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DEDICATION

“A motheris someone who dreams great dreams for you, batdhe lets you chase the
dreams you have for yourself and loves you justtmae.”
Anonymous

“My father didn't tell me how to live; he lived, and let mateh him do it.”
Clarence B. Kelland
Mark Tidd

“Go confidently in the direction of your dreams.
Live the life you have imagined.”
Thoreau Excerpt from Personal Journal




ABSTRACT

Building upon the ideas of decoupling and convecgerthis thesis explores the
structure of place-based community experience awtld of well-being for rural
residents in southern Alberta. The research obggtare to: 1) measure and identify the
experiential character of rural communities withine Behavioral, Cognitive and
Affective Domains of community social life, and tanderstand the structure and
complexity of this experience; 2) assess the agdeedifferences in the intensity of these
experiential structures by degree of rurality gsresented by Metropolitan Influenced
Zones (MiZs); and 3) model the extent to which éhesmensions may account for
differences in well-being. Sixteen unique dimensiaf variation in rural community
experience are identified — partially supportingnaergence — and almost no differences
are found in the intensity of these dimensions égrde of rurality (MIZs). The findings
show a subset of experiential dimensions to beifsignt predictors of well-being in

rural people.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Contextual and Theoretical Foundations

Many argue that there have been profound changdleinvay in which people
engage one another in postmodern societies, arndtiibae changes have significant
implications for individual quality of life and dektive social well-being. There are both
pessimistic and optimistic views of such changessiaists point to the breakdown of
institutions such as marriage and the family, thespit of self-fulfillment at the expense
of social cohesion, the breakdown of community lsowtthin cities and rural areas, and
increasing levels of social polarization (Lasch 99Taylor 1991; Tinder 1980; Tuan
1995; Keller 1988). Furthermore, following the pabtion of Putnam’8owling Alone
(2000), many of these themes have been re-packaigeith the emerging discourse on
social capital

Optimistic views suggest the individuality of pastdernity is a "moral ideal" in the
creation of authentic cultures and a prerequisiteie strengthening of communal bonds
(Taylor 1991). Yet it has also been established ithdoth urban and rural contexts,
strong social networks and bonds of community cah lse found (Wellman &
Berkowitz 1988), so perhaps claims of the demise@mhmunity are premature. The
social capital literature is essentially optimisti,ecognizing that the pursuit of
community has both individual and collective saalidienefits (Bauman 2000; Howitt
2002; Sampson 2003; Lochner et al. 1999; Subramagiaal. 2003; Hawe & Shiell

2000).



Despite renewed interest in the importance of comtypun people’s lives, the
geographical dimensions of community have not begtensively studied. Recent
attempts have been made to understand the geogahphriation in various structures of
community within cities, and it has been shown thanherous experiential dimensions of
place-based communityan be empirically identified within cities (Towrend 2002a,
2002b; Townshend 2001; Townshend & Davies 1999;id3awet al. 1999). These
dimensions, which span a range of behavioral, ¢vgniand affective features, vary
considerably in their intensity and representaaonoss neighborhoods, illustrating that
there are importargxperiential topographiethat characterize the places in which people
live (Townshend 2002a). Moreover, these kinds diceibased differences, which
include many of the key constructs of social cagdemation, are not trivial. In cities it
has been shown that a number of these featuresgaiécantly linked to both individual
and collective psychological well-being. In shomlace-based interactions and

experiences do matter.

1.2 The Knowledge Gap and Objectives of the Study

To date, very little is known about how these ew®tstructures or experiential
features of community are manifest within rural asie whether rural areas and
communities differ significantly in their intensiignd expression of these features, or
whether or not community-based social interactiand emotions of community are still
important predictors of well-being in rural settsnd his thesis builds upon a number of
theoretical perspectives that suggest that plaseebeommunity experience in rural areas

may have changed significantly as a result of aggdostrialization, and that there may be



a type of social convergence taking place, such theal social life is seen to be
becoming increasingly similar to that of urban abtfe.

This thesis is an exploratory analysis of thesasdaf community and well-being in
rural areas in southern Alberta. Drawing upon alammethodology used to investigate
community and well-being in the urban communitiét.ethbridge, there are three main
objectives to this study: 1) To empirically measanel identify the experiential character
of place-based rural communities and to understaaedtructure and complexity of this
experience; 2) To assess if there are aggregaftierafites in the intensity or
manifestation of these experiential structures bgree of metropolitan influence (i.e.
degree of rurality); and 3) To model the extenivtich these dimensions of community-

based social experience can account for differeimce®ll-being amongst rural residents.

1.3  Organization of the Thesis

Given the complexity, diversity and interdisciplipadeas that form the basis for
this study, the literature review and conceptuaivaf the thesis is developed over a
number of distinct chapters.

Chapter 2 provides an overview of the literaturd selationships between the major
concepts that pertain to structural changes inl soeiety and the ways in which rural
social and community life may be becoming more n#liee. It attempts to establish how
ideas like thedecouplingof rural economic production functions and commubionds
(Smithers et al. 2005), in part a function of agrdustrialization (Smithers et al. 2004;
Troughton 1995, 1999; Donnermeyer & Barclay 200%iedtand 2002), may be

associated with the temporal trend towacdavergencen urban and rural lifestyles, and



hence convergence or increasing similarities in tegture of place-community
experiences in the city and countryside. Chaptealsd provides a review of the
conceptual and definitional problem of rural andalty when dealing with such
concepts, and shows how differing degrees of uribdloence or rurality must be
considered when studying rural social phenomen&a sisccommunity and well-being.
Chapter 2 concludes with a description and expianaif a model of place-community
differentiation that is adopted in this study. Tm®del recognizes that the experiential
structure of community is not unidimensional butltirdimensional, and shows how
community, and social differences within commursitisnay be conceptualized as unique
structures, dimensions or elements associated attavioral, cognitive and affective
features of social life.

The topic of “community” is complex and multifacdteand there are literally
thousands of books and academic studies of comynumithe social sciences and
humanities. This thesis does not aim to revisibathese ideas or debates. But the topic,
particularly from the perspective of urban or rugabgraphy, is sufficiently complex to
warrant a separate literature reviewrofal perspectives on communitifollowing the
logic and elements contained in the model of plamamunity differentiation described
in Chapter 2, Chapter 3 is a systematic reviewhef disparate rural studies literature
from many different disciplines. The review is dfieally organized around the key
ideas of the conceptual community model, and aimshow how the extant rural
community studies are linked to these concepts. réhiew also integrates a number of

perspectives from the burgeoning social capitardture, to show how many of these



seemingly new ideas are integrated with or subsuwiddn the ideas contained in the
model of community differentiation.

Chapter 4 describes the study area, data and nodtigydfor the empirical part of
the study. It outlines the development of a ruradded survey instrument designed to
tap into the place-community ideas and measureofemell-being, and the way in which
a set of indicator variables was derived from thevey data. The multivariate
methodology used to explore the structural charaoteBehavioral, Cognitive and
Affective Domains of rural experience is describasl,is the method used to investigate
differences in community experience by degree ddlity, and the method for assessing
the contribution of community experience to levasvell-being.

A detailed analysis and interpretation of the emairresults and their substantive
linkage to the theoretical and conceptual basthefthesis is carried out in Chapter 5. In
particular, the strong structural similarity withrepious urban studies of this kind
suggests that the community model is rather roloulsbth urban and rural settings—and
seems to reinforce the convergence thesis. Theustgm also draws attention to
potential problems or limitations with official dsifications of rurality such as the
Metropolitan Influence Zone (MIZ) concept, becatise findings show that in a social
experiential communitgense, rural residents seem to be undifferentiated

Chapter 6 provides concluding remarks, outlineseséuture directions for research
and speculates on some of the challenges for so@al geographers implied from this

study.



Chapter 2
Conceptual Linkages:

Structural Change, Rurality, Community, and Well-Being

2.1 Introduction

This chapter establishes the conceptual and thearédtackground of the thesis. It
aims to situate the study within the context ofustural changes in rural life and
economy, the problem of defining rural, the impod& of community as a territorial or
geographical focus of rural life, and the poteniigks between community-based social
interactions and levels of well-being. As well, witegard to the concept of well-being,
the last section of this chapter provides an oesvvof the rural studies literature
concerning levels and changes in well-being andpthesible links to rural community

life.

2.2 Structural Change in Rural Economy and Society:
Decoupling and Convergence

There is little doubt that there has been sigmificehange in the nature of rural
society in Canada since the mid-twentieth centlings change can be linked to changes
in technology, farming practices, rapid rural-urbaigration, the urbanization of the
countryside, and changes in the linkage betweeal production and the settlement
system. In terms of the objectives of this studyedew of these changes points to two
important and related trends: 1) tdecouplingof rural farm economic functions from

local community life, and 2) the trend towards andee of rural distinctiveness in social



experience and hencecanvergencef rural and urban lifestyles and social expergenc

These trends are graphically summarized in Figuke 2

2.2.1 Decoupling

Numerous studies have pointed to the significaamdformations in the nature and
economic organization of agricultural productiorsteyns in Canada since the 1950s,
which Troughton (1995) argues was the start offitsemajor wave of structural change.
Others have summarized these changes as they npedaithree key factors:
intensification, concentration and specializatidgtarson 1999). Farming has become
much morentensified in the sense of an increased use of off-farmtspa production.
Hence, machinery, chemicals and the adoption of teetyological practices have led to
higher capital inputs, which have increased outpelds. The increasing need to be
competitive in an era of high capital costs of femgnhas also meant that farming has
become more competitive. Small operators who cammake the capital from labor
substitutions required to compete are not alwagblei and so agricultural production
has become increasingboncentratedin the hands of fewer farmers operating larger
more capital-intensive farms. These operations mmastimize their competitive position
and allocation of capital to those products yiaijdthe greatest comparative advantage,
leading to increasingpecializationand reduction in diversity of production at thenfa
level (Parson 1999). Together, these factors hardributed towards the increasing
industrialization of farming and a rise of agrimess. This has also led to what many

consider to be a decoupling of agricultural producfrom the local community context.
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Other trends (heyond the scope of this study)

Figure 2.1 Divergence & Convergence of Rural Community Social Life/Interaction

Historically, rural communities and hence rural coumity social life, were seen to
be inextricably linked to the productive spherecsinagricultural production was
predominantly centered around the family farm vétktrong reliance on the local town
or service center. Farmers were seen to rely omgofer material inputs and service
provision, and rural settlements were seen to lmakyp and economically oriented
towards the support of agriculture (Smithers e8D5). It has recently been suggested
however, that structural changes in agriculturaldpction practices, and specifically the
intensification of agriculture and trend towardscagpndustrialization, may have begun to

sever this close link between farm family life dodal community life. In Canada, the



economic and social ‘decoupling’ of agriculturenfroural community life has recently
received attention from a number of students adlraommunity (Smithers et al. 2005;
Cummings et al. 1999; Joseph et al. 2001; SmitRedshnson 2004; Troughton 1995,
1999). Smithers et al. (2005, p281) note that:

“Manifestations of this alleged ‘decoupling’ inclidinstances of simple
disengagement and disinterest (e.g. low public emess of the poor economics
of farming, declining volunteerism), mutual mistre.g. consumer concerns for
food quality, farm demands for protection from rmse litigation), and
confrontation and conflict (e.g. the siting of inséve livestock facilities, farm
resistance to environmental regulation).”

The idea that rural towns and community life nogenfunction as a primary support
for small-scale agricultural production implies ttlscial life in these places has also
changed. A number of studies have empirically dcented perceptions of social change
associated with decoupling, but have also showh deaoupling is a relative concept
(Smithers & Johnson 2004; Smithers et al. 2004ugindon 1995; Bryant & Joseph 2001,
Meares 1997; Reimer 2004a). However, an underlhegie in much of the decoupling
argument is that the kinds of social engagementkamibs of social interactions of small
town rural residents are less centered on farminfgron people per se. This decreasing
reference to farming and the economics of farmiagaa integral part of rural social
exchange suggests that the experiences of plaeet@snmunity social life in small
towns may be becoming more like those found in mrib@ighborhoods. In short,
decouplingis likely to contribute towards greater levelswfal-urbanconvergencén the

experiential structuref place communities.



2.2.2 Social and Experiential Convergence of Rurand Urban Life

Although the changes in agricultural production tsyss may have led to a
decoupling of farm and community life and hencetgbated towards convergence,
other types of social and spatial change have beeognized as part of this trend
towards the potential convergence of rural andmfifestyles.

Rural communities in the early 2@entury experienced relatively little change, but
as the century progressed the rate of change aatsleas technology advanced and
improved (Friedberger 1988). Innovations in tecbgygl often cause inadvertent social
changes. For instance, two of the most powerfubwations that caused massive social
change were the automobile and the television.atltemobile made it relatively easy to
travel great distances in a short period of tinmeistreducing the friction of distance,
increasing connectivity and truly making it a smadirld after all. This brought rural and
urban environments much closer together. As welevision made it possible for all
people to experience the same things, rural andnudwellers alike were exposed to the
same programming and advertising, resulting innailar cultural foundation spread
through the media.

However, while these social and cultural changesiiogradually over time they can
result in substantial structural and behaviorahgfarmations. For example, with these
transformations came an alternative measure ofesscéor individuals. Today, the
success of a person’s life is measured with matgaias such as salary, the size of one’s
home and a financial portfolio. Conversely, someehargued that in the first part of the
20" Century the important factor in success was wiiethienot a person became a

productive member of society (Friedberger 1988).e Ts$tructural and behavioral

10



transformations that have taken place over the pasttury have added to the
homogeneity of society and the receding divide ketwrural and urban life-styles. Even
though there is much literature (e.g. Hamnett 1B%26; van Kempen 1994) based on
social polarization — especially of the rich and goor in large urban centers — it would
appear that the convergence in steictureof rural and urban social life has intensified
as a result of the technological and social trans&tions that have occurred since WWIL.

