. The useel of .unequal

numbers of var1ables represent ing two d1fferent constructs

inithe same multip]e regression equat1on‘may result in theg

larger number‘of variables displaying Tow, nonfstgnificant

N » .- ’ i’ .i ’ :
regreswion.coefficients. The smaller number of varJables\;

representing_concept-A displayed higher, significant'

_regression coefficien even when their zero-order
| < : ~ |

..

coeffictents were |

‘n the'present case, inttated/deflated'regression

coeff1c1ents were ol served 1n the tn1t1al regress1ons among

' two sets of var1ab1,s One set of e1ght sat1sfactton

*

o var1ab1es des1gned to measure quality df l1fe sat1sfact1on .

‘and one set of twe]ve var1ables des1gned to contr1bute toa -

. v
e 3



*i,semant1c ﬁlfferentlal on urban rur23 values Gordon (1968)
gfofferred no arb1trary solut10n to th1s coll1near1ty problem.,
‘The. solutxons adopted,were those.d1scussed-above,(N1e‘etz

a1, 1975: 34) . "

-

° < T

W1th the exceptiOn'of‘one variable,.fhe‘satisfaction

var1ables were added together to form a sxngle qualyty of
%
life measure The che var1able overa]l JOb satlsfact1on;

was d1scarded due to select1ve response rates. The semant1c

'd\fferent1a1 set 0 varlables was another problem One
sold’?on was to co struct compos1te 1nd1ces using: factor
~analysis (N1e.et‘a 1975 487 488) The resu]tant scales when°
entered ihto‘sUbSequent regress1on fa1Wed to behave
'predictably.'other attempts were made to construct a s1ng1ef
._'variabletby adding the set of; var1ables or parts. of the set
‘atogether When these add1t1ons were entered tn#b regres51on -
‘. equatwons, they faw]eg to behave as pred1cted Ftnally,
1nd1v1dua}'var1ab1es from the set based on predact1on andg‘

: P L g
strength were used|in each separate regress1on "

e
i
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. .Your Interview No.

V'Lengfh of Interview

;.QAppointmentlemef.‘-

. No Interview

237

.~ EDMONTON AREA STUDY

‘QUESTIONNAIRE

3

R PR PLEASE LEAV
o S BLANK

»

Interviewers Name

Intérvieva{D.»Nd;

.“E1ectpra];Di§tric¢ o

'Ehumefatibn’Area'

Date

Time of Interview ERTL

*

o -

 Address Label

~ Minutes. -

.....




-2 -

Pirst a‘fbw4q&éstioné‘abouf ihis househqld.

1. Inc]uding yourse]f how ‘many persons a]together Tive: here,
related to you or not7 , Cow

‘,TOTAL'PERSONS |

2. Now a list of the ‘members of this household. To make it
‘easier, I'm go1ng to ask for the first name of each member;

FIRST NAME | SEX AGE

RELATIONSHIP TO RESPONDENT L

, 1 » "‘fr"vf_' | , Respondent

2)

. "

-‘.~4); o “‘ | "".'
TRt AR | .

6)

9) ne | . ,

ASK ONLY IF R HAS CHQLBREN IN SCHOOL OTHERWISE GO TO Q5.

f»v'3.v Do your chi]dren go to publit, separate or prfvate schoo]s? _

Public 1 Separate 2 'v Private, 3 Mixed 4

" 4.4 (CARD A) Overall how sat1sf1ed are you with the qua11ty of .

the education prov1dedafor your ch11d(ren)7

. 'Veny D1ssat1sf1ed _

Very Satisfied: DK NA .

238

PLEASE LEAVE'
BLANK

: i k!
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-3 -

‘Ischool that you finished?
YU
YOUR ‘SPOUSE

o

.. What is the highest grade in elementany school or high

IF R OR SPOUSE FINISHED 12th OR 13th GRADE, ASK THIS QUESTION.

6. How mahy yeérs of ppst-Secqndary‘education‘do you have?

Lovout

" YOUR SPOUSE

et

I would Z'Lke to get 'sovme-‘ background ihfamqfian about you.

7. What is‘your'religibus preference?

Yoo -

 YOURSPOUSE

8;‘ Would you: ca]] yourself a f
S T (AdJective)
- Adjective  °
‘Strong ,;;;.......;..,.]

fNot veny strong

'Somewhat.strong B
(VOLUNTEERED) = .

':jNoﬁfapplicab1e ;;;;.'

wr

(STATED PREFERENCE)

239

| PLEASE LEAVE

- BLANK
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W
4

9, How often do you attén& religious services? (RECORD ONLY)

- -Response o ,
~ Never S SRS S 0
Less thdh‘once.a yeér'f..,.;;.f.;,.... 1
" ABOUL ONCE @ YA  vnsuneernnernresnns -2
Several times a year v,..;..;.;;},f,.. 3
‘About once. a month .....ceeiviiinn.. 4
2 -3 times a month ................. 5

" Nearly every week ..... O -
Several times a week ...... PSR 7

10. Frbm_what countfy_did your fatherfs ancestors come?

'

: ]1{ 'Do‘yod speak a second language?f,'

Yes

No ‘ | whiqh one? '

]

Now T have some qi;estions about your. living accornqddtions'.

12. 'Howv1bng:have-y6u'119ed‘1n this residence?

Years or months '
"13.[ Do you.own this'house/apartment.or pay rent?
Response -

} Owns‘ Ov;n.o§>-.-.,."o.|u_noo§.‘o.n’.j’a.’tono'1]‘.,
S Paysrent ...l s 2
Neither owns nor rents . .......... 3

240
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~ BLANK

PR L IR TY RPN S SR pC s
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14.

' Number of rooms

15,

16.

17.

Response | ‘ ’
‘Needs no repairs ................ 1
Needs minor repairs ..........:. 2
 Needs major repairs ............ 3
CODK cieeeiii e WV eeia ]
NA L.l e e e e 9
(CARD A) How sat1sf1ed are you w1th th1s house/apartment7
Very Dissatisfied _’. " Veny Sat1sfied DK CNA
T2 3 4 5 6 7.8 9

Yes . e‘ . No

5.
. -.l :

vl

How many rooms do you have here, not count1ng hal]ways

and bathrooms?

Would you say that th1s home has enough space SO you

> can do the things you want to do?

Et

-

Nhat do you thjnk about the cond1t1on of th1s house/

,apartment? -

ASK Q 18 70 Q 21 ONLY IF R RENTS

18.

(CARD B)  About how much rent do you pay a month, 1nc1ud1ng
| utilities?
,‘ Resgonse , : BT : :
under 100 .... 01 - 700 - 799 .... 08
100 - 199 I...02. 800 - 899 .....09 °
200.- 299 .... 03 900 - 999 ... 10
300 -399 ....06 1000+ ... 11
400-499 ... 05 DK L.......... 2o
500 - 599 .... 06 MR e, 13

600 - 699 .... 07

241 .
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242 j
19. ‘Durin the last two years, have ou considered bu 1n - — v o
"~ a home? Y Y W 3 | pLEASE LEAVE
. ' : , " BLANK ;
' Resgonse - L - ;
YeS  tilieiiiiiiieeeens ee 1 f
No cesenbserens mo-u--.o'.v-‘... 2 !
‘ . .
NA (GO TO0 Q 21) vee _-
20. 'Have you actua11y looked for a home7
Response N » ‘ o
Yes ..oloiviieniipe T No e 2 _
21, Why have fou not purchased a home of your own? Please’ T 5@
rank in order of 1mportance UP TO 5 RESPONSES. [
ASK ONLY IF R OWNS. o |
22. (CARD B) Think of the cost of this house/apartment --
- 'such as mortage payments, the maintenance costs, ‘property :
taxes, and utilities. Which of the categories best , - '
descr1bes how much you pay per month7 S : ' ‘
'Resgonse ) . o | - .
" under 100 ..... 01 - zoo‘- 799 ..... 08 ;
.100-199 .....02 , 800 - 899 ..... 09 | é
200 - 299 ..... 03 - 900 - 999 ..... 10 1
7 300-399 .....04 C.1000 + Ll Lo %
©400- 499 .....05 . DK ...lee...... 12 i
500 - 599 .....06 . - NA ............13 F
600 - 699 ..... 07 B . 3
: : o I ]
\“)




-7 -

Fow I have' some Questioné about this immediate neighbourhood,
. ‘that 18 the ten or fifteen homes nearest to yours/or the
. ‘apartments in this building and the area around this building.

1

23. To what extent are.any of the following, problems in -
this neighbourhood7 '

4

, -Major ' Minor Not‘a‘
S I Problem Problem Problem
Noisy neighbours ................ 1 - 2 -3
Vandalism ............... vereeaea 1 2 ' 3
Abandohed NOUSES: +uvevererarensns 1 .2 . 3
Noisy vehicles ........ eeeserans 1 2 3
Children and teenagers .
who misbehave ....... creeeiae. 1= 2 3
Poorly kept yards ............... 1 2 3
‘Cats and dogs running loose ..... 1 2 3
- Traffic ...... Cerereeniaeneaat ] 2 3
-Other (Specify) ...... hereraaeae. 1 2 3

24, (CARD A) A11 th1ngs considered, how satisfied are you
with this’ neighbourhood as a p1ace to 1ive? Which number
comes closest to how satisfied you feel? -
] ) ' )
Very Dissatisfied | Very Satisfjed DK NA

1 .2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

i

IF R HAS A FAMELY ASK Q. 255 OTHERWISE GO TO Q. 26.

3

25." Do you feel there are sufficient places for your ch11d(ren)
to pTay in th1s ne1ghbourhood7 ‘ .
Yes
No

g g
e ]

243
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- -26.

'.'8". N

(CARD A) How satisfied are you- w1th your persona] safety *
in- this neighbourhood?

" Very Dissatisfied . o Very'Satisfied DK NA

' Now I'd 1ike to ask about your neighbours.

27.

12 3 4 5§ 7

8 9

¥

* How many of the adults in this neighbourhood wou]d_you know

by name 1f you met them on the street?