By the 1960s rural Canada was in the midst of eddihange that led the rural
system into a state of flux. Troughton (1995) agjuéhe postwar period saw dynamic
growth in Canadian rural areas near towns andscitiich became known as ‘rural-
urban fringe’ zones” (p295). By the 1970s thesealurban fringe’ zones developed at
exponential rates in response to employment, comgydatterns and land conversion
(Troughton 1995). These fringe zones continued ftmange and agricultural
diversification, as well as the social and politicharacteristics between the old and
newcomer populations, became more and more evaenrttime (Bryant 1992; Bryant
& Johnston 1992; Walker 1987, cited in Troughto83)9

Newby (1980) argues that the greatest challengestablished structures of rural
power comes from the social transformation thatdwestaken rural areas in all advanced
capitalist societies; such as the declining sigaiice of agricultural employment and the
arrival of an ‘adventitious’, mostly ex-urban pogtibn or rural ‘newcomers’. He
maintains that this shift in the demographics ohlareas has ultimately led to a rural
society that is more urbanized, more middle classlass dependent upon agriculture for
its economic activity. Furthermore, Newby (198Qicis that this change in the social

composition of the rural population, along with tie@wth of corporate farmsand the
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decreasing autonomy of rural communities, has teduh an increasing integration of
rural and urban sectors in advanced industrialsomiketies.

Reimer (2005) agrees that a convergence of urbamuaal social structure is taking
place; economic and social changes have creatgddifégrent conditions from those of
the old industrial economy. For example, Fardist mass production systems gave way
to ‘flexible’ production and a ‘just-in-time’ reoagization of distribution (Reimer 2005).
Persson et al. (1997, cited in Reimer 2005) idertifs change as th&ena societya
society that is more inclusive, diverse, compleynainic, and confusing in that
transportation and communication costs have deedess much that people interact with
different networks for work, education and recr@ativhich in turn implies the option of
high personal mobility. Chaykowski (1997, cited Reimer 2005) suggests that
geographically based community systems have lost rab their coherence and new
social, economic and institutional systems are naloverse and flexible as we enter the
21 Century. The arena society metaphor highlights faw that people today have
access to global opportunities. The agrarian spakthe past concentrated home, work
and leisure in the same place whereas the aremetysof today is characterized by the
fact that people live in one place, work in anothed spend their spare time in yet
another place. Reimer (2005) also identifies tvamants of population growth important
to the changing structure of the rural-urban cantm: first is the proximity to urban
centers and second is the availability of natuna¢mities. He believes that both features
foreshadow new elements in rural-urban relatiorh sas changing commuting patterns

and the growing importance of natural amenitiesuftwan dwellers.
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Despite a considerable convergence of rural anérudocial structure, Reimer
(2005) maintains that the two remain different iomg fundamental respects. For
example, isolation creates added costs to goodssamnices reducing opportunities for
diversification in some rural sectors. As well, Isussues as specialized and amalgamated
health care cause far more problems in rural as@se residents may not have access to
transportation and advanced age can be a problem séeking health services. Reimer

(2005, p94) concludes:

“Rural and urban Canada are interdependent partheoihational and social
whole. Their economies are interdependent, thaiititions are most often the
same, their cultures are intertwined, and theiryteons are intermixed. At the
same time, there are, and will continue to be, g differences in this
relationship. The particularities of location wdhsure that most broad changes
or policies have unique effects due to local orgaimons and culture. Continued
urbanization will produce ghost towns, bedroom camities, playgrounds,
industrial towns, manufacturing clusters, and estient centers according to
location, facilities, policy, services, populaticand knowledge levels. One will
always have to travel farther in rural than urbegaa, just as one will continue to
have access to a wider range of services in cities.

In summary, much of the literature emphasizes timatrural-urban distinction may
have little relevance, particularly in terms of tade of place-communities in peoples
lives. The rural ‘community’ as one in which socgdchange is integrally linked to the
agricultural production sector may be outmoded amdl people, with similar exposure
to technologies and access to urban-like amenitiesy be engaging in community
activities and neighbor interactions that are iasnegly similar to those living in urban
neighborhoods. However, the simplistic dichotomdigsinction between rural and urban
must be challenged in this regard, because itite gossible that convergence is a matter

of degree, and potentially a function of the degrierurality.
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2.3 Conceptualizing and Defining Rural

The definition and measurement of urban and raadl the delineation of related
social and economic traits, has been at the cose@blogical and geographical debates
for almost two centuries. On the one hand, the deural andurban can be related to
what the general public perceivescagintry andcity based upon the size and density of
population. Wirth (1938) postulated that “on theibaof three variables: number, density
of settlement and degree of heterogeneity of tlhamipopulation, it appears possible to
explain the characteristics of urban life of vasaizes and types” (p18). By this very
definition, rurality is assigned to all other reggo The paired termsyban-rural, suggest
a dichotomy or continuum involving (directly or inectly) some kind of relationship to
variations in size of community. Wirth (1938) dedth life in urban America using
specific cultural ideas, values and actions oftinie and place, which were universal for
communities of comparable size and density. DeW8%(Q) suggests that if one were to
contrast the rural but wealthy farming communitedsAmerica today to pre-industrial
cities, it would become clear that the charactiessof urban life as postulated by Wirth
(1938) — the personality and social organizationcdfes — are now common in
prosperous farming areas and scarce or nonexistemtany cities. However, it is not
entirely logical to discount the universality ofeturban-rural continuum in describing
large metropolitan environments and sparsely setigions. As Dewey (1960) states,
the logic of custom and of the English languageosug the retention atural andurban
to designate the extremes of the continuum defingdwirth’'s five indicators: 1)
anonymity, 2) division of labor, 3) heterogeneuy,impersonal and formally prescribed

relationships, and 5) symbols of status which atependent of personal acquaintance.
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Although each of these indicators may be culturalhecific all can still be used to
distinguish betweemuralism and urbanism Yet the question remains, have the lines
blurred enough over the past fifty years for a tgp&ross-pollination’ between the two,
emphasizing an important lack of difference betwadran and rural society? (Brown
1993)

The socially constructed dichotomy, or continuurhthe rural-urban debate must
also recognize that such a discussion on “any iomat definition will inevitably mask
the complexities of over-lapping geographical, abaind cultural spaces” (Cloke et al.
1997, p210). Cloke et al. (1997) maintain theraaslonger one single rural space, but
rather a multiplicity of social spaces that overlap same geographical area. In the past,
rural was linked to countryside and the physicaleass of the landscape. However, “it is
no longer possible to identify rural space as ndran space since spatial divergence is
no longer evident as urban areas have bled intodbatryside” (Lefebvre 1991, cited in
d’Hauteserre 2001, p410). Wirth (1938) also ackrealgkd that the characterization of a
community as urban on the basis of size alone viagoosly arbitrary. Sorokin and
Zimmerman (1929, cited in Theodori & Luloff 200@raed that a definition of rural and
urban could not be based solely on the size of comityy density of population or even
census definitions. Theodori and Luloff (2000) nttat many agree with the argument
that any adequate definition of rural and urbantrm@ude several traits, which implies
that the terms themselves are not describable yindividual characteristic.

Furthermore, Harrington and O’Donoghue (1998) mspéd a study by Cloke and
Edwards (1986) with regards to an index of rurailityEngland and Wales. Harrington

and O’Donoghue (1998) defined not one, but twaoalrundices — the structural index and

15



the demographic index — to establish changes inddggee of rurality over a ten year
period. “Through use of these indices, differenpeass of ruralness were explored
representing different dimensions which often helidtinct geographical patterns”
(Harrington & O’Donoghue 1998, p193). The findirmfsthis study support the construct
of multi-dimensional rural space; as well as furthelping to understand the complex
and dynamic nature — and measurement of — ruralespad the differing degrees of
rurality in the world today.

Geography appears to be in the midst of reintargehe rural. Today the average
urban person thinks of rural as the regions beybadsuburbs, where one goes to escape
theurban rat race(Akerlof 1976). Rural is idealized as a land dfshimountains, trees,
lakes, and other stereotypical natural beauty & place to be visited and admired. “The
rural is imagined as a spatial and temporal refreat the urban environs, a place close
to nature, rich in community ties, where life igeld at a slower pace in settlements
situated amidst idyllic, nostalgic settings” (Hop&i 1998, p78). Typically, urban
residents know little of traditional rural cultuoe heritage, even though they may be only
a generation or two removed from those rural roWisiting family in rural areas or
admiring rural landscapes during summer vacationsesdnot expose one to the
underlying culture of rural people. Living on agyea adjacent to metropolitan areas also
belies a true rural lifestyle since the life thessidents lead still takes place in the city.
“Rurality, like other forms of representation andus$ of identification, is a social
construction the components of which are genenadlgotiated at the local scale and
closely linked to the concept of [the] rural idy(t’Hauteserre 2001, p412). Furthermore,

Atkin (2003) argues that rural traditions and cownatve values are a key characteristic
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of rurality that perpetuate firmly held views ofHawior, that in turn are catalysts for a
sense of security and stability as well as a deatance of right and wrong.

But the interpretation and definition of rural mgst beyond conceptual, theoretical
or subjective traits. The systematic study of rgphces as opposed to urban spaces
necessitates the adoption of operationalized wgrkidefinitions. International
organizations as well as national statistical omgtions must adopt some working
definition; although in many cases multiple defomis of rural may be adopted,
depending on the objectives of analysis.

Such is the case in Canada, where multiple dedimstiare used for a variety of types
of analysis. The formal definition used by StatistiCanada for the 2001 Canadian
Census states that an “urban population refergsdgoyene in an area with a population of
at least 1,000 and no fewer than 400 persons perasdilometer. The rural population
includes everyone living outside centers with ayatoon of 1,000 or more and the
building blocks for classifying geographic spacewasl include all those people living
in and outside the rural fringes of census metiitgolareas and census agglomerations”
(Census Dictionary 2001). However, this definitiem based solely on the size and
density of population and does not reflect the bnaor culture of people in general. In
essence, this is a simplistic dichotomous definitithat all of Canadian space (and
population) is either urban or rural — meaning thatl is, by definition, simply not
urban.

It has increasingly been recognized that this lyig@finition is not always suitable,
as it does not capture differences in varying degyad rurality nor the influence of small

towns on rural experience. Alternate definitions fiequently used in which small urban
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places and their surrounding hinterlands form asbfs the definition of rural. This
definition of ‘Rural and Small Town’ (RST) is nowne of the most commonly used
operational definitions of rural for social res¢aimn Canada. Ryan-Nicholls and Racher
(2004), point out that the Canadian Census defimitf non-metropolitan areas is the
definition of rural most commonly used in studidsraral Canada. Furthermore, rather
than using only one existing definition for rurdl Plessis et al. (2001) cross-classified
two Statistics Canada definitions in order to abfaiur distinct categories of individuals
(Table 2.1). Two groups are within the larger urlbanter (LUC) and two are within the

rural and small town (RST) sector.

Table 2.1 du Plessis Rural Classification Table
Cross-
Definition Classification Main Criteria
Census Urban and Individuals live in the urban core of larger urban centers
LUC Urban (population 10,000 or more) or in small towns (population 1,000-
CMA/CA S -
9,999) within commuting zones of larger urban centers
LUC Rural Census Rural and Individuals live in countryside within commuting zone of larger
CMAJ/CA urban centers
RST Census Urban and Individuals live in small towns (1,000-9,000) outside commuting
Small Town RST zone of larger urban center
Census Rural and Individuals live in country side outside commuting zone of larger
RST Rural
RST urban centers
Source: Abridged from du Plessis et al. (2001) “Definitions of Rural” Rural and Small Town Analysis Bulletin,
3(3): 1-17

du Plessis et al. (2001) show that by cross-taimgiadny two rural definitions,
analysts can focus on a certain subgroup of rugsidents and the characteristics of
individuals within each subgroup. In and of itselis type of alternative classification
reflects the dynamic nature of any definition farality as well as the important
relationship that exists between rural and urbaasarThe fact that either area is defined
with respect to the other provides evidence of‘tbenplexity’ and ‘intertwining’ of the
two sectors (du Plessis et al. 2001). Moreoverassumption can be made that small

towns may have more in common with urban areas ttieyndo with rural ones. As Li et
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al. (2005) discovered, people’s definitions of theighborhoods or communities did not
necessarily conform to any census boundaries ootin®y objective measures.

The RST definition essentially defines rural Canadaboth the small towns and
rural spaces outside of metropolitan areas andusesgglomerations, and so for the most
part includes towns and villages with a populatadriess than 10,000 as well as their
surrounding hinterlands. However, 2001 Statisties)&la also sought to differentiate
these RST spaces according to the degree of métesparea or census agglomeration
influence — in other words, to define degrees aélity of RST Canada according to
Metropolitan Influenced Zones (MIZs). McNiven et §000) have provided detailed
discussion of the evolution of the MIZ concept amassification structure in terms of
concepts such as flows, distance, adjacency, acessibility. Essentially, all Census
Subdivisions (CSDs) in Canada are assigned to ahdldiss based on the influence of
large cities in terms of commuting patterns or elaf work-flows to one or more
metropolitan areas or census agglomerations. Thec baassification structure is

summarized in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2 Metropolitan Influenced Zone Classifiation Structure
e . Place of Work-flows
MIZ Class EEh Cresiiesie RET Himhege (to one or more CMAs/CASs)
1 Census Metropolitan Area “Urban”
2 Census Agglomeration (tracted) “Urban”
3 Census Agglomeration (untracted) “Urban”
Strong MIZ “ " 0~ 0
4 (Strongly Influenced Zone) Rural” (as per RST) 30.0%-49.0%
Moderate MIZ “ ” 0 0
5 (Moderate Influenced Zone) Rural” (as per RST) 5.0%-29.9%
Weak MIZ “ " 0 0
6 (Weak Influenced Zone) Rural” (as per RST) 0.1%-4.9%
No MIZ « " 0
7 (Not Influenced Zone) Rural” (as per RST) 0.0%
Territories « ”
8 (The North) Rural” (The North)
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It should be emphasized that the MIZ classificattdnCSDs can be based on the
degree of influence from many census metropolit@asor census agglomerations, not
just the most proximate. This new MIZ classificatioprovides a consistent
operationalization of RST Canada according to diffg degrees of rurality, and “...fills
a gap in Statistics Canada’s geographic framewondkpmomotes data based on the same
geographic structure” (McNiven et al. 2000, p10hisTtypology therefore provides a
more useful continuum definition rather than therbw simplistic dichotomy of rural vs.

urban.

2.4 The Concept of Community

It has been suggested that a number of forcesrwétstal change in rural society
may have led to a type of rural-urban convergemcéhe experience of place-based
community social life. It has also been suggestethb recent establishment of the MIZ
typology that differing degrees of rurality, or eensely, differing degrees of
metropolitan influence, may be important ways inclhrural space is differentiated in
Canada today. This also necessitates a consideratithe concept of community, and
the types of social experience that may give msdifferences in the structures of these
communities.

The notion of community has been a platform focdssion among researchers for a
long time. In Hillery’s famous 1955 study, he exaed 94 definitions of community in
order to determine what a minimum requirement maylds a general meaning of the
concept. Ultimately, he discovered that the fouilmtatof a universal definition of

community comprised three common characteristiosret was “basic agreement that
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community consists of persons in social interactgthin a geographic area and having
one or more additional common ties” (Hillery 1955111). Hillery’'s (1955) study
substantiated that approximately three quarterhefdefinitions of community have at
least two of the characteristics stated abovepf)naunity is considered to be a group of
people in some kind of social interaction and 2sthpeople have some kind of common
bond. Hillery (1955) also maintained that the mig&yoof definitions included three main
elements (in order of importance): social inte@tticommon bonds and area. He also
suggested that community is a phenomenon that mawgdye recognizable in rural areas
because urban communities are much larger socitd tesulting in more heterogeneity
of the population and the complexity of these regionay “obscure the fundamental
basis upon which community rests” (Hillery 19551p)L

The word ‘community’ is used by different peoplernteean different things. Most
often it is used to describe a place or geograpbace, but it is also used to describe a
group of people who are interested in the samegé$hout may be located in very different
areas. For this research, community will identifplace where people know each other
and interact to achieve common goals. This definitorresponds to Ryan-Nicholls and
Racher (2004) who describe community as peopleinvdaihgeographically bounded area
involved in social interaction and with one or mpsychological ties with each other and
the place they live. These communities are casetidhstructed networks of interactions
formed over time for the purpose of mutual aid andial support. These networks are
referred to by some awcial capital(Putnam 1993, 2000, 2001) but are also comparable

to what others identify as an individuas€nse of communifiicMillan & Chavis 1986).
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At its core, a sense of community — or social @pitis a network of associated
norms of reciprocity that have value (Putnam 20@6Millan & Chavis 1986). Since the
people in the network share that value both prlyaad publicly, McMillan and Chavis
(1986) maintain that a sense of community is mdilttensional and it has no single
form. For instance, there are highly formal netveoskich as community organizations, as
well as informal networks like people gatheringaaneighborhood pub on a Friday
afternoon. Yet both forms constitute networks whezeiprocity can develop and be
observed. Often these networks are highly inteeajrfor example a group of teachers
who work together may also play softball togetheceoa week as well as attending the
same church every Sunday. At the other end of ffeeteum is a more transparent
connection, such as nodding acquaintances betwagpiepin a grocery store. All forms
of social networks play an important role in onsshse of community — the structural
characteristics of the community as well as theab&hal ones. Newby (1980) contends
there has been a revival in the desire to creat®ane-create this sense of community in
what has been termed an apparently de-humanizidgagmdly changing modern world.
In addition, since the publication &owling Alone(Putnam 2000), there has been an
explosion of interest in the ways in which a seokeommunity/social capital might be
re-created within American society.

According to Hofferth and Iceland (1998), commastestablished by networks are
similar in urban and rural areas but do tend toehéiffering natures along several
dimensions. They postulate that “the theoreticasoms for why rural and urban
interpersonal relations may differ are as followsspersion and distance restrict

opportunities for rural individuals; hence, thislegion compounded by lack of public
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transportation, difficult weather conditions, heasgasonal demands of farming and
lesser availability of public services in rural @asencreases the need for a greater sense of
responsibility to others” (Hofferth & Iceland 1998577). Research also continues to
show that “it is the length of residence, not thee sof place, that is most closely
associated with the extent to which individualsl| fattached to their communities”
(Goudy 1990; Sampson 1988, 1991, cited in Hoffé&teeland 1998, p579). Therefore,
one could speculate that the more stable, long-tesidents of rural areas possess a
stronger sense of community than the more trangieptilations we find in metropolitan
areas.

However, Hofferth and Iceland (1998) found the ewice mixed. Stronger ties were
not necessarily more characteristic of urban thaal or vice versa. Theodori and Luloff
(2000) also found that although length of residemwes an important factor in affecting
community attachment, it was not statistically gigant in determining higher or lower
levels in either urban or rural areas, hence bamaple to differentiate based upon that
factor alone. These findings therefore suggesttti@tural-urban distinction is breaking
down — that there is a convergence in rural andmudocial life such that rural or urban
residential context does not relate to socio-spdiferences within sense of community
or attachment (Theodori & Luloff 2000).

This discussion points to different ways in whiah think about the concept of
community and hints at a number of ways in whiceesgchers speculate that the
experiential character of rural and urban commesitmay be converging. But the
fundamental problem with the community studiesrditere is that it has proved

extremely difficult to define or operationalize comnity in all of its complexity for the
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purposes of analysis. It would be useful to hameodel of community and its constituent
parts.

In this regard, recent work in the field of urbandses has attempted to go beyond
the disparate definitions and classifications ahomnity found in different disciplines.
Building upon the community studies literature learork by Davies and Herbert (1993)
tried to show how, conceptually at least, numeiosensions or elements of community
differentiation could be identified in the litera¢u This conceptual framework was
subsequently modified, operationalized, tested, kmgely validated in a number of
studies by Townshend (2001, 2002), although thissckwaras limited to urban
neighborhoods or communities.

This conceptual model of place-community differatiin has been described
extensively elsewhere, but it is worth summarizengew of the main attributes of the
model. This model suggests that communities, ilacepbased communities such as
urban neighborhoods, and possibly even rural stoalhs and their hinterlands, can be
differentiated according to multiple dimensions éements) associated with a number
of different domains of social life. Table 2.3 pm®s a generalized and somewhat

simplified schemata of this model.
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Table 2.3 Conceptual Model of Place-Community Difrentiation

. . Possible Distinctive Dimensions or Structures
Major Domains

(others may also be found or identified)

Area (i.e. size, distance, density)

Environment (i.e. climate, landforms, etc.)

Facilities and structures (i.e. shops, roads, leisure places)
Morphology (i.e. design types, styles, degrees of decay)
Social variety (i.e. social structure, economic & family
status, ethnicity, mobility, etc.)

Areal Content Domain
(objective physical and social
structural traits within communities)

Facility use

Informal interactions

Mutual cooperative behaviors (supportive)

Organization involvement

Political participation

Supportive milieu (external support for community)
Economic/capital flows (i.e. flows into or out of community)

Behavioral Domain
(activities and interactions)

Place identity

Cognitive Domain - Cognitive mapping

(understanding, interpretations) - People identity (homogeneity/heterogeneity)
Symbolic communication (territorial marking)

Symbolism of place

Sentiment and attachment
Evaluation and appraisal
Nuisances, annoyances

Safety and security
Empowerment

Place appearance

Latent involvement/participation
Aesthetics

Common values

Empathy and belonging (sense of community)

Affective Domain
(feelings, emotions, beliefs etc.)

Time Domain - Short term
(Variations in Areal Content, - Episodic (i.e. seasonal, annual, etc.)
Behavior, Cognition, Affect through . Long-term events
time)
Individuals

Space/Scale Domain

(Variations in Areal Content, Ho_useholds
. o Neighborhood, census tract, etc.
Behavior, Cognition, Affect Districts

according to different spatial scales

or aggregation effects) Degrees of urbanism/rurality, etc.

Urban vs rural etc.

Source: Abridged and modified from Davies and Herbert 1993:36, and Townshend and Davies 1999 and
Townshend 2001.

The Areal Content domain is what differentiates oamities in terms of the
physical infrastructure, environmental traits argeotive social structural traits (e.g.
socioeconomic status) of the area. However, thexdhaee other domains that span the

experiential part of community social life.
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The Behavioral domain conceptually comprises unigtractures or elements of
community variation associated with the behaviord place-based activity patterns of
human agents. It may include such features as beigly, shopping, political
participation, mutual exchange, and the delibematemotion of social ties with
influential people to foster a supportive milietg.e

The Cognitive domain includes potentially uniqueustures of community
difference that pertain to peoples understandind) @ygnitive imagery of their place-
community environment. It may include features sastthe ability to map or interpret a
residential area, the cognition of social homoggnar heterogeneity within the
community or the ability to perform basic landmadkntification within the community
environment.

The Affective domain comprises unique structurescaimunity experience that
differentiate people in terms of their emotionalngections with their residential
environment and their neighbors. These types ofufea may be similar to what
Anderson and Smith (2001) have more recently refeto as the ‘emotive topographies’
of social life. But these features have long bedemiified in the community studies
literature, and are most usually represented by dtaits as psychological sense of
community, a sense of safety and security, a sehsmhesion or group solidarity, a
sense of rootedness in a place-community, and so on

The model shown in Table 2.3 is not intended tostaic. In fact, the model
recognizes that all the different types of featuraacluding the experiential behavioral,
cognitive and affective features — are ‘fluid’ oyn@mic. Thus, all of these various

structures are conceptually capable of varyingramsforming themselves through time.
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The Time domain shows that some of these typeshahges may be short-term or
episodic (e.g. a stronger sense of community dusoge annual festival), while others
may be long-term and lasting such as a sustairedase in people’s fear of crime or a
demise of long-held community linkages such as d@htteat might have arisen from
‘decoupling’.

Finally, the model recognizes that differences e tstructure, complexity and
interpretation of various elements in the modell viaé found depending on the
geographical scale of analysis of the issues. &mo the ‘aggregation’ problem, or
modifiable areal unit problem in geography, the tBpaScale domain therefore
recognizes that much of our understanding of thms®amunity structures will be a
function of the territorial scale of analysis. Irban neighborhoods for example, a unique
structure or element ofense of communitynay only be recognizable at a certain
territorial ‘neighborhood’ scale, whereas in higharel aggregations such as districts the
aggregation effects can mask important spatiabidity.

But there is nothing in the model that insists tlait domains be analyzed
simultaneously. For example, one may hold certa@tures constant and examine others.
This is the approach used in this thesis (Figu2® 2.where the time and spatial scales
are essentially fixed: this study is cross-seclionathat it is only concerned with an
investigation of arindividual’'s experience of community at a single point in tiared
does not attempt to identify how various elemerds, structures of community
experience, empirically wax and wane for differéatels of spatial aggregation or at

different points in time.
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The adoption of this conceptual model of place-camity provides a convenient
and logical way in which to understand and meashieeexperiential fabric of people
living in rural communities. Because it has alserbaused in urban contexts, this
approach will also allow for subsequent comparisbmmow rural communities may in
fact differ from the urban context. Chapter 3 pd®a a comprehensive literature review
of how the various types of features of this monely be understood from a rural
perspective, and what previous rural research stigigeay be some of the ways in which
the different behavioral, cognitive and affectiveneents may have changed over time or
are uniquely expressed in rural social life. Untierding these features of community in
rural areas may also help us to understand thdiveelamportance of place-based
community life in rural Canada, and in particuldre extent to which community still

matters as a source of well-being.
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2.5  Well-Being in Rural Areas: Does Community StillMatter?

In some ways, the ‘decoupling’ thesis suggests thetl communities are not as
functionally holistic as they once were and thabagdustrialization may be threatening
the well-being of rural people — creating a greateide between farm and non-farm
rural people and greater levels of hostility betweerporate farms and family farms. In
short, rural well-being may be threatened, moremermand possibly more differentiated
than before. If the convergence thesis were ails® it would suggest that rural people’s
sense of well-being is becoming more urban-like posisibly not derived as much from
local community or territorially-based social lifélthough there has been a long-
standing tradition of research (with origins in tGhicago School of Human Ecology)
that has emphasized the malaise of urban life #isawehe demise of community bonds
and well-being in cities, there is other evidenzsuggest that urban neighborhood social
interactions — the experience of community — doefact predict higher levels of well-
being (Townshend 2001). In other words, commurtitlyexists in cities and community
does matter for people’s sense of well-being ir€itThis link also needs to be examined
in rural communities. Hence, this section providdsrief review of the concept of well-
being, succinct ways in which to measure it andtwhial research suggests about levels
of well-being in rural areas.