Resgonse " - \
A1 of them ............... 1 | -
Almost all .........ieeeee. 20 | |
More than half ...... e .3
“About half ........... S
Less than half ............ 5
. Mmmtnmw LQ.“.”.“.A 6
B 1) - S S g
28, How often do you get together with.any of these ne1ghbours
e Just for a chat? _ X
o Resgonse o
__Daily or almost every day ..... N |
-1 - 3 times. a week ........ ceeeaes L2
1 - 3 times a month heesereeesanen 3
Less than once a month crececnevene 4
'Never ...... eeens eereeeee ererends B
29. How often do you spend a social evening with friends, either in

your home or their home, who 11ve/ootside the neighbourhood?.

Response | ,

Daily or almost every day ieee 1 - Never ........ 5
T - 3 times a week ©.veveere.. 2 " Don't know ... 8
1- 3 times amonth ......... 3 ~ No answer .... 9
Less than once a month ....... 4 ' . |

244
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“ - 9 - ‘
30. How often do you spend a social evening with relatives? . | PLEASE LEAVI
R : - | S BLANK™ -
Response - . // ?
Daily or almost every day ......... o ;
1 - 3 times aweek ......eevenn... . 2
1 - 3 times a month .............. .. 3 '
, Less than once a month ............. 4 ,
Never TETYT SYTPPRIPRIPY e 5 A
No answer ........ Creteceiaeeas veere 9 L
31.  How often do you go out for enfertainmgnt, 1ike movies, ‘ K ¢
- night clubs, sports evgnts, plays, concerts, etc.? §
Response - o - I I : ;f
‘Daily or almost every day .......... 1 - ' %
1 - 3 times a week ...... eeeeeeenan 2 g
» , E
-1 -3 times a month .......... ceeees 3 7
- Less than once a month ........ e 4 b
Never .......... e erereieereaa, .. 5 %
DK veeenn. ceeedn Ceereiaeraas Ceeeaans 8
NA ... Ceeedrecaretetenneans . 9 . .
32. (CARD A) Al1 things considere@;yhow satisfied are you with |
the recreational facilities available to you in Edmonton? : , o
Very Dissatisfied . Very Satisfied - DK NA- Y
o2 3 4 5 -6 T 8 9 _
~e S . e




-0 4

-

Now I have a few aastwns about how satwﬁed yau ‘are with
dszbrent parts of your 1life. ,

33. (3@5& A) For each area of lifGLI am going to name, tell
e number that shows how much satisfaction you get from
that area. ‘ i
A. Your non-wonking activ1ties -~ hobbies and SO on. m

Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied ~ DK NA

1.2 3 4 5 66 7 8 9
B. Your family life. e
- ‘Very Dissatisfied R Very Satisfied DK . NA
T2 3 4 5 6 -7 8 9

C. -Your health and physieai condition,«'
| ~ Very Satisfied DK NA
4 5 6 7 8 9

D. The amount of time you have for_doing th1ngs you want to do.

Very Dissatisfied " Very Satisfied © DK--. NA
R 2 3. 4 5 6 7 8 9
/ . ' ) - ' -
E. Your friendships. . , _
~Very Dissatisfied =~ Very Satfsfied ~ DK'- NA .
2 3 4 5 6 .7 8 9

" F. Your standard of 1iving -- the things you have’ --
housing, car, furniture, recreation, and the like.

Very Dissatisfied - . Very Satisfied . DK NA

|l jz 3. 4 5. 8 7 8 9

_’.~ﬂG;_ All in a11 how satisfied N1th life are you these days’

Very Dissatisfied - VeryrSatisfied DK - 'NA
1.2 3 8 5 -6 7' .8 9

a

. : it S . ) ' . » - : - . O. ool
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34. In genera], do you find 11fe excittng, pretty routine.
. or dull? ﬂ

Excitihg
" Routine
DUl weeeiiciaiiaiea
No opinion
No answer

: '
¢ 85 0P BPRNGO NS e
'

se e 0 s 0000 s

O 0 N & -

35. How often do you part1c1pate in a vigorous exercise
program?
Never '-c'-o.'-._tno-oqoo,--
N P4
Seldom ......icevenannnn
Weekly '

LA LA UK BURE AL RE NI I A B )

~More frequently
. No answer

s .on- e

W & W N =

. do you smoke pekbday?

f B '
oo Resgonse j S ?S |

g NOne ‘...T'; nsg-'-o‘-vu‘5oo DON'tkNOW R
g RS 9 ....,.‘ ,;....2;;.- No answer ........
g; ﬁ,f*1o or mdre edbeeenlen 3

f; (NOTE GTHER SMGKING HABITS) : .

8
9
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“ XY
‘1- . W 12 - , ‘ " «
-~ e ’ . . y
: 38. How often do you wear a seatbelt when ‘you drive? o ¥ PLEASE LEAVI .
RMways ........... 1 yever veerveees 3 BLANK
OCCQS"Dna]‘y nc\o.. 2 NA uee‘-c.ooucoo 9 ' __-
39. How many cups:ef coffee and/or tea per day do you drink?
Number T R : g ai
& ! ‘ \ T ‘3
i
, . S
A few moments ago we talked about your peraonal safety. - ' ’ :
we would like to have your opinions abaut the nature of polwe , - )
and community relatioms. - \ N . .
40. How good do you think relations are between the police and -
the people 1n this q19y? :
. very gOOd ' -. LI Y ,..m“j . 1 . l. ! ’ '.'ﬁ“ \'ﬁ ‘
Fairly good .. S0 ue-v-.-. 2 ° . C
Neither good nerBECT ........ 3 “
ﬂgt yery good .....ceiv00e..0 4
Not good at all ............. 5 L
N, 'were you ever picked up and charged by the police for N f
* ' any reason other than a traffic offense? o : : T &
Yes' ...;;. 1 No:o ..ennn é ' No answer ...... ‘8 T T -?
< ‘ ’ o . . 1
42. In general, do: you think the courf§ in th1s country dea] 1
too harshly or not harshly enough with criminals? o T e
Too harshly ...2 Gerpeeeeane b '
Not . harshly enough ........ 2 'f;é .
_ About right (VOLUNTEERED) L3
DK oo.o-.ot.i...‘.o‘-‘ou.oco 8 !‘hi ’
No answer .........oeevnne. 9 . 2 .
. , ‘ ;




iﬂ43."EVerything considet
- y0u approve or diSc
Approve . .
Disapprove vee v e i

’9

- a4,
‘--4convicted of murde

By

o " No opinion

e 'I3 -

red, wou]d you say that, in general
ipprove of wiretapping?

2 . No answer .

?

Do yOu faVor or op?osefthe-deéth penalty for persons ;“:f.

o .

f‘l' R <Don't know Jée.;};ak. 48

. .’ .-O Favor ERE ) .’ -o .'e . -.oj
- Oppose .’ .

Would you favor or
person . to obtain a
buy any gun ‘or rifle

-,453

Favor 7. cas

. ..  1'::'4&'
- ‘Qppo_se, /

~ No answer Vi.i.0l...9

oppose a law wh1ch would require a
Qolice penn1t before he or she cou]d

'_Doh t knowﬂi'

2. . - No answer

-l Pee
'r - fo]low1ng must he
‘A. \Ié.he}reooireo
Yesp.f Rk
B, Is he required |

) remain si]ent?

Yes ieeeeinn.

- . NO vd ) c,d»".'- r’-l-‘“- . .

"C; Is he - required
o to a. lawyer?

P S I '

46, Whén a po11ceman a#rests a person, which of the -

/ B :
o beforeuquestionnjng ‘the: persoﬁ?_V TR

|to read tﬁeipereohfhis righie?'"'

Yes o .v."‘.‘“.'.v.
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47.
o violent crime: here in Edmonton in the past five years?

S “I-- 14. - _
0. i

Would you say there‘has been any chanqe in -

Alot more ;.....;,_..‘1 ‘ ‘Qu1te a bit»]ess‘.;.,. 5
Quite a b1t-more vess 2 Alot less IR
A Tittle bit more ... 3 DK7,;....;;.{..;,.,,.. 8

- A little bit ]eSS oo & u’.No\answer ..;.?;;;..L.hQ

48,

49,

50.

: gfrom you by us1ng force? LN

ad

Dur1ng the last year d1d anyone 1llega]1y enter 1nto o

,your house/apartment?

Yes ;-'-.-'_!.Ooog'.:-., .' . _Nolov'-.-..-r':.'.’..s. 2 NA 0..“.‘;;.-0.“-

Dur1ng the 1ast ‘year, d1d any ne take someth1ng d1rect1y

Nhat precaut10ns have you t ken to safeguard your house

. aga1nst burg]ar]y? (CIRCLE THE CORRECT RESPONSE)

'5“Yes ;,.;..,;_1 »?No_,

B. iAre there spec1a] loc s or bars or anyth1ng e]se 11ke
‘ ithat on your windows?/

YES i 1 jaNq';.;;..,Q 2" :...;,..hs,x

. J‘C. Is there a burgiar?aiarm?_-‘ T 'A ;'“

£ Yes;;.;,;.;, ﬁ" Nb;;..;l;;. 2{ . NA«..,;..;,IQI
D. Do you have an insurance policy that protects your
'house/apartment and belongings against theft? -

Yes iiovi 1 Nooeea..., L2 NA L9

: L N . . . Lo : s A o B e S S st D s
R T T ey L b o o st b e g e K e A S A G TR R
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NOw some.questions.abOut'empryment;f"

5]: ‘Last week were you working fu]l time, part time going .

to schoo], keeping house or what?