The concept of well-being can be generally desdriage a person’s cognitive and
affective evaluation of their life. Glendinning at. (2003) define well-being in its
broadest sense including social factors such asresesocial relations, a sense of
belonging to a locality, a network of family andefids; not simply the absence of illness

or disease. They found that rural regions dispigpdr levels of well-being than urban
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areas and Cloke et al. (1997) further postulate tthe well-being of rural residents is a
construct wrapped together with notions of heatthmmunity and environment; each
respondent retaining a different construct. ForngXa, age and gender may affect a
person’s perception of isolation; it may be vieveeda delight for some and a prison for
others. Everything may be socially constructed,wadl as personally constructed,
dependent upon each individual — not everyone ththke same or feels the same about
all things. Thus, each ‘dimension’ may be differfrtevery individual.

Leung and Lee (2005) argue that quality of life asmeasure of overall life
satisfaction, rather than a summation of life $atison across specific domains. They
postulate that life satisfaction, or quality ofelifmay be either subjective or objective.
The subjective construct is influenced by persoyndlbptimism, pessimism, isolation,
and self-worth) and the objective construct propoget quality of life is affected by
environmental or situational factors (family, joleisure activities, and standard of
living). This in turn links to Putnam’s (1993, 2Q0R001) conceptual links between
quality of life, community involvement and socialpital. Leung and Lee (2005) found
that dimensions of social support were significantbrrelated to quality of life;
individuals with strong social support — in the wayaffirmation, aid and encouragement
— enjoy a higher quality of life. Furthermore, thalgo discovered that participation in
community and religious activities were the onlyopke-centered leisure activity
predictors, which contributed significantly to tlobjective assessment of life quality.
Hence, social relationships and social supportsmapertant variables that may enhance

one’s quality of life.
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Miller et al. (1998) revealed that social involvarhas a key predictor of life
satisfaction in rural areas and Bramston et al0Z2@und a strong correlation of quality
of life and life satisfaction being linked to sertfebelonging. As well, Richmond et al.
(2000) show evidence that there are higher levietpiality of life in rural areas. Hence,
there are many studies that indicate strong linkalgetween attachment, sense of
community, quality of life, self-esteem, and wedlig (Bramston et al. 2002; Brehm et
al. 2004; Glendinning et al. 2003; O’Brien et &91; Prezza & Constantini 1998).

Townshend (2001) argues that the well-being of ragividual incorporates both
objective conditions (e.g. the degree to which maysneeds are being met) as well as
subjective conditions such as assessments of dife’Je.g. personal satisfaction).
Beesley and Russwurm (1989) identify these as bbgedexternally observed and
tangible) and subjective (internal feelings/permey and intangible) social indicators,
which may be used as surrogate measures of welgbEurthermore, they claim that the
use of subjective social indicators in quantitatavgalyses of social concepts may be
guestionable, in that it allows the concept of vireling to be “reduced to mere numbers”
(Miles 1975, cited in Beesley & Russwurm 1989). €eg and Russwurm (1989)
maintain that at the basis of analytical exploratiof well-being, or quality of life, is the
fundamental understanding of what it is to be huarashthe basic needs or wants that are
required to survive. They reference Maslow’s (19b#yarchy of needs; the movement
from the very basic needs to survive (food andtehelo self-actualization (morality and
acceptance) requires a person’s perceived satmfaetith life — “presumably an
individual perceives their quality of life at anywegn point in time and space with respect

to the extent to which one has satisfied one’sgeed needs and wants” (Smith 1977,
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cited in Beesley & Russwurm 1989). However the tiations perceived with subjective
indicators, Beesley and Russwurm (1989) contend, thm addition to objective
indicators, the two represent a whole that is imimed and overall a better
understanding of social well-being may be achieved.

A useful, simple and fairly robust measure of \\B#iing is the Index of Well-Being
(IWB) developed by Campbell et al. (1976). It comds measures of Overall Life
Satisfaction (OLS) with an Index of General Affe¢GA). Campbell et al. (1976)
demonstrated the utility of the IWB as an effectiveasure that captures variations
across many domains of life. Townshend (2001) ubedIWB in a study of urban
neighborhoods and showed it is an effective wadifiérentiating levels of well-being
across urban communities. By testing the impactth@ experiential structure of
neighborhood social life on well-being, TownsheB8Q1) also showed that a number of
behavioral, cognitive and affective features of ommity are significant predictors of
increased levels of well-being. This study too ubesIWB as a measure of well-being
amongst rural residents. A more detailed descnptibthe methodology for measuring

the IWB is given in Chapter 4.

2.6 Summary

This chapter has established the theoretical andepiual basis of this thesis. It has
shown how rural community studies in particular chée be contextualized within the
framework of significant structural change in rusdonomy and social life since the
1950s. It has emphasized two key features tha¢ &mdsn such changes: the decoupling

of agricultural production from community socidkti and, given changes in technologies
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and lifestyles, the potential for convergence ia platterns and structures of community
experience in rural and urban areas. This chapger autlined the conceptual model of
place-community experience that provides an orgagiframework for the literature

review and for the empirical part of the study. Banhy, this chapter has shown that the
well-being of rural residents may still depend ugooal community experiences, and
therefore this chapter has provided a backdropiolerstanding well-being as a function
of local social life. The next Chapter turns to arendetailed and systematic review of
rural ideas with respect to the Behavioral, Cogaitand Affective Domains of rural

community.
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Chapter 3
Perspectives on Rural Community Experience:

A Systematic Review and Linkage to the Conceptual btel

3.1 Introduction

As identified in the previous chapter, for this dstuthe experiential structure of
place-communities is initially operationalized asnforming to the conceptual model
proposed by Davies and Herbert (1993) and emplyitested and largely validated in a
number of studies of urban neighborhoods or comtimsn{Townshend & Davies 1999;
Townshend 2001, 2002). Hence, the experiential adbar of community is
operationalized as a set of unique or separatectates that span the Behavioral,
Cognitive and Affective Domains of social life. Tate, no empirical studies of rural
community social life have examined the utility fis model or tried to link rural
community perspectives to such a framework, budrblehe universality or applicability
of the model will be shown to be more robust if th@ensionality of the model is similar
in both urban and rural communities. While the amChapter 5 is to explore the
empirical structure of community amongst rural residents tandetermine the kinds of
behavioral, cognitive and affective dimensions thdifferentiate rural residents'
community experiences, the objectivetlo chapter is to provide a much-needed review
of rural studies literature on community in order dituate this literature within the
framework of the model of community that has begopéed for this study. The review is
therefore systematically organized according todiséinctive behavioral, cognitive and

affective dimensions that have been previouslytifled in order to determine how rural

34



social life may be conceptualized in this way. Aliilgh it is not the principal objective of
this chapter, the review also provides insight® inbw rural community life is now
thought to be different from, or similar to, urbaommunity life — in other words
pointing to social forms ofdivergence or convergenceof specific structures of
community life. It also illustrates how some of $hdeatures are inherently linked to the

ideas of social capital that have received so nsetiolarly attention in recent years.

3.2 Experiential Structures of Community
3.2.1 Behavioral Structures of Community Experience

This section reviews the rural studies literaturéhweference to what has been
defined as the Behavioral domain of community elgmee. This domain comprises a
series of unique elements or dimensions of placertonity experience that represent

place-particular activity sets and behaviors.

3.2.1.1 Local Facility Use

In past urban studies the use of local facilitigsnkighborhood residents has been
identified as a distinctive behavioral dimensiotilizing local facilities, both retail and
recreational, is a recognized and marketable atgin urban communities. Many urban
dwellers prefer not to battle increasing traffiolplems and therefore look to their local
communities for their basic weekly shopping andeattonal needs. However, with the
intensification of commuting behavior the questibean becomes how do rural residents
think and feel about local use of facilities andthere a difference of opinions and

behaviors with regards to retail and recreatioeaids?
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Some studies suggest there is little or no diffeeein rural and urban usage patterns
with regards to the use of local facilities (Braamstet al. 2002; Rochester & Willard
1998). However, Smithers et al. (2004) found tlaatriers like to ‘shop around’, looking
for the best value for their money except they als&srovered that there are strong
linkages between farmers and local communitieshdpe then, economic decisions are
based on strictly better value for the money ardasaecisions are based upon strong
social networks in a local area. Rural residents! t'® support their local facilities but
tend to go farther afield for better shopping oppaities.

Understanding rural people’s social activity magrthHead to an understanding of
their consumer behavior. This correlates to Gratieve (1974) hypothesis that
economic activity is largely embedded in social woegks within a community.
Furthermore, the more attached people feel to dwimmunity, the more likely they are
to use the facilities and local retailers. Thughler involvement of a person in local
social activities results in higher levels of datt$ion with local facilities and retail
outlets. Li et al. (2005) also discovered that easgess to facilities promotes physical
activity, which then links to social capital as eighborhood level characteristic. This
further supports Miller et al. (1998) in their hypesis that the more active rural people
are the more attachment and satisfaction they éselvell as safety and embeddedness in

local social networks.

3.2.1.2 Neighboring/Informal Interaction

Neighboring, or informal social interaction, hasbeshown in urban studies to be

distinctive from other kinds of neighbor relatioris.is a unique structure of place-
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community experience that is an amalgam of suchawels as conversing with

neighbors, the ability to recognize and know neagklby name, visiting in each others
homes, or even the ability to consider a neighbaofidante (Townshend & Davies

1999; Townshend 2001, 2002). What do students i@l mommunity say about rural

neighboring or informal interactions of this sores the evidence suggest that
neighboring in rural communities is fundamentaliffedtent from urban communities? Is

it stronger, weaker or is it becoming more urb&ei

Beaudoin and Thorson (2004) studied neighboringawieh in rural and urban
communities and discovered no significant diffeeermé neighboring behavior in rural
and urban communities. Their results affirm a 18@&ly carried out by Fischer (cited in
Brint, 2001) that also established there were feffer@nces between town and city
dwellers in terms of their rates of visiting famiéyd friends, their number of friends,
their feelings of connection to other people initle@vironment, and in their satisfaction
with life. However, Brint (2001) proposes that thevels of active participation,
friendship networks and neighboring activities witicrease in communities where
frequent face-to-face interaction exists and im¢tuhese communities will generate
reciprocities in all areas of support within themcounity.

Jakle (1999) suggests that neighboring in big citeenot that different from small
towns in that many residents of big cities are thelres migrants from small rural
regions. He maintains that neighboring behaviorkige metropolitan areas stem from
those of rural regions. Migrants brought such bejravwith them and superimposed

them onto the communities in which they residedkleJa(1999) concludes that
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neighboring, whether in a small town or a big city,a form of social interaction
inherently geographical in the sense that it iartyesociospatial.

In contrast, Logan and Spitze (1994) establishatl people’s neighborhood social
interaction is strongly affected by the presencéaaiily members in the neighborhood,
especially in rural areas as opposed to urban drfesy also determined that length of
residence, in both urban and rural, strongly afféateighboring patterns. Coakes and
Bishop (1996) argue that social intimacy and femiof cohesion are key features of a
sense of neighborliness that is often associate@ mvidh a rural way of life as opposed
to a metropolitan lifestyle. Furthermore, Donnersregnd Barclay (2005) stress that
rural communities tend to cling to traditional veduwhich produce webs of informal
social relationships that tend to increase actsexghborliness. Given that residents of
rural communities probably know a larger shareh& kocal population, communicate
face-to-face, believe in common values and normd,share a common identity, it is the
combination of these factors that ultimately inse=athe sense of community in a region.

A recent survey by the magaziBeccessful Farmingeveals that farmers are calling
time-honored values such as neighboring into qolegfievis 2000). The study shows
that while there may still be high levels of atta&nt to communities, rural people are
troubled by apparent changes in traditional farstlyctures, the use of illegal drugs, a
declining work ethic, and an increase in crime.tfk@rmore, respondents admitted that
they were so busy they did not seem to have timasib neighbors. However, they did
maintain that in the event of an emergency tradgioneighboring and a sense of

community definitely comes into play. Tevis (20Q8pposes that many farmers feel a
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major factor negatively affecting neighboring patteis the increase in farm size that has
been taking place over the past decade.

Overall, the rural studies literature points to loeg levels of rural neighboring
behavior and few or no significant differences kew urban, small town and rural
residents in terms of informal neighboring actesti This essentially points to

convergence in this feature of community experience

3.2.1.3 Mutual Aid/Reciprocity/Informal Cooperatn

Mutual cooperation is conceptually distinct fronformal neighboring (Davies &
Herbert 1993) and has been shown to be an empyricadtinctive dimension of
community experience among urban residents (Towrkl#001). This dimension is
commonly defined by a series of related communéydal behaviors such as borrowing
and lending, providing mutual assistance or seekif@ymation/advice from a neighbor.
The classic, if not nostalgic, image of a barningsvent is an example of what many
may conceive as mutual aid in rural society. Bubosars of rural community are
challenging this nostalgic view of reciprocity amditual aid; a number of studies point to
declining levels of mutual aid, increasing relianme kin rather than neighbors and
increasing evidence of calculated reciprocity.