) (CIRCLE ONE CODE ONLY IF MORE-#HAN ONE RESPONSE GIVE
PREFERENCE TO SMALLEST ‘CODE THAT APPLIES ) '

. )
ey Resgonse L
: working full t1me ,...,...,.z,qﬂ-........ ......... SR
 Werking part time R Ceveriveesan 2
. ,H1th a job, but not at work because %% temporary '
e “illness, vacation, strike BETEETETT R e 3
EUnemp]oyed laid off, look1ng for work ..' ....... e & ‘
Re,fif'_ed ..... 5
In school .,{' ...... i.ﬂ;;;.;..;;..;.,.;...,éu,;;....u 6.
,Keeping house ..;;ggt,.;.{.,2;...;;1.,.,,:,;,1Q,.,,‘7 :
| 'Other (spec1fy) BT P P I -
’Othgr:‘
IF APPROPRIATE (1 4 ABOVE)
 What k1nd of work (do/d1d) you normal]y do? |
B Occupat1on ) -
what kind of p]a e (do/d1d) you work for?
Industny =

53A2, Whére (Location,2°P

o,
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©ASK ONLY IF R IS MARRIED OR LIVING IN A COMMON- pr RELATIONSHIP
 OTHERWISE SKIP T0 Q. 57. R

, i
54. Last week was your spouse work1ng fu]] time?
. . .
Resgonse E R o ?ﬁw '

» WOrk1ng fu]] time - ..1.{...l,..; ....... R
working part time ..... Seanesasianesetennas l:.f:....,.:. 2
with a job, but not at work because of temporany

111ness, vagation, strike ............ crenvieiies.. 3
Unemp]oyed, 1a1d off 1ook1ng for. work. ';..,;;..,”,@;,.;; 4
Rt .-;-.-.-o-.-.-o_-....--i-..' ..... .. ..... r...-..‘.‘..... %:“1>

’,In school" ..... S N R T ERRERR gnz;.‘
Keeping house R e b w7
~ Other (specify) P M P SRR SN : I
Not app11cab]e ede i a ey ST

M i

__'o_ther |

:f§5 what k1nd of work does your spouse do?
"'; OCcupation | '
S ’ o - ;
3 56 What k1ﬂd of p]ace (does/d1d) (he/she) work for’
T Industry. \ L ”v, RRIR B
g - ‘ T e
;SGA; ‘Where (Location)? 5 T S SN, %%5
Sl .

252
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IF NOT APPROPRIATE (NOT WORKING) 6O TO Q. 60.

57,

- A.- The recognition you get from your job.

(CARD A) For each area of your job I'm going to name, tell me

the number that shows how much satisfaction you get from that

‘area.

@

Very Dissatisfied ~~ Very Satisfied DK NA IA
1 2 .3 4 5 -6 . 2 8 9 0

“B. Your control ovérfthe'pacg'and‘quality”of yoqr;w¢rk‘

Very Dissatisfied =~ = Very Satisfied DK NA IA
1.2 3. 4 5 6 7 8 9 90

C. ‘The extentthiwhi¢h you can .use yng@_skills.,,:

n.‘,‘vvery*DisSatisfiéd' , o
1 .20 3. 4 5 6 .7 8 9 0

- -G.‘ifheideQntiof pay.

F. The opportunity“for adVancement. |

“H. ‘Theydégree»ofiSécdrity:v

- Vehy’Dissétisfied‘ o ‘Veny'saiisfied DK NA IA
Y2 3 s 5 6 7. 8 9 0
D. The feeling offabcomplishment fpr the work_you4aré:doing;

Very Dissatjsfﬁéd:; S ;}Very.Satigffed DK NAi.IA',_‘f

o2l 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
}E;,}%ﬁé‘physiCalJcénditionéﬂuhdér which you work, for eXémp]e
: yﬁlighting,'temperature, dust-free,'etc, . : SR

N Very Satisfied DK NA' IA

Very DiSsatisfied ~ Very satisfied DK_-’NA’.I’A'.A~
T2 3 4 5 6 7 -8 .9 0.

]

Very Dissatisfied ‘Very Satisfied DK- NA IA _
1 .2 3. 4 5 6 7 8 9 0.

k)

Very Dissatisfied  Very Satisfied DK NA ‘IA

1' 1 234 5 6 7.8 ‘9’.'0', ;, BN
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. N,Q“?& ]8 -‘. S
58, (CARD.A) AlT things con§Ydendd, how satisfied are,you»wtééﬁg?.a PLEASE LEAVI
' your job? (Which number "‘S,t1osesthto”hOW's§tisf1ed or . - 'PLFQE§NkEAw

di;sat{sfied you feel?) ~ ol o o~ -

© Very Dissatisfied ™ 7 Very Safisfied DK N - |
12 03 4 TS 6. 7 8 "9 .

.59. What is the possibility of 1osing'yOUr‘iob dﬁring the coming
© 1zmonths? © T
'Very'Likeiy F R _1 L
Somewhat Tikely ......... 2 ”
Not very Tikely ......... 3
. th.at_all'likely T S
. Don't know .........i.... 8 _
f60;.fGenera]1y,’do ybuﬂappfove 6r disapprove of a married woman
: working 1fc;he has aihusband~capab1e~offsupporting her?.
CADPIOVE .ieiiiriiieain Tt r
- Disapprove .....ii..i.... 2
“Don't know ....... ,.}..{,., 3
:No‘an5wer‘wf;..}.,.f;..;.. 4 -

T T ST o e
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ASK Q S 61 AND 62 ONLY IF R IS CURRENTLY MARRIED OR LIVING IN A
COMMON LAW RELATIONSHIP OTHERNISE SKIP 70.Q.. 63. -

61. (CARD c) P]ease use the numbers on the card to tel1 me
how you and your spouse share the fol]ow1ng tasks oL

A. ,Earning;the fam11y fncomeug L

Husband . Husband Share . Wife Wife .

Entirely More Equally. More Entirely DK NA
1. 23 4 5 8 9

B. “'Housekeeping. _ o _

Husband ~ Husband ' Share  Wife Wife :

Entirely . More Equally More Entirely: DK NA
T2 3 4 5 8 9

C. Keeping in toUch with relatives.

~ Husband = Husband Share  Wife - Wife o
.~ Entirely” More ~ Equally More- Entirely DK NA°

i 2 3 4 -~ 5 8 9

DL -Organi?ingsfamily'ﬁecreation. E
- Husband  Husband. Share  Wife Wife o
.~ Entirely " More Equally More Entirely. DK NA
;o0 2 3 4 5 .8 ‘9
E. ‘Taking care of preschool children. (younger. than 5)

Husband  Husband Share  Wife Wife -
Entirely More = Equally More Entirely ‘DK NA

12 3 .¢‘4  5 .8 9.
F.- Teach1ng, helping, and d1scip11n1ng g1rls, aged 6 - 12

Husband * Husband ‘Share . MWife Wife . . -
ire’ Equa]]y “More Entlre]y DK NA

o ?L,.'._'4 ' '5. . 8',. 9.

1ng, and disc1p1in1ng bozs. aged 6 -2,
band Share  Wife Wife

3 4 s 8 9 -

Equally ‘More Entirely DK NA -

255
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(CARD D) Please use the numbefs on the éard to tell me how .

often you and your spouse have d1sagreed about each of the
?b|1owing act1v1t1es '

A. Housekeeping'

Some— Fre- Very Fre-

) Never Seldom times ‘quently quently - NA
1 2 3 4 5 9
B. Earning money. . - B
: "‘Some- Fre- Very Fre-
Never Seldom times quently quently NA

2. 3 . 4 59

C. Visitinngr wfiting re1atives '

- - Some- Fre- Very Fre- _
Never Seldom times quent]y ‘quently = NA
1 2 -3 4 5 9
D;'fRécrEation. , v
‘ Some- Fre- ~ Very Fre-
: Never Se]dom times quent]y quent1y NA
1 2 3 4 , »5 g

"fE;v‘Confiding with each other about problems.

Some-" Fre- Very Fre-
Never Seldom times quently quent]y - NA

1 2 3 4 5 9

E. Care of pre-schodl children.

Some- Fre- Very Fre- »
Never Seldom times quently quently NA

12 3 - 4 5 9

~ (THIS QUESTION' CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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Q. 62 Continured. ' ' S ‘| PLEASE LEAVE.
h , / - , ' BLANK
" G. Teaching and disciplining girls, age 6 - 12. |
- Some- Fre-  Very Fre- "' '
oo Never Seldom times quently quently NA
. R 2 3 4 5 9 _
H. 'Teaching'and disciplining boys, age 6 - 12.
Some- Fre- Very Fre-
Never Seldom times quently quently NA
1
| I 3 4 5 9 .
63. Are you in contact with any of your fel#tives?
~ Yes |
~ No (GO TO Q. 65) _ .
’ i
~64. In the past two years or so, have you received
any of the fo11ow1ng kinds of help from your RELATIVES.
'Yes or No? . o
| YES N0 NA 1A A
A. Advite on a decision you had 4
é?“to make ....eeiiiiiiiiaidiien, 1 2 9 0 o
B. Help on special occasions, such ,
- as childbirth, sickness ...... 1 2 9 0 .
C. Help in.caring for your ch11dren, ' :
such as babysitting .......... 1 2 9 o - | %
'D." Financial assistance, such as ‘ 1o
money or a loan ........c.eee. 1T ™2 9 o - —
" E. Gifts, other than b1rthdays, L '
Christmas, etc. .............. 1 2 9 O _
F. Home repairs, moving, odd jobs, : el
etc, tiiiiienen.. Cereerienaas 1 2 9 0 .
G. Findinga job .......cicievernnn.. 1 0 3
. ol
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:65§_"F1na11y, we would like to know something about the groups
Lo and organizations to which you belong. Could you name
them? (PROBE) . . ,

1.

oy

‘N S w N

Now we would like to ask'you some quéétions about fbmily‘size.
55; What do you th1nk is the 1dea1 number of ch11dren for
a family to have? .

Number

 IF APPLICABLE,

67. _How many children have you ever had’ Please count all that
were born alive at any time (including any you had from a
previous re1at10nsh1p )

Number

68. Do, you expect to have any (more) children?

Résgonse

Yes (ASK Q. 68) ..ievenn... 1
No (GO TO Q. 69) ........ ee. 2
AUncertain (60 TOVQ.‘69) cenes 3
Not asked,'inappropriate ce.. 4

-No answer Y e cenan cceciiacans - 9

69. Howmmany (more)?

3 ‘“;:: Number

258
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(CARD E) uld you approve or‘disapprove of a married
couple not Dearing or rearing children?