Granovetter (1974) asserted that within the comtgwstructure, economic activities
are largely embedded in the social networks of aroanity. These networks may
include “exchanges of tangible and intangible comitnes, with all parties attempting to
incur a proportional return” (Baggozi 1975, citedMiller et al. 1998, p348). These kinds

of exchanges define a type of unwritten code ofrecity for the participants within the
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social network of a community. Hedley (1985) sudggdbat mutual aid is more than
giving, it is a way of possessing, a way of seekmgnsure that future needs are met.
Meert (2000) concurs that reciprocity implies epahticipant has the capacity to produce
some resources and assumes a social network witmsiyric links between individuals.
Moreover, Reimer’s (2004a) data indicates that lfia@und close friends play a key role
for social support, especially in rural households.

However, Amato (1993) discovered there are fewedtfices in the level of
assistance provided by friends or family membersvéen people in large cities and
those in small towns. The study shows that urbanéad to have weaker ties than rural
residents but this is probably due to different dgraphic mixes owing to more transient
populations in cities and distance from relatidasaddition, Amato (1993) found urban
and rural dwellers alike would turn to family membeather than friends for assistance
with serious problems. Hence, no matter where diviglual resides, family continues to
play a key role in their social support network.

Simpson et al. (2003) found that to maintain emggocial, sporting and community
services and structures in small rural communitiesst of the population must be
involved in some way — usually in a voluntary cafyac&ven in 1945, Tate maintained
that what made informal activities so importancommunity life was the fact they not
only operated within the layers of society, but aatoss and connected the strands of
human relations, bringing a feeling of fellowshipint action and enthusiasm for things
of mutual interest. He went on to say that the nforquent the contacts the closer the
social bonds, and that informal activities playeadaor part in ‘welding’ people together

in community relationships. Perkins et al. (199@naur that social contact and
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neighboring behavior allow residents to becomeebedtquainted and discuss shared
problems and provide a venue for collective action.

According to Brint (2001), the most community-likemmunities of place generally
include many opportunities for members to interactpther words many well-traveled
meeting places such as downtowns, school and chelated activities, and recreational
fields, etc. Some research shows that rural comtiesnhave higher levels of social
integration and attachment than urban communities. example, Putnam (1993)
contended that urban areas, because they areolegsrial to social connectedness, have
lower levels of social capital than rural areas. felend that people in rural areas are
more likely than people in urban areas to volunteerk on community projects, come
to the aid of a stranger, and donate blood. Coalkes Bishop (1998) have the same
opinion; they believe that the most salient chamastic of rural communities is the high
level of involvement in community affairs.

In summary, while there may be some contradictargence and different factors
that may account for mutual aid or reciprocity agetrrural neighbors, the rural studies
literature seems to identify a trend towards desgddevels of neighborly mutual aid,
increasingly calculated forms of neighboring exdgnand a shift from neighbors as
sources of mutual reciprocity to reliance on kirespecially kin-neighbors. If there is
such a demise of neighborly mutual aid in rural camities and the classic barn-raising
event is no longer symbolic of such behaviors, @&ynsignal aconvergenceas rural
neighbors may be becoming urban-like with respetheir non-reliance on neighbors for

help and mutual aid.
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3.2.14 Organizational Involvement

In the city of Lethbridge, involvement in formalromunity-based organizations was
shown to be a unique behavioral dimension of ptamemunity experience that
differentiates the social fabric of urban neighloatis (Townshend 2001). It is a
structure that is an amalgam of attributes thatrsanze differences in both theimber
of organizations that residents are involved waihwell as thelegreeof involvement or
dedication, such as casual membership to high dewélparticipation on boards of
directors, etc. What do scholars of rural society about rural participation or behaviors
in terms of memberships and activities in forma@amizations?

Kenworthy Teather (1997) argues that one way inclvipeople become attached to
places is through developing bonds to organizatitas have a place or community
focus. She contends that individual identity, pJasemmunity, and organization are all
bonded together, each one affecting the other &iteb or worse. Additionally, her
research supports the hypothesis that belongingyganizations and associations helps
one to gain a sense of self-worth and self-ideniitgids in building a sense of belonging
to one’s community.

Smithers et al. (2004) discovered a high incidemiceolunteering — specifically in
rural communities; and Tolbert et al. (2002) fouimiks between voluntary associations
and civic engagement. Furthermore, Wikle (1997)eegr that club membership
strengthens business alliances and helps to fastense of community and rootedness to
a place. Wikle (1997) also claims that clubs in krteavns may function as informal
chambers of commerce. For example, Wikle (19975 1¢that membership in Kiwanis-

type organizations are generally highest withirakwommunities. These clubs are also
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used as a means of establishing contacts and ra@bgprwhich may be crucial for
business success in rural communities. Neverthe@&rien et al. (1991) insist that a
leader’s extra-community ties as well as theirtreteships to one another in the extended
local area will have an impact on the viabilityrafal communities. They postulate that,
in accordance with Granovetter (1974), the weak éied building of bridges from the
local community to outside that community will bgatential source of support for the
local community.

There may also be a link between membership andhament in formal
organizations and the increase of social capitad tommunity. Simpson et al. (2003)
found that increased activity in formal organizaidncreased the level of social capital
in the community. However, Simpson et al. (2003)tead organizations that contributed
to the growth of positive social capital formatioould also “crack and leak, resulting in
leaving [a] community, metaphorically, high and diy284).

Overall, the rural studies literature is somewhattadictory on the issue of social
involvement in formal organizations. Some writergug that divergence is evident, with
higher rates of participation and organizationaioatment in rural social life, while
others point to a type of convergence, in part ddeby agro-industrialization and
expansionist agricultural regimes. Neverthelessjsitquite possible that behaviors
associated with membership in formal organizatiermains a distinctive dimension of

rural place-community experience.
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3.2.15 Political Participation

In urban neighborhoods, political participation ltamsistently been shown to be a
separate behavioral dimension of local communityegience, one that simultaneously
captures propensities to be active or vote in Hotlal as well as extra-local politics
(Townshend & Davies 1999; Townshend 2001). It igeglikely that it is also a unique
structure of rural community behavior that is distive from other features of experience
such as neighboring or mutual cooperation.

The results of the study completed by Beaudoin Enarson (2004) indicate that
there is no significant difference in voting praes of rural and urban communities.
Turcotte (2005) and Zimmer (1983) also found nossattial differences between urban
and rural Canada in terms of political involvemddawever, Zimmer (1983) did find
that a level of attachment to community, termed wamality, was strongly correlated to
local voting practices, particularly in rural comnities. He also found that age is
consistently linked to voting participation withdek citizens more likely to vote.

Given that little difference in political behaviois generally found between urban,
suburban, small town, and rural populations, cogeece seems to be the underlying
trend, reinforcing the possibility that politicahmicipation may be found as a unique

structure of place-community experience, as ihigrban settings.

3.2.1.6 Supportive Milieu
In urban communities this dimension is associatéith & set of behaviors that
involve the deliberate attempt to develop and na@ntinkages with individuals,

agencies or institutional allies that may assigt tommunity, particularly in times of
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unwanted development. This notion of “milieu reilgy’ (Gottlieb 1979, p475) has not
received the same attention by rural researchiéneugh there is some evidence that it is
also an important feature of rural social life.

For example, Coakes and Bishop (1996) argue thal mommunities provide a
supportive social milieu that is unavailable in biges. They insist, “a rural environment
is a place where one is known and knows othersravfreendliness is the norm and
where relationships are interpersonal and egaitanather than instrumental and
hierarchical” (Rowles 1990, p106). Research by i&neet al. (2004) also found that low-
density areas have more socially active populatibaswork together to solve problems
through community activities. In order for isolatedral communities to be viable in
today’s global economy the need to build bridged &nks outside their own local
community becomes paramount; these types of seuajgbort give access to assets and
resources of power that benefit the community (@Bret al. 1991; O'Brien &
Hassinger 1992; Reimer 2004a, 2004b).

These links and bridges are also fundamental mgjlthlocks for social capital and
increased social ties that then permeate into thewt§ of Local Development
Organizations (LDOs) (O’'Brien & Hassinger 1992; @reet al. 2002). These LDOs
provide a base for increased social interactiortsichvin turn promote the growth of
supportive actions and network ties amongst thigleats of a community. Community
members are able to mobilize their collective resesl in order to attain a communal
goal, which also increases the level of social teapn the community (Brown 2002).
Furthermore, Green et al. (2002) found there todog little difference between rural and

urban communities in terms of participation by desits in LDOs.
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Overall, the evidence seems to point to divergeratter than convergence,
suggesting that such behaviors are now more nagessaural communities, may be
more intense in rural communities, are increasiagigociated with female participation,
and are becoming more crucial for the survivaloBB rural communities and for their

sustained access to outside resources.

3.2.2 Cognitive Structures of Community Experience
The second domain to be reviewed concerns a sefiedimensions that are

collectively called the Cognitive domain of placaumunity experience. Davies and
Herbert's (1993) review of the urban studies litera first identified how such features
may be conceptually and theoretically distinctivent either behavioral or affective
features of community social life. A number of enyal studies carried out in urban
communities have shown that unique cognitive dinmrss can in fact be isolated
(Townshend & Davies 1999; Townshend 2000, 20023. it yet known whether or not
similar dimensions are evident in rural communijti@sd so a brief review of the rural
studies literature is required in order to asskeegural linkages with cognitive aspects of

community.

3.2.2.1 Cognitive Mapping

“A cognitive map is a term used to describe onet®rnal representation of the
external world” (Golledge 2002, p7). According t@lddge (2002) it is dypothetical
construct which is sometimes used metaphoricallgescribe the process of recreating

stored spatial information in working memory, buhas “yet to be proven that humans
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do or do not store this spatial information in apaige manner in the brain” (Nadel

1999, cited in Golledge 2002, p7; O'Keefe & Nadélr&). However, Golledge (2002)

does claim that people deliberately encode enviemal information so that it can be
used at a later time to identify where things are isurrounding space, how to get from
one place to another and/or how to communicateiadpatowledge to other people.

Cognitive maps are not instantly built but emergerotime as more correct spatial
information is accumulated. Hence, they are “dyraemtities that change as information
changes and as the environment changes” (Golletig2, p9).

Cognition of one’s environment then implies thatamegs, images and symbolic
significance are given to one’s surroundings. Satn€l1981) describes cognitive
mapping as the process by which individuals andiggaacquire, code, store, recall, and
decode information about relative locations andibattes of their everyday spatial
environment. Hence, according to Stoneall (198pgople are not aware of everything
but [rather] grasp chunks of meaning.” (p121) Haveslone make sense of their physical
surroundings? Individuals perceive their surrougdim their own way and a range of
boundaries are then identified. Furthermore, Stbri@@81) finds that these boundaries
vary more for women than for men. Golledge (2008)eas there are male/female
differences due to the historical role of both n@m women. Traditionally men were
explorers and hunters, which took them to distalaces, this necessitated their
motivation to know and understand their surrounslisg they could return home in a
timely manner. On the other hand, historically tbkes of women were gatherers and
guardians of children; from this perspective womeuld then gain extremely detailed

knowledge of their immediate surroundings. Everayodhese gender differences may be
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related to the kinds of interests and activitieat tomen and men engage in. For
example, women tend to be more active in inforsualial activities — which usually take
place close to home — and men tend to be actiaeone formalofficial activities — which
may take place in more distant locales.

Golledge (2002) also maintains that when it conmesdgnitive mapping, women
more often use the landmark-based approach as epposnen who generally attempt to
comprehend the general layout and establish fraofeseference (i.e. recognizing
cardinal directions). In the same vein of discouS®neall (1983) argues that people
selectively perceive and name their environmeritgy tchoose particular names and
places to symbolize the community to which theyohgland the place in which they
reside. All of these elements of cognitive mappisgrve as a template onto which
environmental structure is ‘mapped’ and informatisrmined for quantitative concepts
such as distance, direction, orientation, magnitusleape, pattern, object, class,
connectivity, hierarchy, and so on” (Golledge 2002).

In 1960, Lynch discussed the comprehension of omgigironment as being
dominated by two dimensions: 1) clarity of spatgbresentations of one’s surroundings
— focusing on both physical characteristics andtigipaelations and 2) a focus on
behavior. The first dimension Lynch (1960) argusghat environment be examined for
coherent structure, dependent upon the abilitynef it organize the complexity of their
surrounding environment. He continues by explairtimgt the second dimension is the
“‘ease with which human beings manipulate spati@rmation to assist them in moving
between particular origins and destinations” (Lyri&60, p154). Hence, an intelligible

environment is one where “destinations can be ekseor estimated and where travel
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can be guided by directly viewing elements in tbe@aunding space” (Golledge 2002,
p2). Golledge (2002) concludes that taking all bése factors into consideration,
different people will perceive different featuresdifferent ways and base their cognitive
representations on them, resulting in substantaifferent spatial representations being
constructed by different people.

These differences in cognitive mapping potential rbha different or separate from
other experiential aspects of community life. Festance, Townshend (2002) showed
that among residents of Lethbridge, two uniquecstmes of cognitive mapping could be
isolated: one comprisesomplexelements and landmarks, the other comprsewgple
cognitive skills. The rural studies literature almgests there may be unique structures
of rural cognition and cognitive mapping. In pautar, environmental cognition may be
especially important in rural areas (Li et al. 20@%oneall 1981, 1983). In addition to
gender-based differences in cognition in rural syrearality is often seen to provide
unique symbols of place. For these reasons, thageaontinue to be divergence in the

cognitive mapping attributes of urban and ruraidests.