Strongly Disapprove :
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Do you—think birth control information should be
available to teenagers who want it?

" Response
Should be available ...... cenea 1
Should not be available R -
Depends on the age/grade ....... 3,
(VOLUNTEERED? - -
No opinion Ceesmieieseiiiien - 8
No answer ..ooiNwe...... Ceeeeas 9

Please tell me whether or not you think it should be -
possible for a pregnant woman to obtain a legal abortion

if ... READ EACH STATEMENT, AND CIRCLE-ONE CODE FOR EACH.

YES NO DK
A. there is a strong chance of serious . ‘ e
: defects in the baby? ............... 1 2 8
" B. she 1s married and does not want any
more children7 Cetesierarec et 1 2 8
~ C. ‘the woman's own health is seriously :
endangered by the pregnancy? ....... 1 2 8

D. the family has a very low income and
cannot afford any more children? ... 1 . 2 8

E: she became pregnant as a resu]t of
rape7 G etesecesmsctanesasraneeeanas 1 2 8

'F. she is not-marr1ed and does not want

to marry the father? ............... 1 2 8

Strongly Approve DK NA

9

T NA

259
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Are'you»against sex eddcatibn 1h;the schools?

’RESEOHSE .
For LI I SN BN RIS R N O S RTEE I S S I Y] ]’Db

Against tetessrecisarnnscannes 2

Depends on the age/grade - ..... 3 (VOLUNTEERED)
Don't know "........ cieiiinnen. 8
NO aNSWer .......c.ceveneencnns 9

oy

Now some questioﬁs about finances.

74.

75.

wou1d you say that you (and your fam11y) are better of f
or worke off financia]ly than you were a zear ago

Resgonse

Better now - .......... 1.
Same .....ci0veen wees 2
Worse ...... cereecone 3
Don't know .......... 8

' Now 1ook1ng ahead -- do you thwnk that a year from now you

(and your family) will be better off financially, or worse
off, or Just about the same as now?

|

Response . S

Will be better off .. il 1

Same .......... e eeeaas 2

Will be worse off ........... 3

DOn't KNOW .......ie.... Veis. 8 &

he <
k4
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A, Under $2,000 ......eeianenn.n....

whigg aest re
before taxes?

Response

....-o 0]
B- $2 000"$2 999 ----- o-oo-ooog --;700. 02‘51
C. '$3,000 - $3,999 ........?ﬁ.... P
$4,000 - $4,999 i......oeiiieiieni..... 04

e

E. $5,000 - $5,999 .......ccovvvunenenrn.. 05

F. $6,000 - $6,999 .......ic..ieneninn.. 06

G. $7,000 - $7,999 ... ...iviiiiiininien... 07 o

H. $8,000 - $9,999 .....coviuiruanninenn. 08

I. $10,000 - $11,999 ................ SR 09" lalts
3.7$12,000 - $14,999 et 10
K. $15,000 - $17,499 ...ooevnion Suinn 1T 0 e
L $17,500 - $19,989 ...oeeeeren i 2 7L RS
M. $20,000 - $22,499 ............. il 2130 ff;*
N $22,500 - $24,999 ..................ls 18T
0. $25,000 - $29.999,.;...........,,}{‘_......;‘_1:5 Sl
P.. $30,000 - $34,999 ... 6
Q. $35,000 and over ...l 17070

"~ Don't know ............ Ceerieiien c’...‘.",'»:'QBe};,,‘;

NO ANSWEr vuvvvuievnnens . 99 s

o RRme
v = N

) Nouiyou please tell me the Tetter on th1s card
septs your total family income for 1976,;,

s .4‘,‘\&
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“(REFER R TO RESPONSE SHEET) - Here 1s a sheet which we would 11 ke
you to fi11 out to describe Edmonton as 1t appears to yol . For
example, if you think Edmonton 1s especially attractive, please

put an "X" in the box next to the word “attractive".
think {t is especially unattractive,

If you.

please put an X" next to

"unattractive®, and 1f you think it is somewhere. in between,

please put an "X" 1in the .box where you think it belongs. -

. A
e

W
%

P

r «
UNFRIENDLY PEOPLE

‘CROWDED |

RY GOOD PLACE -TO LIVE

PLEASANT

BIG CITY

{ARD TO GET ARQUND IN

ACE TO RAISE CHILDREN

" SAFE

POOR CLIMATE

®

CLEAN AIR

ATTRACTIVE |

NOTHING TO DO ,

DIRTY AIR

(Y

UNATTRACTIVE

FRIENDLY PEOPLE

UNCROWDED

VERY POOR PLACE TO LIVE

. UNPLEASANT

RURAL

LOTS OF THINGS T0 DO"

_ EASY TO GET AROUND' IN

BAD PLACE TO RAISE CHILDREN

. UNSAFE |

GOOD CLIMATE

. ¢
Y




0. A '-2,l63 .’x»','v

V:IntervieW'Number )
’Now befare T go Juet a few queetwns about @ topw that has Yy | PLEASE LEAV!
- neéently been in the news PO S _ e . BLANK

©

';78. ‘What have you thought of the. government s- sw1ne flu vacernat1on
o program? R , N AT R FERTe

i

179‘, Nere you 1n favour of the vaccination program or opposed to-- :
. " the’ program when it flrst began’ R S ST |

Favoured ..,t;];I:. ‘y;>" : Don t know,\no answer fﬁ,;;” 9, f
 Opposed “...... 2 5cher (Record) ' '
‘ oo BRI . - Lo v - . \

.f80; As you know the program has been s‘spended wou1d you be 1n N
L favour of the government continuin the program’ .

evies 1o o n t know, no answer .
No o2 'f’ﬁ;.‘ ther (Record) g

‘“’jffuj*'fl'h(,‘ful- s ,\f' Sy :
A_81; Suppose that somet]me in. the future we are told- that there is | i B }. Lo
- the possibility of another swine flu epidemic. "If this | - N

-possibility arises, shou the gbvernment sponsor another :
vaccinatjon program7 ’ R L ‘
Yes ;,;., ] jfl";,'étvh“‘, . Don t know, no answer- ..,;:,_9 |

T

82 Suppose\that /pmet1me in the f&ture we are to1d that there is. *‘f;' l',:
f"‘\the possibility of ‘an épidemic other than swine flu CIf this - R )
Possibility arises, should ‘the: government sponsor a vaccinat1on T

program? B R «-a>~--5 ST : \v,., T SR 'g
"*w<'¥e3<, ;:l.fﬁln'~;z (IR Don t Hhow, no:- answer Fedhs 9
v, ° \

No &....}.”,21 A w°'f”' Other (Record) o e
O R e s PR /. T




‘=*15 Housing type-‘;"*'

A

- T0 BE_COMPLEFED BY INTERVIEWER , T e L

5 S1ngle House

" Sem1 ‘detaChEd v- o- g cfa». -. sae ._-;v'_:f -‘-; f'u X ‘-’ .a Qno B 't?:;(}t. 3

o Duplex L........ R R e300
S Row House z.;;..fQ:;;:i; & ...;...L.;;J.;.;.g;i..»4f4,°
-_]‘%§g~y g . 7{Apartment or Muitip]e Dwe1lingo e ....}...;a;...,'5i   ;
. 5§;K:;:2ﬁiﬁ; ‘;;House attaghed to-a Non residential structure..... 6
CENLT e T Mobgi Home ...l T

- ”Other (spec1fy) .;;

2. -Respondents Coopefétidh;‘ R ;;ﬁ“_ E j‘Q;'  . AR V‘ .

_‘\_7

Qpality*of InterV1ew

. High Quanty 1 a@ I

AdequatE‘ -.v-“- Ly o.-‘ .a n-‘ ;4; LR - “’s -'q“‘- 0‘0. .‘a f" O o‘n‘!‘._.-t_‘t/’ 2“

A B

264
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amacrive | | || || unarTRacTIve

UNFRIENDLY PEOPLE | " FRIENDLY. PEOP

-

-;fcRONpEDf-' B P | "'fﬁ‘uﬁcROWDED'

I
R I » o S S B
" GOOD PLACE TO LIVE | | «| | |- .~ |  VERY PQOR PLACE TO LIV

'\7

cooeeasavt b L[] weessan

ORI T e
R A

BIG cITY | CRURAL

~votwmwetooo | f || ]| | | cotspr mmes Topo -

RD TOGET AROUND TN .| ,_EASY‘TO“GET AR09ND IN

)

SR P S ;
E TO PAISE CHILDREM |- [ - | | | |/ BAD PLACE TO RAISE CHILDREN

L -

o © SAFE

| UNSAFE

| POOR CLIMATE 600D CLIMATE

O oeav AR | | bRy AR

)

&)




o o " LEDUC AREA STUDY:
& . QUESTIONNAIRE
| T 1977

TR

| ]. . IntEY'V'iewers Name ._*

‘;Z;i‘Interviéw’l.D}'No; L

3. Eieétora1,D{$trict'

Enumeration Aréqlﬁ

4
5. Your Interview No. __ | )
';}sg'lDate o e ;"ZTime of Interview

) ,

ST, Lengtﬁ of Interviewif" Y i‘_ f_ ‘_Minutes."f'

‘= 8.';Address‘Labe1' |

-~

;,Q;f‘Apboiﬁzment Time -

o

10, No Interytew s

il
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-2- | - 267

. "First a few questions about th%s housenolde” . PLEASE LEAVE
- o BLANK .
1. Including yourself how m&ny persons a1together live here, _
“related to you or not? b S -
TOTAL PERSONS ) |

i

2. Now a Tst. of the mefbers of this household Jo make 1t - : e
' easier. I'm going to ask for the first name o each member. |

™

fFTRST‘NAMs | sex | aee | RELATIQNSHIP TO RESPONDENT | ;ffs

N _ 1 & Respondent %
) . . r_“ ' .. ' . » : g ) ) ‘ | . R . . .
¥ . L
T T
5) D ——— . .

. v,
»
v i
. ‘ : s | g
. . T .
. . . . . R . . : 4 * * . .
: 5 ) a0 Lo ' . . o
. A toat o . ¥ <o L . . Lo . .
i . .. L . . . B . :

8) S RS I T A

X
1§

fo 4 o0y
3.‘ What is your marit!l status? . :
Haf‘”e(_" 1 ,;Nidowedv 2 Divorqed 3 ~ Separated V% "

’Li‘v.i’ng to_get‘h‘er' 5 ' Sing'le 6 ,‘.

ASK ONLY IF R HAS CHILDREN OTHERHISE 60 T0' Q 5 el e

9

(mmmnwmmwmmmmwamuwummm $ |
. provided for your chﬂd(ren)? . S LR N
B e -

Very Unhappy IR P Veryjuappy DK - NA




- -

Hhat is the highest 1eve1 of education that you have '

compl wd?

. You
voURgsrouss

e

4 P B : v

" wou1ﬂ-1ike to_get some backgrouno'infOrmation about,you;"‘

6.

'what'is your rg!jgious preference?5,(NOT RROTESIA@T)f

WOUR SPOUSE o e
Would you call yourselfa . " (STATED PREFERENC
| .Hﬂbgt,: (Adjective)‘ *{ﬁ@w e
;AdJectiv , CoT L {
Strong® | A

7.

.. #o o;- ve ',\“ .
Not VEry Strofg  ..iviveensees

“Not stiong at all

(-3

tevess v 4

i‘n,N°t759p1fcab]e RS
3 t-HOW often do you attend re’igious servicgs? (RECORD ONLY)

vResgonse
Never cer

vl‘!’.!“ll.ll’..l‘oygD.O'o‘v.‘llu

Less than once a year ’

O PO R OILONISE SIS OGEOETS

About once a year

lol'.'.oooc‘cooooontic

‘ n_Several times a year ;.......;..f....;;
",}fﬁbout once a month

2
5',iNear1y every uaek

3 times a month

ouocnoolo. ‘coooo
L ) o

0...'!....0.“!..‘....

fSeveral times a ueek

t..!lll..l..l....‘l' )

268"
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- 4 ‘5_'

S From‘wh'a”i:’i:é@ntry did your father's an"cesfors come?

s L]
ERF RN ’

10. Do you speak a second 1anguage? .

YES 4 ‘i’ ) } ‘ ’ 'r '
\No,ﬁv.. '; Uh1ch one?‘y o
r - Wty -, ; . e

“Now I have some gﬁeé%ﬂons aboq; you; living accomodat*ons."

SO, How 1ong have you 1ived‘? this residence? o N
- S D s tﬁi";‘* suna
: months o .;;e; ey TR e
: Y ] " % o .

2. How long have you lived in Leduc? g
" o - months -

IF BORN HERE GO T0 Q ]5

* 13. Can you te11 me the reason why you moved here?

¢

' Liked p]ace 1 = Buy house 2 | Get job 3

Job transfer 4 . Near,re]g;ives 5

Near friends 6  Other

14, ‘(CARD G) How happy are you with that move?

S: _Very .Unhappy S Q ‘““ ‘Ve(;}’ happy Dk

1.2 3 45 g g 8

”g - . '-::;‘A

'15;‘ Hou]d you recommend LeduCQQiﬁa gooq place to raise chi]dren?

CYes 1 No 2 qnleepends | | DK~A8  NA
. fia;,_vou1d you Tike to move somewhere else? | '
i'ves oMz T ke wm§

}%%f**j‘17,:11r YES Hhere would you like to live?

"_name of place

269 _
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18.

19.

R
gy

20.

21.

22.

i

How likely is it that you will move in the next
twelve months?

’Very‘]ik§1y;;Like1y Uncertain Unlikely Very un11ke§g,;

; N ', 4 i3 AL
i 2 3 4 5 A
, . . v
Do you own this house/apartment or pay rent? e
i S ‘ i N
_Response : : A Aﬁ~?@%ﬁ%@'
S - ; ket e
OwnS Pe et e e s o seers e e N .00-9;!“ .N‘\a‘%’r ‘ : ‘
g weH L T o 5 S 5
_Pays Rent wuvivvevenivnnnenn. ¥

Neither owns nor rents ..... s

How many rooms do you have here, not cqunt1ng ha]]ways
and bathrooms? . .

L . L
Number of rooms __ , - ‘

Nou]d you say that this home has enough space s0 you_
can do the things you want to do?
»

Yes No- = 2

To what extent are anonf the followihg, problems
in youn,house or apartment?

o . ’ o
N 0 Major Minor . Not a
Problem Problem Problem
. ~ N
Family interaction ..... 1 T2 3
Privacy .veeveiierennnes 1 3
L_ACrowd1ng ..........'_ ; 1 2 3
State of Repa1r .....!Q. , 1 2 3
| Exterior features of unit.. 1 2 3
Location re avai1ab111ty of : L
. services .........0 1 2 3
o
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.- 6 -
- | - - | pLEASE LEAVE
* . S T
. o : R e o
23. What do you th1nk about the condition of thiig& ‘ B o
house/apartment? : .
Response _
@ENeedsﬁgp repairs .,,...;é;ﬂ}....... 1
Needs minor repairs .&f;gg; ..... ‘.;. 2
Needs major repa1rs.;§§;};...\ ....... 3
DK e eeeeenenee e eeer e 8 :
NA eevereas Bt 9 | | by |
24. (CARD A) How safisfiedfare you with this'hbuse/apartmént? o - }
- Very Dissatisfied \ Very Satisfied DK NA
1 ‘_2 3 4 5-'.6f "7 8 9 .
. ASKQ.25 T0 Q.27 ONLY IF R RE is 3
25. (CARD B) About how much renf\do you pay a month, including -
. utilities? L \
Response = - _A . \g |
‘ Under 100 .... 01 700 - 799...... 08
 100-199 ....02 | ao\b\ - 899 .... 09
200299 ... 03 900'- 999 .... 10 )
30-399....08 1000+ ........ no ‘
M0 -499 .05 DK ... 12 Y
CS00- 599 ....06 . NA.l.......13
'600-699:.;.70'7_" - N

crias iR b S



s

26.

.

28.

-7 -

During the last two years, have you considered buying
a .home? o .

Resgoﬂﬁe L | o
YeS v iinininnn, 1 | ‘
NO ittt inennnn 2

What rgéﬁon made you)decide'against it? |

o, . , Sy

ﬂ
Y
.

BT

ASK ONLY IF‘R'osz” e
(CARD B) Th1nk of the cost of this house/apartment -

.such as mortgage payments, .the maintenance costs,'broperty

taxes, and utilities. Which of the categories best

”.Vdgscribes how much j%u gay per month? o

'L Resgonse o gfh |
Under 100 ... 01 700 -799....08
100 - 199 .... 02 800 -89 ... 09

200-209 ... 03 Y 900 - 999 .;;:‘16
300399 ....00 1000 + ....... 11
400 - 499 .... 05 é' DK vorenrnnnn. 12
500 - 599 .... 06 f : NA..gk...f.... as‘k\
600 - 699 .... 07 : A o
0T o o _A<; = -
- ‘\\‘-
. ) R

272
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Y -8 - B ‘
"Now I' have some questions about this immediate neighbourhood,
that is the ten or fifteen home$ nearest to yours/or the |
apartments in this buTldTﬁg and the area around this building"

29. ‘To what extent are &ny of the following, pfob]ems fn
- this neighbourhood? ‘ ' B ‘
\ Major ‘Minor Not a
. ) Problem Problem  Problem
. ﬁﬂ'sy neighbours Ceeeans 1 c 2 3
Vandalism .............. 1 3
Abandoned houses ....... 1 ‘ | 2 v'3
Noisy vehicles ..o 1 2 3
. Children and‘teen;gers ‘\5\\\«\
N who misbehave '....... 1T - 2 3
'.. | Poorly kept yardsf ceveee o] 2 3
\ . Xats and dogs -running loose.. 1 2 3
|  Traffif L.l 1 2 3
, T oeMoisy deroplaes ... ) TN 3
Other (specify) ...0... 1 2 3
30, (CARDAA)‘ Al1 thinés-considered; hoﬁ satisfied are you

with this neighbourhood as a place to live? Which number
comes closest to how satisfied you feel?

~ Very Dissatisfied "~ Verysatisfied ‘DK NA -
1 2 3 4. -5 6 7 8 9~

~ IF R HAS A FAMILY, ASK Q.31: OTHEISE GO T0 Q.33. £

31. . Dé you 'feel' there are sufficient places for your child(ren)
: to play in this neighbourhood? , : : -
’ . ' ' .‘ -

Yes -

" No

273
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32.

33.

34,

}“%ji?a’, Ne’%:3

-$9 -

»

Do you feel there should be an organized after—schoo]
program:

" For children up tq and~inc]udiﬁg Grade 8
Yes-. ; i o No '

For teénagers,'Grade 9'§ﬁd up

*ﬁYes _ R - .

(C\RD G) How happy are you about your persona] safety
in this neighbourhood? - -

‘ Very Unhappy o - _EfVery Happy | DK - NA.

o2 3 4 s 6 '7~‘.  8 9

”Now I‘d Kike to ask about your neﬁghhnurs-— S _,;;. 
' - - ~‘ .

How many of ‘the adults in th1s nQ ghbourhood wou]d you .know

by name if you met them on the street? ‘

' Resgonse _AI SRR o . : ‘ff

'Aii of them e 1 o
Almost all ...;..,..;.;Ld..z

" More than half ........... 3 ) |

* About half .;..ﬂ ......... .4 : ‘t 1 ‘t' .

» ‘Less thaﬁ,ﬁgifv..;....;.,:;sv f |

Anost none (e ..........6 .

Just for a chat?