3.2.2.2 People Identity

Quite distinctive from cognitive mapping, urbandés have shown that a unique
Cognitive dimension exists in cities — one that pases a series of attributes concerning
the extent to which people understand and intetheesocial diversity or homogeneity of
their communities. It may include a number of streits, including homogeneity based
on age, gender, ethnicity, style of dress, and rotieems of visual appearance

(Townshend & Davies 1999; Townshend 2001, 2002)ewew of the rural studies
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literature also points to the potential for unigoeople-identity forms of community
cognition.

Coakes and Bishop (1996) perceive rural and smalhtenvironments as places
where social involvement can achieve a sense oftitleand belonging that is more
difficult to obtain in highly populated urban satis. Bell (1992) agrees that the rural-
urban continuum — the idea that community is mér@a&cteristic of country places than
cities — is real in that it remains an importanturse of identity for rural residents.
Furthermore, Donnermeyer and Barclay (2005) conthat in rural communities,
residents are much more likely to know one anott@mmunicate face to face, believe in
common values and norms, as well as share a conmheotity which is distinct from
other people and places. Hopkins (1998) as welhtamis that rural people are different
from urban and sometimes referred to as the ‘ather’

Rural communities perceive themes such as closd¢oassture, quietness, a slower
pace of life, knowing everyone, and helping othessa tradition to uphold and regard as
unique. These ideals can be recognized as Toen{ii®40) gemeinschaft concepts of
common beliefs and ways of life such as traditf@amilism, solidarity, antimaterialism,
and nationalism. It is the reality of living clogethe land and its products that give this
social construct the power to distinguish ruralhfrarban in the minds of rural people
and afford them the unique identity, which theyiespo. Even Hummon (1986, 1990)
concedes that the rural-urban continuum remainsbéo an important source of
legitimation, motivation, understanding, and idgnti

In some research rural people are referred toe&thnic minority’ due to the fact

that they are a relatively homogeneous groupingp@bple dominated by an urban
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majority (Atkin 2003; Rice 2001; Weisheit & Well9@5). Atkin (2003) provides six
general characteristics of rural life and socialicure that could further describe rural
people identity: 1) small scale, 2) isolated, $raduct of agriculture — referring to place
identity; 4) strong community feelings, friendliinan urban communities and more
tightly knit — referring to sense of community; &nservative/traditional values, and 6) a
slower way of life — referring to people identit€onsequently, in rural areas where
emotional and social obligations and strong groapms may restrict individuals from
behaving in ways that do not conform — results istranger sense of cohesion among
residents. It is then fair to say that there maw ligfference between rural and urban, as
well as a stronger sense of identity amongst masatients.

The perceptions of a unique identity among ruraidents permeates through much
of the literature; Brint (2001), Meares (1997), Memthy Teather (1997), Obst et al.
(2002b), and Reimer (2004a, 2004b) all make reterdn a unique construct in which
ruralites describe themselves as different fromanites. Rural people’s collective and
individual identities are seen as a similar cultwaaiable of rural communities and form
a basis for social identification unique to ruratissmall town residents.

Overall, rural distinctiveness and a higher sentéfallow-members’ amongst
ruralites may still be an important kind of divemge rather than convergence in urban

and rural social life.

3.2.3 Affective Structures of Community Experience

The last domain to be reviewed concerns featureowimunity social life that are

associated with people’s feelings, emotions, beliefnd senses. Perhaps the most
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commonly understood of these is what many would s@Ense of community’ or

‘psychological sense of community’. However, Davasl Herbert's (1993) review of
the urban studies and psychology literature showat, both conceptually and
theoretically, many other affective dimensions amenunity life were possible.

Empirical studies in urban communities have sholmat thany other unique sources of
differentiation are found within the Affective domaTownshend 2001, 2002). Some
studies have also shown that affective compondrdsramunity social life are especially
important in accounting for variations in individuend collective well-being amongst

community residents (Townshend 2001).

3.23.1 Place Symbolism

A person’s perception of a place depends on thdividual or collective mental and
emotional associations. For example, monumentsefkses and other public structures
form part of cultural landscapes around the wonld they offer a wealth of opportunities
for analyzing and explaining people’s values aniivéies. These cultural symbols exist
because people attach meaning to things, hencenghaons that represent a place, a
region and/or an emotion.

Jakle (1999) postulated that symbolic landscapes$ @aces carry sentimental
implications as people idealize the world refer@htion the basis of past knowing and
that this nostalgia is selective. Places can beridbesl on many geographical scales but
in the end the meaning of any place is connectezlig/h the behavior of the individual
and thus the most important places are those tohale feel connected. Specific places

people feel attached to are often settings in wlactvealth of experiences has been
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garnered and summon a complex set of emotions lmasedfection and response (Jakle
1999). To have roots in such a place is to havecars point from which to look out on
the world, a firm grasp of one’s own position i thrder of things. Symbolic place then,
involves “imagined locales referenced in one’s tamsing the world as idealized
geography” (Jakle 1999, p2).

Troughton (1995) argues that one of the prioribE€anadian people should be that
of generating interest in and attachment to rurah&@a by its predominately urban
population. Many people have snubbed rural areaksadhers are entirely indifferent
(Troughton 1995, 1999). Furthermore, Troughton @9hallenges those individuals
who perceive rural regions negatively — as non+uréad/or awaiting development — to
renew their interest in the rural environments ah@da for their positive aspects such as
landscape beauty and heritage. Troughton (1999% tisis concept as a symbolic
statement to ‘others’ to consider rural Canada idnhabitants as prestigious rather
than inconsequential. He continues with this arguni® insisting that rural Canada
should be greater than the sum of its parts. “Tl®erm@ need to approach rural Canada
from the bottom up, with particular reference te thherent links between the collective
functions of the extensive land base and the asfayral communities, farm and non-
farm” (Troughton 1995, p300). In addition, Trought@d999) suggests that the method of
achieving more interest in rural Canada may beraptished by focusing on the concept
of heritage. Through this kind of focus Canadians me able to understand what has
occurred, what has been lost and what might beimedaas well as increasing their
knowledge of the rural past as a basis for devetyrof a broader-based attachment to

rural landscapes and communities (Troughton 1999911 In the same vein, Kenworthy
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Teather (1997) maintains that place takes shapefdbe activities of men and women in
that place.

In summary, rural areas are social constructiorst tfive place a distinctive
symbolism in that it becomes an ideal where thezeshared beliefs and common values
— an escape from the reality of metropolitan lifattlinks to a strong sense of well-being
(Bell 1992; Brown et al. 2005; Glendinning et aD03; Hopkins 1998; Jakle 1999;

Mitchell et al. 2004).

3.2.3.2 Attachment/Sentiment

Places that people live often acquire special emati significance. The
phenomenon of place attachment and sentiment te ga common because human
beings exist in particular spatial settings. Platachment, or sentiment, refers to the
emotional connection formed by an individual tohgyical location due to the meaning
given to the site as a function of its role as @irsg for experience. A wide range of
thoughts, beliefs, attitudes, behavior, and fesliage evoked through attachment to
place; and this has often been identified as auengfructure of community experience.

Jakle (1999) contends that for individuals, sentiteattached to place help define
personal identity and that place attachment isbstsucture of self-identity. Lev-Wiesel
(2003) argues that place attachment is distindtiom attachment to a person in that it
represents a mutual bond between person and pdackthat a rural person’s place
attachment is developed through everyday work. Tlistrates what could be an

important rural-urban distinction because ever esitite industrial revolution a city-
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dweller's place of residence and place of work h&eeome increasingly detached
(Townshend 2006; Meares 1997).

Data analyses by several researchers have bothrmedf and disputed the
hypothesis that rural residents develop strongazideof place attachment and sentiment.
Some studies confirm the early research of Toen&iesmel and Wirth that rural people
do foster higher levels of community and placechitaent (Beaudoin & Thorson 2004).
Beaudoin and Thorson (2004) discovered increasedisleof place attachment and
sentiment as well as evidence of advanced sodedration in rural areas. However,
other research (Theodori & Luloff 2000) contradiitte Wirthian hypothesis that smaller,
more rural communities foster stronger levels didswoity and integration, and in turn,
attachment.

Moreover, there have been discoveries by otheestsdf rural society that indicate
community attachment is a multi-dimensional corgtiiBeggs et al. 1996; O’'Brien &
Hassinger 1992; Brehm et al. 2004; Pepperdine 200iBse researchers identify at least
two dimensions of community and place attachmephss of fit and community
evaluation. These two dimensions are meant to measu individual’'s social bonding
and physical rootedness. These researchers ageee #ne at least two distinctive
dimensions of attachment that identify both soaiatl environmental elements, which
increase feelings of rootedness to a communitysTHue to the multi-dimensionality of
communities — urban and rural — depending on howmeasure each dimension, leads
to similarities as well as differences within aneteeen the rural and the urban. Hence,
place attachment and sentiment to place can beedi@s a social construct based upon

subjective and arbitrary values of each individual.
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Furthermore, Brehm et al. (2004) established tratao natural environmental
variables positively influence attachment. Theynwuhat newcomers quickly formed
strong sentimental ties to a community based oarakenvironmental factors such as
landscapes, viewscapes and presence of wildlifadthition, McCool and Martin (1994,
cited in Brehm et al. 2004) discovered that newasnme a rural area were more highly
attached to their communities than long-term reg&ldt was argued that this attachment
and sentiment of the newcomers was possibly duleetdact that “they became attached
to the biophysical and landscape features of aeacpposed to the social networks and
local relationships” (McCool & Martin 1994, cited Brehm et al. 2004, p410). These
kinds of environmental attributes add to existirggial elements to build potentially
stronger foundations for community attachments itin@drporate crucial elements of both
(Brehm et al. 2004).

Place attachment and sentiment are often promoyeghysical attributes of a
location but these physical elements may prompt one® of social relations and this
then encourages community attachment. Due to tHdimgeof rural and urban, we may
surmise a convergence taking place in terms of dnmsension, specifically in less

isolated rural regions.

3.2.3.3 Evaluation/Satisfaction

Satisfaction with one’s community is a definingrent in measuring the quality of
life one perceives they possess. In past urbanestullis dimension was identified by
general feelings of satisfaction with neighborhoadawvell as the desirability of living in

the community (Townshend 2001, 2002). By and largepple rate their local
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neighborhoods compared to others they may havel lime on these foundations of
personal perceptions they are able to identify Batisfied they feel with their quality of
life.

There have been claims that levels of communitigfeation have declined in rural
areas due to their incorporation into a global comsr economy that has led to
diminished satisfaction with community life and desed feelings of cohesion (Brown
1993; Hoyt et al. 1995). The issue of density maplan the differing levels of
community satisfaction discovered in some studiég. primary findings of Greiner et al.
(2004) show low-density rural areas with increakmabls of satisfaction because they
have socially active populations working togethesolve problems through community
activities, and more densely settled rural areasawe a lower favorable perception of
community satisfaction and quality of life.

Social ties are major predictors of community $atison and these social
dimensions are important to determine rural resglesatisfaction with their community
and their quality of life (Filkins et al. 2000; Gay 1977). Rural people find the most
satisfying communities to be those having strorighary group relationships — where
local people participate and take pride in civiiaia, where decisions are shared, where
residents are heterogeneous, and where peopleoamaitted to the community and its
upkeep. Filkins et al. (2000) also discovered thdépendent variables of satisfaction fell
into four categories: 1) personal social satistact+ friend and family ties, 2) personal
economic satisfaction — employment and income, &sgnal characteristics — age,
gender, education, & length of residence, and lfindl general community attributes —

schools, streets, police, & government. They cateduit was the social dimensions of
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community and satisfaction with social factors thetre the important determinants of
community satisfaction.

Toth et al. (2002) argue that it is the separatibthe public and private spheres of
existence in today’s society that affects the lesMetommunity satisfaction, urban and
rural. The public sphere includes work and poljtiaad the private sphere comprises
friends, family and intimate relationships. Urbandarural locations represent a
demarcation in how individuals experience both sghef existence. Urban dwellers
tend to separate their lives more distinctly inbt@ tpublic and private than do rural
people. Rural residents do not fit the public-pievenodel because fewer lines are drawn
between the two spheres; due to smaller populatodsthe adage that ‘everyone knows
everyone’, resulting in the public and private $vef rural residents bleeding into one
another. Possibly due to this blurring of linesdstuts of rural society discovered that
rural residents display significantly higher levefscommunity satisfaction than residents
of urban neighborhoods (Toth et al. 2002; Theo@0@1l).

This dimension may then display a lack of convecgen especially in more isolated
rural communities, whilst more densely populated arban-fringe areas may support the
theory of convergence for rural and urban. In sungmarban dwellers tend to embrace
an ‘experience-centric’ view of community based mposocial construct of interpersonal
ties rather than locality, and conversely ruraldests envision their communities with a
much more ‘place-centric’ view, maintaining theiense of community through
interactions with friends and family (Toth et ab(2). Furthermore, population density
and urban sprawl may prove to have dramatic effentshis dimension and should be

taken into consideration in any analysis.
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3.2.34 Nuisances/Annoyances

People in urban residential areas often experientgances, annoyances or other
kinds of negative externalities. Davies and Heibdi993) review of the urban studies
literature showed that nuisances and annoyancdst iméga conceptually distinctive type
of place-community dimension, although Townshen@D{3 showed that in Lethbridge
local and extra-local nuisance issues are not sad@spart of the same construct. There
may be somewhat of a nostalgic view that rural sarage quiet, clean and free of
nuisances with few negative externalities impingioig the lives of rural residents.
However, the rural studies literature suggests #tatctural change in the rural and
agricultural economy is increasing — resulting ddiéional nuisances, annoyances and
higher levels of conflict.

Novek (2002) speaks of the growth of large corgofiaestock operations he refers
to as ‘transnational treadmills of production’. Fegues that the numbers of these
operations has increased dramatically and are aquaieentrated, leading to negative
environmental issues such as odor and water-quatitcerns. The result has been an
increase in opposition to factory farms, from amiemmental standpoint, that cannot be
ignored (Novek 2002). Many conflicts have arisenrumal municipalities in Canada,
especially since the ‘Walkerton Water DisasterMay 2000. Smithers et al. (2004)
agree that intensification of agriculture in gethenas been linked to increases in
community conflicts.

Smith and Krannich (2000) posit that urban-origgwaomers to rural communities
bring a different sociocultural identity when theygrate. This identity contrasts with the

identities of long-term rural residents and causesion and animosity within the rural
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community. This clash has been termed a “cultuesicl (Price & Clay 1980; Jobes
1995, cited in Smith & Krannich 2000) since it igpbthesized that the “cultural and
social systems of small towns composed of locaés raarkedly different from the
systems of the metropolis” (Jobes 1995, cited initlbr& Krannich 2000, p399).
However, results from Smith and Krannich’s (200@)dy show that these attitudes are
only held by some of the newcomers and some ofladhg-term residents, not by all
members of the community.

Perkins et al. (1990) argue that incivilities agenbols of social disorder and are
separated into physical incivilities and social ivities. Furthermore, physical
incivilities can be passive (litter and unkempt $iog) or deliberate (graffiti and
vandalism). They claim that social incivilities inde signs of disorder (gang activity,
prostitutes and drug dealers). Furthermore, stubye®bst et al. (2002b) have shown
evidence that elements such as annoyance, envirdrand attraction emerge as separate
and distinct dimensions, which contradict the thesal dimensions of McMillan and
Chavis (1986). These sense of community studiest(&bal. 2002b) confirm just how
complex a process dissecting these dimensions irmemsions tend to overlap and
intertwine with one another so much that it becomeadent one cannot exist without the
other. For example, an individual may have a streggse of community based on their
sense of belonging and social interactions butduadiaally they cannot have a strong
sense of belonging and social participation witHmaxing a strong sense of community.

Rural areas are not necessarily idyllic or harmosiplaces. New and more frequent
types of nuisances, annoyances or negative exite#aare emerging in rural areas. More

frequent conflicts over transnational agricultwatporations, intensification of livestock
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production, environmental impacts, and more soaciaivility seem to be causing this
dimension of community experience to become mobandtike. But no studies to date
have empirically assessed whether these featueescanflated with other types of
community experience or whether nuisances and amoeg are distinctive from other

dimensions of community experience.

3.2.3.5  Safety/Security

Issues of safety and security in urban neighborbcad rural communities are a
growing concern. Neighborhood watch groups endetv@afeguard their communities
against a variety of potential threats through rimfal networks of their resident citizens.
Hence, safety and security is often described imgeof trust as well as crime rates.
Previous urban studies have also identified trisstan element of safe and secure
surroundings. These studies identified safety asclrity based upon perceptions of
neighborhoods consisting of typically welcoming dnendly people.

Miller et al. (1998) postulate that in today's miebsociety, small towns are no
longer isolated nor immune to problems formerlyesignced in more densely populated
areas. However, many people tend to feel saferla@e they have lived their entire life
where they know people, than somewhere they dkmatv anyone. Research from the
mid 1970s by Hynson (1975, cited in Miller et &8398), and Sauer et al. (1976, cited in
Miller et al. 1998) found that many elderly resitseof rural communities stayed because
they were satisfied with their community and felfes in small town environments. This
attitude permeates through rural communities andllisstrated in the significant

difference in trust issues of rural and urban comitres (Beaudoin & Thorson 2004). In
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general, rural residents are found to display higlegrees of trust and are not as fearful
of crime as are their urban counterparts; yet itspeculated that this rural-urban
dichotomy is not as clear-cut as it appears anfadhit may be disappearing altogether
(Ball 2001).

It has been speculated that this merging of aggudwards crime may be happening
because rural areas are becoming more populatecueaddoolice officers may not be as
involved in local community activities as they oneere (Donnermeyer & Barclay
2005). Rural police officers usually have intimaeowledge of the local population
resulting in an increased presumption of safety s@curity by residents in the area.
Rural police officers garner these intimate relagiops through close personal ties with
the community by active participation within theear— for example, involvement in
recreation and volunteer organizations (Donnermé&yBarclay 2005).

Furthermore, population stability in many rural agemay aid in controlling crime
rates as well as maintaining higher levels of domitegration (Barnett & Mencken
2002). Although little research on rural crime Heeen conducted, social cohesion and
integration have been linked to relatively loweinar rates in rural areas (Jobes 1999).
O’Connor and Gray (1989) also concluded that rarahs display less deviant behavior
than their urban counterparts. However, populatiensity and geographical isolation
have been found to be mitigating factors withinstdimension as well; for instance,
profound differences were discovered between timenussion of crimes in agricultural
and recreational towns of differing sizes and disés from major urban centers (Jobes

1999).
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There may be a convergence taking place with réspearal and urban crime rates,
in that rural areas seem to be ‘catching up’ taanrk depending again upon population
density and relative closeness to urban centensh@en 1999). This may be linked to the
urbanization and development process of rural conities, echoing the theme that

urban and rural social life is undergoing a strraitaonvergence.

3.2.3.6 Empowerment

A ‘sense of empowerment’ is feeling that one cdhegiindividually or collectively
(with fellow community members) make a differenae shape the outcome of their
communities. It has been shown to be a unique taféestructure of communities within
cities and may comprise different types of poweor kstance, Townshend (2001)
showed that in Lethbridge this dimension of comrurariation was an amalgam of
personal or individual power, informal collectivewer, as well as formal collective
power. It is through empowerment that residents maay to contact politicians,
informally unite against unwanted development orkendormal appearances before
municipal government to prevent unwanted changth@r communities. A number of
researchers have also considered the role andcthiaséics of empowerment in rural
communities.

Zimmerman and Rappaport (1988, cited in Perkira.e1990) define empowerment
as the connection between a sense of personal temgpe a desire for and a willingness
to take action in the public domain. Perkins e{90) argue that empowerment should
have a clear communitarian, or collectivist, oraion so that it would have the

conceptual benefit of distinguishing empowermentrfrself-efficacy and internal locus
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of control. Peterson et al. (2005) claim that emg@oment is a social-action process
through which people gain greater control, efficary social justice. No matter what
definition one ascribes to the development of emgravent, it is produced through
active, meaningful participation in community grgupnd activities. Simpson et al.
(2003) emphasize that as a means to sustainablegoity development, the concept of
empowerment and the importance of ownership ast eimponents for any community.
Peterson et al. (2005) identify two different kindé empowerment; the first is
intrapersonal — which relates to one’s beliefs abwalitical efficacy and perceived
leadership competence, the second is interactionddich deals with one’s knowledge of
resources, casual agents and critical awarenessmgtering political systems. Findings
indicate that “although there [are] vital differ@scbetween women and men there [are]
no identifiable differences in the levels of empawent between urban and rural
regions” (Peterson et al. 2005, p241). Converd&lgpks (2005) claims that small rural
communities have had a decrease in collective mgssibly due to the fact that there is
less access to public goods and services. For dgarNpvek (2003) points out that
intensive livestock operations have ignited a po#ion of local politics of space, place
and environment in many communities in Canada.

Hughes (1987) speaks to the importance of empowdrimerural areas to aid in
rural development due to the fact that rural s&wie such as health facilities — are
limited and continue to be downscaled. Rasmuss@®7(lagrees with this hypothesis as
he also addressed this issue with regards to bgildiads, improving housing, providing
adequate water and sewage treatment, as well agi@tg to rural regions — with

specific focus on rural sustainable development @ec@homic development specifically
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within rural regions. Empowerment then may be saserthe ability to “enhance the
possibilities for people to control their own livgRappaport 1981, pl5) as well as the
“influence that organizations and people have tecaftheir lives and the lives of those
they care about” (Vanderslice 1984, p2).

In summary, most of the rural literature on empanant suggests that convergence
is taking place. Rural residents seem to be expang a decrease in their sense of
empowerment — especially noticeable is a feelingaWerlessness against agribusiness
and confined feeding operations (CFOs) in particulzecreasing levels of collective
action are evident, leading to the findings that¢hare little or no significant differences
in empowerment by urban and rural geography. Nbekss, the existence of a
distinctive empowerment dimension of community ei@ee in rural areas has not
previously been demonstrated, although it is féassince it has been shown to be a

unique structure of community differentiation irban neighborhoods.

3.2.3.7 Place Appearance/Aesthetics/Beauty

Many people take pride in the unique character istindtive appearance of their
neighborhoods and communities. Hence, the ovepaktarance of a place has a profound
influence on behavior toward that place. Thereusigue sense of beauty with regards to
rural space and different people may interpretléimelscape of such places in different
ways leading to the idea that the landscape itselfread’ much like a textbook
(d’Hauteserre 2001). Therefore, the romantic visiai rurality are only an abstract
notion of what rural life really is and these captseof rurality are merely social

constructions based on nostalgic views of natureerd is a ‘spiritual energy’ people
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equate with rural space and it is with that endhgy understand and experience their
surroundings (Mitchell et al. 2004).

Brehm et al. (2004) found that place attachmentdcba measured by utilizing both
a social dimension as well as a natural environndenension. In particular, the natural
environment dimension focused on place appearance agsthetics including such
features as presence of wildlife, natural landssael viewscapes. By incorporating the
natural environment dimension, delineation app@aigvels of community attachment
between rural and urban populations (Brehm et@42 As well, in a study of relative
quality of life — which included elements of aesihdandscape beauty — of rural and
urban residents, an overwhelming feeling emergas rilral living is associated with a
higher quality of life (Bell 1992). This higher dig of life is based upon aesthetic
landscapes and scenic beauty that are particutaggrtant to newcomers in rural areas
(Richmond et al. 2000).

Changes in land-use patterns however, are havingingortant impact on
landscapes. Although rural landscapes change awver awing to nature’s ecological
processes, today they are changing ever more guaskh consequence of the impact that
human beings are having on the environment. Wadker Fortmann (2003) argue that
many rural places presently sit at an uneasy avadsr between traditional natural
resource-based production, and new economies ahdresu of aesthetic landscape
consumption. They maintain there are growing disputver landscapes being ‘gentrified
and aestheticized’; for instanceyral sprawl and smart growth have grown from
conflicts emerging from places where economic aritual value is being placed not on

individual natural resources but on aesthetic andrenmental values such agwsheds
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and rural quality (Walker & Fortmann 2003). Hence, there is a crisisurring; the
natural environmental qualities that attracted peedp rural locales have themselves

become threatened by continuing migration and mesitiential growth.

3.2.3.8 Latent Involvement/Participation

Unlike actual neighboring behavior, a separatectiire of community experience
that capturetatent behavior potential has been identified in a nundfeseparate studies
(Townshend 2001, 2002). This is a composite featiia¢ summarizes a set of related
features concerning people’s willingness to helfeaing that neighborly assistance is
non-obligatory and the ways in which people beliwar neighbors are willing to help
one another. This is an affective trait becausgo#s not concern past or measurable
behaviors—rather it captures how people feel onkhihey may behave in given
situations. There seems to be only tangential egelethat this type of community
experience has been considered by students ofsacadty.

For example, Perkins et al. (1990) argue that rgelametropolitan areas several
dimensions of community social environment mayddated to community participation.
Particularly, social contact such as informal muassistance and neighboring behavior
that allows residents to become better acquaintedddiscuss shared problems, which
provide an impetus toward collective action. Samp@®03) argues that it is the linkage
of mutual trust and shared expectations for int@ng on behalf of the common good
that defines the neighborhood context of what tbaly collective efficacy. It is this
collective efficiency that brings about the likeldd that neighbors could be counted on

to take action if need be.
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Hedley (1985) discusses an earlier time in cettaérta — the inter-war and early
post-war period — when rural people enjoyed a mtistivay of life that was based on
considerable cooperation and mutual self-help, &l ws a deep involvement in
community life. “Neighbors were relied on and sougfter to provide support in many
areas of life” (Hedley 1985, p29). This period refédo a time when most of the
population on the prairies consisted of rural fasneho struggled to survive the long,
harsh winters and hot, dry summers with limitechtexdogy and very lean bank accounts.
It was a time when mutual cooperation was a stapleiral society. Farmers today are
much more self-reliant due to technological innawa& and advances in farming
techniques and practices. In addition, many rsidents lead a commuting lifestyle and
do not necessarily work in a rural setting but eatinavel to larger urban centers for their
employment, this effectively distances people frii@ir neighbors and draws the focus
of most rural people’s lives specifically to theiorkplace and their families.

Hughes (1987) contends that the stereotypical clexiastics of rural life as
described above have also “declined as changesmityf composition have affected the
availability of labour” (p31). He argues that thectine of community can be seen in the
fact that although networks remain in rural commiasi they must be “sought out in
bowling alleys, curling rinks and other such cotg&xp32). Hughes (1987) maintains
that the reason for this decline in mutual aid rbaytraced to economics. People have
become self-centered bottom liners; in other woild#here is no financial benefit for
them then why get involved. However, Hughes (198¥%s on to contradict himself and
states that sometimes the non-obligatory lifestfierural people still does exist. He

argues that many rural people do not hesitate fer dfieir assistance or services when
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they see a need; it just does not happen as ofteaube people are much more self-
sufficient than they were in the past.