1 - 3 times a mnnth u..g .,.;}..}.:f”“

% .
Less ‘than once a month ..;.;{,...,.,f{’.v.“  e .
| e

ER NN 9_. o,q_o DR R I .-vd [ -w” ede e sess -""‘ ¢

How often do-you get togethen- ithrghxgof these neighbours

274
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- R gé&;;?’ “r-% O 7;, . : | PLEASE LEAVE-
| RN - BLANK

C3f, fow | ’ ' en u‘$et together w1th your neighbours for %
-/ ‘ B act ties of any kind? o v

. e e
A vt .e. R
L e

= ;_er alnost every day ;....;}‘i“‘ o

"- ;v times & week ..... ...(......_2 ‘ ' f’. .‘ g -

”3timesamonth ‘ﬁ L3 o - ~ |

- 'Less than once a month .......... .4 o

Never ;.;.;}.,....;.ﬂ;.:;.......,. 5 IR | |

3f- ‘%5'1. : How mbny ‘times in the last twe]ve months have you been
: called upon to he1p a ne1ghbour in an emergency?

Number

How many times in the last twe]ve months has a ne1ghbour :
heIped you 1n an emergency? . r . _ . .

Number = R ot - - S
. AN /
b N - . ' L B \
S 39., 7 >'QG¥ yuu living‘too close or too far from your neic ours?
R i o (D}STANCE
o, . Resgonse o ( ' o,
. Too a}ose B A S B N
Too far away ceree 2

R 'About right,...'...".. 3

y-‘:-xxijbou‘ how many adu1ts do you coun; as J}iends? %gjﬁl A

—~ “"1 f!)." f 'f;,. o  ‘7-' }»V{j;5’ “5;++5e -
f&o rtion of your friehds do you cduﬁt as your = .f@fv‘t‘J ff']f o
1;nds? (FRACTION oR PERCENTAGE) | SRR R




| . How dften do yOu see or speak

m b \‘;g" Ll ___3;:,’}, i

oy
N 1
- - .I] - &?' .
e . 5

i

S S T [ -
0f your best friends, what .proportion are related to you?

+ : ) s

/7%
/ .

P

0f ‘your beet friends, what proportion ae nej_ghbours?
N ‘ ",‘ q ’ oo R ‘

i . ;? R i.' Rl )

L

any k1nd"

N R . ) . N N R w - f‘ . .
How' often do you get .togéther for orgamized activities of
g F’! . : o ’ . °

LT

.

R%sgonse ' T e"f' ; »‘:i:! o 11\v

Daily or aTmost every day Py T |

] -3timesaweek,.......... 2 b

1-3 timesa month ......... 3 A |

Less than once a month cevies 9 L “.fwh Y L
Lo : ol

Never .u...’...'9;0..:....'-.".9... \5 CoT- . .. //.

" How often do you spend a soc1a1 evening witﬂ friends, ,
“either in your home or the1r heme,awho Tive,outside the
neﬁghbourhood? oL el R »

Resgonse ‘ _
Daily or a]most every dey ....]‘

4ol
o ‘A’&“

i . E

Never «owoes

5
1— 3. t1mes a week 2'” Jont know ..8
9

L= 3 ttmes a month et 3/ No answer....

o {

“Less than onge a- month ﬁ..l.jF# . ’f" SRR
/KOfydnr Bestif?iends?7§_."

- SN I R Y
ﬁ oz' almst eVery day 'l
- 3 times a. ueek sesaeewed 2 N

.
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' 348 .

50,
51,

"ﬂDbfyoy'féel_yﬁh'ﬁéve3f601hany”friehdsidr‘noibehQUQh?f

TUDK el 8 ML o
" How many times in the last twelve months have you been .
'caIIed;upon.to.help a~frienq.in an emeﬁgency?,y':.u

- Number ',

~helped you ‘in-an. emergency?

’Numbef e

;1Hdw'many of yo@rifﬁﬁénds 1iVé in Leduc?
. ‘:Numbér“ | |

~Are you happy with the number of friends that you have?
“Yes ...l No .2 DK.....8  NALi...Q

How many times/in the Tast twelve months have you been
called upon to*hg]p a_ré]ativeyin‘an emergency?

Number oo S
~ How'many times in the last twelve months has a relative
- .helped. you in an emergency? » ‘e Rt

- Number .

. AR ]2- o
- o T - T : :

) Wl

- Toomany i..1 " Notenough ...2 Just right .. 3 |

v I - . o

b RN : 4

How'mahy fimes in‘the»]ast twe]yégmonthsyhgs‘a friend b

L
i

‘How'ofteﬁﬂdo“xpu3spendfa»sbcja1 eVening'with fglatives? 45\2;,J
Response - o |
"D§i1y'or‘;7host7evéhy day .;.:fi\J

i o N

o 1-3 time$ a week ; ..... Geeeeesn 200 e

T - 3-times:a»moht"

-

".f%:>'l

o 2mr
S

v b )
Vo

/

| PLEASE LEAVE -
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56

278

\‘\'f-\ T N / .
i night c]ubs, sports events, plays concerts, etc ? .
‘ ResEOnse - O " ' \

Daily or alnost evetay N e

N 3~¢1mes a week ..... ..,....:2,

(CARD A) A]l th1ngs considered how sat1sf1ed are: you w1th

- the recreat1ona1 fac111t1es ava11ab1e to you in Leduc/,,/~/J:r";
~¥ét; at1sf1ed DK NA >

‘Very D1ssat1sf1ed

How often do you and your fam11y use ex1st1ng recreat1ona]
yfac111t1es 1n Leduc7 ERE

' jNResgonse

'o"”Da11y or: a]most every day .;...‘i

‘v ey ‘ - . .’3

1-3 tJmes‘a week ..;..,.,;;Q. 2

o which faci]it1es do you and your fam11y uselmost?
I :

flest

1 .PLEASE LEAVE .

\BW\oﬁten do you go. out?for ento;;§$nment, like movies, -

BLANK

Y
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‘59,

.

B

‘ Convenient " o i vfﬁx‘ni

gy z

J ST A

(CARD H) How convenient is it to get to recreationai
 facilitie$ in: Leduc?-" )

Not convenient DK
j3 S T 7 8

What type. of recreational facilities do you (and'your
fanﬁiyx use on:a reguiar basis outside Leduc? IRy

None Lo, et s C "" L ’Q‘ ’_,»'/‘/j

List ." T AT

Do you approve«or—disapprove of the 1ocation of the new, -

recreatixa'l facilities in Leduc? - - -
0. K.. 3 Mhere is it?

Approve ”,>Disapprove 2

KB N

Ia \

Pl ' ‘ )
what addit ona] recreatjonal faciiities do you. fee] are
nqéded in’[educ? ‘ R _ _

Néne ,; i o 0

NA

4.

.,’; 'Qi -

. \‘»'.‘ »

279
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64. -

o ‘e
N 4

1(CARD G) For each area of life I am going to name. tell- B
.me. the number that shows how M_ppyﬁyou are with that area‘g;".

W2 4\' 5 6 7.8 9

. YGUS\heaTth and- physi%al cond1tion. R 'tt o
v SRR R Very happy f"-:.QK_“_NA' N

, Veny unhappy "./*

A Very unhappy s
2 3 5 6 . 7 .8 9

f"Your n0n-work1ng activities -- hobbies and o on.

-
v-Your fam11y 11fe .i' g
-‘Veny unhappy : L Vo

o2 3 a4

. ‘The amount of time you have for do1ng th1ngs you want

. ’Your friendsh1ps ]f\;f'
JVeny unhappy 4/ .

.- Your standard of Riving -- the things you have like
'»_hous1ng, car, furniture, recreation and the 1ike.

."Very unhappy

Ve unhappy e Very: happy f;_\,“,bk}' NA
(j 2. '_ 3 4 5 57\ -8 9

R .3_...\ -

v .

eny unhappy

o 560 7.8 9.

tOdO (

i

H ;®

P

‘A11 1n a]l, how satisf1ed wieh 11fe are you these days?v-

!

Very happy L‘_ DK ;NAr.‘

© 1'*n - 5 - v o
'v"Now I have a few questions aboutAhow happy you are with ' i
’ different parts of. yaur Tife". =

. Very happy __Dgng'NA B

'Veny“happy“ DK .NAt f

© Veiy happy . DK NA |

S Very happy ."'DK_'N"A'-._.

PLEASE LEAVE 3
- BLANK

a

)

. : . T, . .



~" Working full time ............. 1 o
o lworkwng part time .........i..0 2 : R e
" _'With a job, byt not at.wark ' .
- because of temporary. i]lness, h
- vacation,; strike wevesvieaaee 30
'_\N;'Unemployed, laid off, looking R .
_*-5;for WOTK: o iieieniraresiinnenns & o _
. Retir‘Ed c.“oo;t-;i";.fc‘.-.c‘u ov-_‘olol---,-ounr 5\ : - .v,‘ L. \‘,‘ ‘A '
' In'school ........ Poooooiein 60 PR
B 'PO'Keeping house.Q;;.;,;;,,{ﬂ..;i 7 L
. Other (specify) .....iwco.ot. 8 - P
B'..Other 7'\3'~;‘7. e - G
.. SRR
IF APPROPRIATE (1 4 ABOVE) ," .

- P67, - "what kind of Work (do/did)you norma11y do?. (Probe)
s 7*750ccupation ' .
0 68. .. What_kind of place (do/did) you work for? ‘

o ""Industry .
'
7 v
e o~

" "Now_ some

- L S v,.{\up

= s -
In genera1 do youffindfiiﬁé%éﬁéitjng,,pfeéiyfout1né,
or du11? : R el

Exciting ..;, ...... 1

| :‘Routinga..,.. S 3

Dull .....,;.2,.,.. 7

“No“opinion ........ 8

66.

NO aﬂswer' LU "‘ ...... 009_

questions about employment"

ﬁ‘,Last week, were you working fu]l time, part time, goingA
_ to school, keeping house, .or what?

(CIRCLE ONE. CODE d&LY IF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE GIVE

o PREFERENCE T0 SMAhLEST CODE THAT APPLIES)

Response 'g. S

. 281




"ﬁ '69.s;”” Hhere (LOcation)? '”i ’ S »f. f“‘ 1  “BLANK ..

. 708 ﬁor what per1od of t1me does your Job require you to be.
| . j “absent ' from home? | . g
K. 5"*M*.i 7 Work'at hohe “.4_:__;m; B N *\’ja | oo

- Cpatly Y o f
e ~ Less than 1 week at a time SO B
Lo | Number of weeks at a time — "~ -
ASK ONMV IFRIS MARRIED OR LIVING INA COMMpN -LAW RELATIONSHIP S,

OTHERNISE SKIP T0 Q. 76 .

- 71;' Last week was your spouse working fu]l time? ‘
Norking fu]]“time .;.;..4..e,;.,.a.;.,..1.;,..;,...,:ii_ VR g
Working part time. S.....iiviiiiiiiiieiiiiiiieiniiien2 | S

. Lo With a job, but’ pot at work because of temporary o
T ~illness, vacation, 'strike ......... PR IR Ry esnedd

| Unemployed, laid off, looking for wprk RN |

* ‘Retired ............ S ;..;.;;;;,.:;{;..5 Ty S

‘In school 3..f;..;ts..,;.,.Q,...;,..2f,;;;.1;..,,}.‘,.6 |

o Keeping house .....L.......... TR S
o Other (specify) ;l.;.;Q.,.;.;;ﬁ.;:.{....;.:3 ..... e8]
S Not app]icable B S ;.;....,,..;;0 v SR

' ftother o f‘°'>'; - L e ! T .

e

2. What k1nd of work does your spouse do? I B SR .

PR Occupation" DT ". ,'i o e
\v,73.“uo ?what kind of p]ace (does/did) (he/she) work for7 o
- "J’Industry | | '

©

7R 'Nhere‘(Locatioh)? e o SR IR

ap




BRI

6.

, . \\‘
- 18 « b

For what beriod of time doos.your spouse’ s Job require

him/her to be absent from home? .
~ Work 4t home .

9aily = o

‘Less than 1 week at a time | S :
' Number of weeks at a time ».' ‘ {

(CARD A). Al things considered, how s;tisfied are you with
your-job? (which number comes ciosest to how Satisfied or

. dissatisfied you feei?)
- .hVery Dissatisfied

Verd Satistied DK NA

12 '3 4 5 s -7 & 9
‘-GA ro . ' . S d R .
t \N\
N & %

4 - e ’
: . {

N

l"- .I‘
B VO 5::

K
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7.

IS

- L
i -9

" ASK Q'S 77 - 79 ONLY IF R IS CURRENTLY MARRIED OR LIVING IN A
COMMON-LAW RELATIQNSHIP: OTHERWISE: SKIP TO Q. 80

- (CARD C) Please use the numbers on the card to‘tell me
how you and your’spouse share the folIowihg“ta;ks:

“A. Earning the family income. .
Husband ~ Husband Shara ~ Wife Wife

Entirely More ~ Equally More Entirelx_ DK NA

1 2 3 4 N 8 9

B. Housekeeping.

~ ema  Husband  Husband  Share Wife Wife

. irely More Equally More Entirely DK NA
ol 2 3 4 5. 8 9

C. Keeping in touch with relatives.

Husband Husband Share Wife Wife .

Entirely More - Equally More Entirely. DK NA

o 2 3 4 5 8 9
fb.u;Organizing family recreation.

,Husband  Husband Share ~~ Wife Wife i
Entirely More Equally” More Entirely DK NA
o 2 : 3 -4 5 8 9

“E. Téking care of ‘preschool’ children. (younger than 5)
Husband  Husband - Share Wife Wife
Entirely More Equally More Entirely DK NA
1 o .2 3 4 5 8 9
F. Teaching, helping and disciplining girls, aged 6 - 12
Husband Husband  Share Wife Wife
Entirely More Equally More Entirely DK NA
1 2 3 4 5 8 9
G. Teaching, helping and disciplining boys, aged 6 - 12
Husband Husband  Share Wife Wife
Entirely More Equally More Entirely DK NA
12 -3 4 5 8 9

b

284
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78.

9.

.

80.

81.

e
.

. -'20 -

. N . ‘ ‘\\ »
(CARD G) A1} things considered,*how happy are you with
your marriage? : , ‘ |

5
* \
\

Nery unhappy . . Very happy DK ﬁa
12 3 4 5 6 7 .8 9’

"IF R HAS CHILDREN \

Do you feel that your marriage has improved since ‘you ﬁ‘ad
aChildren? . o . -

Yes No DK NA

Are you in contact with any of your relatives?

» -

Yes

No {60 T0 Q. 82) _ . p

In the past two years or so, have you recefved any of the
following kinds of help from your RELATIVES. ..
Yes or No?

“+ Yes No - NA

A. Advice on a decision you had t

MAKE  .eeeeiriennennn. ' 1 2 .9
B. Help on special occasions, such as ,
childbirth, sickness ......... 1 2 9
C. Help in caring for your children, ‘
such as babysitting ..... o] 2 9.
D. Financial assistance, such as '
- money or a loan ........... 1 2 9
E. Gifts, other than birthdays,
Christmas, etc. ........ ces 1 2 9,
F. Home repairs, moving, odd jobs,
SN - < PPN _ 1

=\

A
\

A’

288
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83.

84.

85.

87.

N. 1.2 -3- &4 5

IF YES

. i} .

[

Finally, we would liko to know :oncthi abhout the
groups and o 1zations to which you bﬂm Coutd
you name them? (PROBE) ,

1.

" S W

Which ones are 1n‘Lcduc7 -

2

Are you involved in volunteer work of &ny kind?

Yes , .

No If R over 65, GO TO Q. 89.; If not,-60 TO Q. 91
NA If R over 65, 60 T0 Q. 89.; If not, 60 T0.Q. 9N

What is 1t you do?
Tist

How many hours per month doec it jnvolve?
number ’ ‘

Is the volunteer work you do connected to childrens' sports
or school activities? ]

X

L4

Yes . ’

2. . ' | | N

|

|

No
NA

A

(CARD G) How happy are you with this experience in volunteer
work?

o

Very happy VYery unhappy DK NA

| 2 3 4 5 6 . 7

8 9




uud

PLEASE LEME ¢
qu.mo .. lrm.»mo ”n. SLANK
8. . Ohw w times have you used Telford Hmm in she pas® twelve

w
90. : Houl'd you use it more often {f transportation was provided?
o |
No
DK - S

91. Have you ever used federal, provincial or locs) government
services of any kind?

Federal VYes Provincial VYes Local VYes

S————

No No No
DK 0K 0K
N ' NA NA
IF YES, CONTINUE Q. 92. IF NO, DK, OR NA GO TO Q. 95.
92. Was that since you were living in Leduc or Before?

Since Before © Other

|
|

93. (CARD 6) How happy were you with that experience?

Very unhappy ' Very happy - DK MA
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

9. Were-the services you used social services or other types?
T
Social sedvices ~ _ Other
DK

A . ’ A ——
- -




" mmmm!l&nmuw

%

M , _,_____,‘_,_ﬁ W’

“......-...s“
mmwmn«umm ﬁwm Mmfm

huu»m)ii'm to accept an increase in pevsomal, sales or
sunicipal tames to support thet addition?
Yos .
o : ¢ .
Lk~ vy
. m . o SN

”xrmmmnmo-um ASKQ,”. lfm.

® 70 Q. 108 P

Do use same kind of baby-sittd or ctm re service
on i'"m basis? " -

‘ Vn :
No @ T0 Q. 13.
Other
i
i
. « }




Tohes mmmi t m-m ¢

Tokes ﬁﬂ“"’ o patd siteer

Tokes child(ren) to patd sitter
vho tahes “ ,Omchl”

mn mm ]
ml nm»s tter

.m.atﬁ(m) to W Core M._
m ﬂﬂﬂm, to Day Clﬂ Contre

rm oMfié(ren) to Tiny rm .

Other (explatn)

*

¥

e

t.



201

NOW- A COUPLE OF GENERAL oussrrons" | -VPLFangkEAVE
108. . How many transpoptation veh1c1es (not recreation) dQ T
- .YyOu own or. 1ease° ,
‘ /
Number A

=

109. . Would you use a’ Min1bus service within Leduc? e. g Leduc Co ce
' Estates Céledon1a -South Park, Corinthia. . ‘ B e

es ¥ /‘ N ,DK_,"

110.> What vs your best source of 1nformat1on for - f1nd1ng out whaf L .
is’ Qgﬁ"g on Im Leduc7 o o : - , ! —

'erd of mouth . Radio

'Newspaper" L - o TV
Other >'p‘ , ,
1. We have ment1oned several aspects of your 11fe such as home, |
oo fam11y, neighbourhood, standard of Tiving, etc. which contributg
y “to your happ1ness, wh1ch ones do you consider contr1bute most?

o L1st

1]2.') ~ Which aspects of your 11fe do you fee1 could be 1mproved
ot to make you happ1er7 (RANK 1, 2, 3 etc)

i st R 1

113. Nho do you- fee] cou]d he]p most in mak1ng that ¥mprovement7'
« . o(List 1, 2, 3 etc. ) ‘

. Se1f ‘ f\ Spouse = eramily , 1"yeighbours
’LocaT Organ1zat1on S Locélfgovti |
; Provinc1a1 Govt ' Federal Gon;_ BRI

Other (specify)




-~

114.

1292

| '-27-"]
IF GOVERNMENT OR Loca1 0rgan1&ation MENTIONED ASK Q. PLEASE LEAVE"
Do you feel that that 1mprovement would be worth a moderate BLAN"
- 1ncrease 1n personal sales or municipa] taxes? _“
Yes , .
N Lo I S
o ] R T o : ,f/i , ,
- wa we wou1d111kevto k8&Psomething about t;z k1nds of th1ngs
~you like - to do. Please tell me.. how often Qu generally get
v 1nvoTVE_'w1th these th1ngs SR Some- - _
- ' ' .Neyer times |Often v
. a) indoor hobb1es Tike kn1tt1ng or sew1ng S ;' | R '
th) Outdoor hobb1es 11ke garden1ng ;g;g.,... | ';L."’/v"' ;T_;;;
’*i7m c) Watch1ng T.V. v‘,.....3..;.;.,.g:.,;.,,.' L / | 7___;;‘;'
' d) Read1ng (newspapers, books) .;;.;5;." S '-, o /'_ :, ‘ ;;;_;;_
e) Going to mov1es ‘,.,: ........... ....,;l; 5 T R
f) Draw1ng orvpa1nt1ng ‘..;..;,;....:..;J.,,.; -
- g) - Playing cards or other tdb]e games..ﬂ..“ 1 /" .
}fh)' Go1ng to the park or the 200 ;;,,;.;..f | 1 ./_ S
i) Go1ng to spec1a1 1ectures or c]asses 5 L
Ej): Going. to sports ‘events ’N;;..;{;..;(;.;.e ,;;;__;;.“
Ek)‘ Gomng to plays or concerts '_5,,..r;.{;.‘ _;;;;_;
51) Part1c1pate act1ve1y in forma1 organ1zat 0“5‘” ___;;;;
m) Part1c1pate act1ve1y in volunteer work SEEE _ o _;;;;;f
N'n) Workshop act1v1t1es ,’f...c.;;i..;,;;.;;.." il ;;;;;__
5) Go1ng/out to»v1s1t ‘,i..;;...;;.;ng.,.;:j:‘ ;;____;
v p) HaV1ng a few people in to v1s1t ..;fi,," _;;;_;
: rq) Llsten to the stereo or rad1o .M.%;?. '+—+;¥4¥
:;r) Going for wa]ks or dr1ves 1n the car k ;—;?QL
| . g ‘(contihoed)rﬁf



“115.

7.

| -7 - .
Cohtinued, o
. " | Never} some- |often

e 1 _| times -
B "S);»" Cook1ng outs1de i...,.;.' e
t) Go1ng for picnics ...;:} _
u) - Going fishing, huntif or |
- - camp1ng RICREEETERTPRY /--» ’
_ oo
:.ty) fHaving-ﬂarge parties=...... . ]
W) Sunbathing .;ar,,,;L...,;.;;- R R
o x) Going to church...... ROV IS
y) Other ; ]..;,}.: ..... '..}..,’

"Now some questions about f1nances" -

P

WOuld you say that you (and your fam11y) are better off
or w0rse offf1nanc1a11y than you were a zear ago?

Resgonse

- Better’ nowA.L;...,}; [

Same -------- s om0 800 2 .
Worse ............. 3
N DOn‘t know ;;.....;; 8"

~

Now lookang ‘ahead -- do you think that -a xgar from now you

(and-your family) will be better. off- financ1a11y, or worse off }11:‘

or Just about the same as now? ~ o R

: T : o : ’, : “ - - " | | "/’/
wjll:beibgttefjéfff.;,;,.;;:;.,'i . N R TR
Saméi .......... beeeereengiaans 2 -
W111 be worse off ............ 3 |
Don t know ................... 8

_ PLEASE LEAVE
7 UUBLANK

W




e,

- E.- 85, ooo,,- 35, 999.} ,...}.;Q..;,;,‘;!;,; 05 . .
.6, 000. - $6,999. orererieii 06

6. 87,000, - $7,999. i 0

| r,u;f $8,000. - $9 ggg,j »,' N

| ‘ ,i#;;$1O;QO0f,- $11, 999
J?f'$1?;000:'- $14,999..

"f.No answé? Ces .;;;;;;:;.;;;;.t;;;.;;.i..;;; 99 -

1before taxes? T o ,‘-
 Respoise ‘_*@ B ',7,7'~"‘ .-A,'.i't;°' B
‘A, Under $z ooo ....ﬁ.;;.fi;:,.;;,;};,}@ff§‘

B $2,000, 82,999, ..l 0B

© €. $3,000 <$3,999. i...l........iei... 03

Y R =T - SR R

» 7 | - 29-

’ \" V . F e

which best’ represents your tota1 family 1ncome r 1976,

D;."$4'OOOV\- $4,999. i 08

. $15,000. - $17,499.
. $17,500. - $19,909. ... SR
;}ﬁ$20,boo; - $22, 499. .;;;,,;;;;;L.gﬁ.;ig;13

. $22,500. - $26,999. il 14
. $25,000. -  $29, 999 ;;.m.!fQS;Z,.;;, I
fﬁsq;ooo; - $34, 999. .;,;;;.;.Lg;,..I;;f,as - .
. $35:000. and overt;;lf;;Qf;,,t;;;.;;;}__]Z   f" .
. ;Don t know ;;;,.;;Q;g;;,f;;,};f,g.;,q.n 88ff: -

e

L] e
S IS

PLEASE LEAVE

| | | , | S| BLANK
_(GARD F) would you please tell the letter d thiSMCafd 1 | |



1.

. ATTRACTIVE | 1 |
| 'f1UNFRIENDLY PEOPLE N [
vhg‘ficnountn _— ;"fill I 1
" VERY 600D PLACE TO |

.GOOD PLACE TO RAISE

" j-fﬁSAFE | |

~~';‘iii"f,_P00R cmare ||
;a}CLEAN AIR ;¢;'_‘; .J;_',[ L.'g

CoNorsy o

‘{-g}:- 0 - bff j:R' qu-f.vf* - ::. T
S |  prEASE-LEAVE

‘~(REFER R T0 RESPONSE SHEET) Here is a sheet which wea e
. would 1ike you to fi11 out to describe Leduc as it =~ = -
- .. -appears ‘to you. For -example, if. you think Ledug is . °
... especially attractive, please- put-an "X" in theShkox next
"~ to the word "attractive“. If you think it is espec1a11y

. umattractive, please put-an "X next to "unattractive",

- -and 1f you think i1t is somewhere in: between, please put

) ,an "X” 1n the box where you think it be10ngs o :

*.“IAVIUNCROWDED
| _*

LIVE

LIVE
PLEASANT

B

.

BIG oITY - N
 NOTHING T0.00 o 4fffl§fi
b

|

RURAL

HARD TO GET AROUND IN

|
|
1
|
|
I

|
]
I
T
|
l

CHILDREN N CHILDREN
' - - R UNSAFE

- DIRTY AIR
1 quier

205 s

- . .

1

I I I IJFIUNATTRACTIVEA‘
P 1 | FRIENDLY PEOPLE
IERN

RZIVERY POOR’PLACE TO
UNPLEASANT

I

I |
;'l LoTs. oF THINGS TO D0

| easy T GET AROUND ol

I

BAD PLAGE TO RAISE

"’f GOOD CLIMAIE

'BLANK .




‘_w L :
| 1 Hbusing type :f, ) ‘;;,' o ,‘f
. ;"‘\‘ fSingIe Hoube ;...Z.f......,.;......, .
e ) SEI“'I detac"ed ..lu‘nt .-ooo-poooo'-‘;‘-u;v
Dup]ex '.’ll“....‘.“;.\.".....;:. .. l.‘ll ‘.l

. RW HOUSE u'tn. ........,.,l.'...‘.....v.;..f-4

 House attached to a Non residentia]
v structure EPTERRRTRRRE & 6

: B  2. Respondents Cooperation

-
RO

cOoperative ,}ﬁ;.;,.,;;.ﬁ}.;.'1
Indlfferent‘,;;..gl.¢ ....... G2
”Uncooperative ;.Q.,..;,{;;,;.‘3 L

, | 3. Quality of Interv1ew .
o High Qua11ty PR B
SRS A#equate O S <

ﬂfquéstionab1e ...};.,..;;;..Z'f3-'

- 296

| 'f‘ PLEASE LEAVE»ﬁ
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ATTRACTIVE

g

. UNFRIENDLY PEOPLE .

~ cROWDED.

* VERY GOOD PLACE TO LIVE -

o

"~ HARD TO.GET AROUND IN
600D PLACE TO RAISE CHILDREN |

(A

 PLEASANT -

o

BIG CITY | |

NOTHING TO DO

'SAFE

* POOR CLIMATE |-

. GLEAN AIR

S NoIsy |

~ UNSAFE

297

UNATTRACTIVE

o

| FRIENDLY PEOPLE

e

UNCROWDED
VERY POOR‘PLAQEKTO.LIVE‘
. UNPLEASANT - | -
" RURAL
| ’tOTS‘OF_THINGS T0 D0
EASY T6’GET.A§d;ND1IN‘«
BAD?PLA¢E T0 RAISE»CHILDREN
600D CLIMATE _
DIRijAiﬁl o

QUIET -



104,

0

103,

105.

106.

7Number ey

B ORIl t1me
" Part tne

T
N !

: o
. '.

: 1029 How many t1mes have you changed your baby- sitting or chi]d-

Vcare service in the past twe]ve months?

"Do you baby-s1t or- ch11d sit on a regular basis pa1d or -
.Unpa1d? A

: Pa1d-_

Unpaid

,Neithera‘

l
i
l

Do you need a: baby 51tt1ng or child care service full t1mé‘ .
_or part ~-time (part t1me less than 6 hours pgr day)? |

PR

: Néithen :

',would you use: sueh a serv1ce 1f you cou}d get fu11 time or

part-tlme emp]oyment7 k ' R .

. Fu11 t1me ;Yés‘

Partvt1me, 'ves; o

No‘ R ,g;'.V

If you had your cho1ce what 1nd of baby s1tt1ng or ch11d
- care service would you prefe DO NOT PROMPT

b Day Care Home
',Dachare Centre _

'Private“ ‘

‘*quelat1Ve '_ S "f=f7f“ ' Other\‘

07,
S _you went shopp1ng

WOuld you use.a baby s1tt1ng or: ch11d cage serv1ce wh11e

0 L S R
Downtown Yes ’ ,'1 _ No _ - DK,-

,,Coop - ersv*f'A";Gf N DK

i Usafeway Yes . No_ DK __

-

290
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