Although the rural focus on latent mutual aid msited, the literature does seem to
point to a type of convergence. Rural people aem $e be more urban-like in that there
are decreasing levels and beliefs of latent padtoon, a greater feeling that reciprocity
is more calculated than it was in the past, andnses that mutual aid is becoming more

kin-oriented than neighbor-oriented.

3.2.3.9 Common Values/Morality

A personal value is a belief or philosophy that lmesning to an individual. Whether
we are consciously aware of them or not, everygrehas a core set of personal values
that may range from a belief in hard work, purpasd punctuality to self-reliance and
concern for others. These personal values are dheamental building blocks of
morality; in essence, they define what is right amdng.

A moral community is one that has a relatively aehé social network that creates
and supports meaningful, formal community orgamirest (Johnson & Mullins 1990).
Such a moral community provides common goals amdramon social and historical
context within which to view one’s life, and thesgcial networks encourage and sustain
adherence to a common vision (Coakes & Bishop 1996)

A locale to which such shared beliefs of a popatastrongly attach is symbolic of a
common vision in rural communities (Hummon 1986Jr& residents are often a more
homogeneous group who value conservative and itvadltviews that provide a set of

common values and goals to a community (Atkin 2@&;nett & Mencken 2002; Bell
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1992; Bryant & Joseph 2001; Donnermeyer & Barcla@® Hazen 2000; Heather et al.
2005; Jobes 1999; Smith & Krannich 2000). Hencepystudies show that rural regions
have higher levels of perceived moral homogeneity eommunity-oriented lifestyles.
These moral similarities are important featuregermeinschaft social relations that have
coherent social networks creating meaningful comityuarganization (Brint 2001;
Coakes & Bishop 1996).

The rural literature on common values within the&ure of community seems to be
limited. However, due to the relative homogeneitywal society a divergence may still

exist between rural and urban lifestyles in thigipalar dimension.

3.2.3.10 Sense of Community/Belonging/Empathy

A sense of community refers to the feeling of bglog in a group and the absence
of a sense of community may lead to feelings oéredtion, isolation and loneliness
(Sarason 1974). Furthermore, a strong sense of cmityrhas been linked to improved
well-being, empowerment and life satisfaction (dka& Wandersman 1990; Prezza &
Costantini 1998). Sense of community is also cémdrgéhe idea of social capital, which
is generated from community networks, belongingypavation, reciprocity, and mutual
trust (Putnam 1993, 2000). Moreover, sense of conityyulike social capital, may be
viewed as both an individual and collective reseutttat provides personal as well as
communal benefits (Castle 2002).

“Sense of community is a feeling that members hafveelonging, a feeling that
members matter to one another and to a group, afdhred faith that members’ needs

will be met through their commitment to be togeth@icMillan & Chavis 1986, p9).
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The McMillan & Chavis (1986) study shows that theosgest predictors of sense of
community are expected length of community residesatisfaction with the community
and the number of neighbors identified by name. ifThesearch revealed that
psychological sense of community could be defimgthle following four dimensions: 1)
membership — feelings of belonging and sharingu®)lment of needs — integration and
reinforcement, 3) influence — sense of mattering mraking a difference, and finally 4)
shared emotional connections — belief that membave shared and will share history,
common places, time together, and similar expeegnEurthermore, these dimensions
are based on five factors: a) informal interactwith neighbors, b) safety — having a
good place to live, c) pro-urbanism — privacy andrgymity, d) neighboring preferences
— frequent neighbor interaction, and e) localisrapiions and desire to participate in
neighborhood affairs. (McMillan & Chavis 1986).

Students of rural society have discovered thatethgran increased psychological
sense of community in rural areas over that of mrbanes and that this increased sense
of community (or gemeinschaft) is an integral pafrtthe rootedness that is especially
prevalent in the attitudes of rural people (Obstle2002a, 2002b; Prezza & Constantini
1998; Turcotte 2005; Bell 1992). Research showsalsense of belonging, intimacy and
cohesion is present and maintained in rural regaaitBng to an overall positive sense of
community (Coakes & Bishop 1996; Lev-Wiesel 2003)wever, conflicting evidence is
mentioned by Naples (1994, cited in Hoyt et al. )9 that there are decreases in a
sense of cohesion amongst rural people becausepefcaived diminished satisfaction
with community life due to social isolation and letgssness resulting in a loss of sense

of control.
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There is also suggestive evidence that identibcatvith a community may be an
important aspect of psychological sense of commuaitd that civic community and
organizations lend themselves to foster communithesion and contribute to a
resident’s social and economic well-being, qualityife and self-identity (Fisher & Sonn
1999, cited in Obst et al. 2002a; Tolbert et ab2®ramston et al. 2002).

It is probable that higher levels of sense of comitywexist in rural areas (Obst et al.
2002b). Therefore, it is possible that a convergeoicrural and urban attitudes in this

dimension will take place at a slower rate and @kmger period of time.

3.3 Summary

This chapter has attempted to amalgamate the vdwmst and present research
concerning the experiential structure of place-camites, specifically in terms of
Canada’s rural areas — including the differentratly degrees of rurality. The rural
literature has, to some extent, shown that an tipaed model of experiential community
character is possible, and unique and distinctivactires could span the Behavioral,
Cognitive and Affective Domains of rural sociaklisimilar to that of past urban studies.
Insights drawn from the rural literature illustradetrend towards convergence within
several dimensions of community structure as wall haghlighting a number of
similarities that may be linked to the ideas set iauthe social capital literature. This
chapter has set the stage for the exploratory sisabf the empirical structure of rural
residents’ community experiences located in Chaptdihe next chapter turns to the data
and methodology employed to explore the questidreommunity structure, well-being

and the differences in community experience by eegf rurality.
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Chapter 4

Data and Methodology

4.1 Study Area

The empirical focus of this thesis is on rural conmity. The conceptual problem of
defining “rural” was outlined in Chapter 2. Onetbe most commonly used definitions
for rural social research in Canada is the Rura &mall Town (RST) definitiond{
Plessiset al. 2001). The RST definition essentially imtda all geographic space outside
of defined Census Metropolitan Areas (CMAS) and stenAgglomerations (CAs). This
space can be further differentiated according ® dlegree of influence these places
experience from CMAs and/or CAs, since all Censulsd&isions in Canada outside of
CMAs and CAs are classified according to Metropolitnfluenced Zones (MIZs). Thus,
RST may include CSDs (municipalities and/or ruralumties) that are in Strong,
Moderate, Weak, or No Influence zones based priynan commuting patterns or place
of work-flows. The MIZ concept is therefore a sgate measure for thdegree of
rurality. This study adopts the RST definition ofal, as it also allows for an exploratory
analysis of the ways in which the experiential disiens of place-community may differ
within rural space by degree of rurality.

The study area was chosen with two objectives imdmi) to include a significant
area of the rural hinterland surrounding the Latlde CA, so as to establish a basis for
future comparison with previous research of thisdkbased on neighborhoods within
Lethbridge, and 2) to include a range of differ®fZ regions to ensure a variety of

different degrees of rurality were included in stedy. The chosen study area (Figure
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4.1) encompasses a region in southern Alberta ocayéi7,025 square kilometers with a
population of approximately 58,306 rural and srt@hn (RST) residents surrounding the
city (CA) of Lethbridge. There are 3,061 farmshe study area, which are dominated by
the following three types: beef cattle farms (42%heat farms (13%) and grain and
oilseed farms (15%). In particular, Lethbridge Ciyusupports the highest concentration

of confined feeding operations (CFOSs) in the progin
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Figure 4.1 Study Area: RST surrounding Lethbridge by MIZs (de  grees of rurality)
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Agriculture is the primary industry of southern Atba, which is also quite sparsely
populated in order to support this industry (seeblda4.l for details). These
characteristics provide the backdrop for the stgpacal way of life often associated with
rural people. But as we will see, that nostaldeeslyle may in fact be a thing of the past

and this study may help to shed some light on de& iof converging urban and rural

lifestyles.
Table 4.1 Population Density and Land Area, 2001
Area Name Population density/ _ Land area
square km in square km
Cardston County 1.3 3,416.20
Lethbridge County 3.5 2,838.80
Warner County 0.8 4,516.10
MD Willow Creek 1.2 4,560.40
TOTAL 15,331.50

Source: Statistics Canada

This is a relatively prosperous study area in wlachigh degree of corporatization
of agriculture is evident. Figure 4.2 shows that éawerage household income in the study

region is on par with the national average of $60,0er year (Statistics Canada 2001).

Average Household Income, 2001
62,000
60,000 -
58,000 -
()
§ 56,000 -
=
= 54,000 -
52,000 -
50,000 ‘ ‘
Cardston Lethbridge  Warner Willow
County County County Creek
Census Subdivisions
Figure 4.2 Average Income in the Study Area

Source: Statistics Canada
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4.2 Data
Three distinctive types of data were obtained fraraurvey questionnaire of local

residents (see Appendix A).

4.2.1 Data Pertaining to Behavioral, Cognitive and\ffective Features of
Community Experience

Given that the experiential structure of local commity is being operationalized as a
set of behavioral, cognitive and affective featweplace-based experience, the principal
data set for this analysis was derived from a surugestionnaire designed to tap into
these characteristics. The survey instrument allyimesigned by Townshend (2001) for
use in urban neighborhoods formed the basis fod#segn of items to be included, but
the instrument and included items were substapntiaflodified. Every item was
scrutinized and/or modified to ensure its relevatcéhe rural context of this study. In
many cases revisions and re-wording of the questioe items were based on
information derived from the extensive literatuesiew of rural community (Chapter 3),
and new items were added to the survey in orddapointo what the rural literature
hinted might be potentially unique kinds of measweérural experience — such as family
and kin neighboring, mutual aid, environmental ances, and rural identity/symbolism.

A set of 53 variables was derived from these itéfmne were based on single item
scores, while others were derived as indices basedesponses to multiple items.
However, the variables were designed as potemitators of what may be 19 separate
structures of community experience as describe@hapter 3. Building upon findings

from a number of separate studies (e.g. Townsheridhagies 1999; Townshend 2001,
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2002) Table 4.2 summarizes the ways in which thgagables were initially
hypothesized to index the potentially unique betwalj cognitive and affective

dimensions of place-community in the rural studsaar

Table 4.2
Variables Used to Index Hypothesized Domains and Biensions
DOMAIN/
Possible CODE LABEL DESCRIPTION
Dimension
BEHAVIORAL
DOMAIN
rvla Distance to shopping Distance (km) traveled to grocery store
Facility Use rvle Perceived No. facilities | Perceived No. of facilities in local area
(Activity) - - oo -
rvig Average facility use Total weighted usage of all facilities used in
score area
2d Average neighboring No. of 10 nearest neighbors recognize, know by
interaction name, visit, and are friends
. No. of 10 nearest neighbors who have become
rv2g New friends .
close friends
Informal Interaction w2h Neighbor support Dependence on neighbors for support,
socialization and activities
rv2m Inqu of change in Perceived changes in visiting neighbors
visiting
rv2n Family neighboring Percentage of visiting with family neighbors
v3e Average mutual aid rl;rce)zrc:tl;]ency of asking neighbors for help in one
Mutual Informal rv3j Average mutual Perceived changes in neighbor assistance

Cooperation cooperative change

Dependence on family for support, socialization

rvdm Kin embeddedness L
and activities
o Membership in local voluntary organizations:
rvda Organization volume o
No. of organizations
Organizations rvab Organization Degree of involvement in organizations
dedication
rvac Relative dedication Relative dedication to organizations
5C Overall political Frequency of voting in municipal, provincial and
orientation federal elections
Political 5d Importance of voting Perceived advantages of voting for individual

and community

Degree of contact with individuals and
organizations that may be able to help
community

Perceived community support of local
government and non-government organizations
and agencies

Participation
Maintain extra local

rvbe .
ties

Average supportive

Supportive Milieu rvéb milieu
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COGNITIVE

DOMAIN
wab Average cognitive Perceived ability to map, locate and name
o : mapping places in local area
Cognitive Mappin - - - - :
9 pping ac Perceived cognitive Degree to which others in the local area think of
similarity a similar name for the community
vod Rural identity Perception that people in the community think of
themselves as more rural than urban
People Identity n9e IZ_)|st|nct|ve rural F_’erceptl_on t_ha}t ru_ral people believe that a rural
lifestyle lifestyle is distinctive from an urban one
Average people Perceived similarity of age, wealth, behavior,
rvoh . . . . .
identity appearance, ethnicity, rurality, and commonality
AFFECTIVE
DOMAIN
willa Financial symbolism of | Perceived degree of prosperity of local
place community
Place Symbolism wilb Status symbolism of Degree to which residence signifies financial
place success
ilc Rural symbolism of Perceived degree to which outsiders consider
place community to be typical of rural places
rvl2a Rootedness Degree of attachment to area
Sentiment & 12b Environmental Degree of attachment to area based upon
Attachment attachment physical environment
i2c Social attachment Degr_ee of_ attachment to area based upon social
relationships
ni3a Relative satisfaction Relative satisfaction Wlth present community
compared to others lived in
n13b Relative desirability Relative desirability Qf present community
. compared to others lived in
Evaluation & - - . - :
A : General evaluation of | Average of relative satisfaction and relative
ppraisal rvi3c . S OIE
community desirability
Degree of satisfaction with local community in
Average personal S .
rvl3e / . . general (facilities, programs, schools, income
community satisfaction . !
generation & physical appearance
. . Perception there may be elements of social
rvlda Social nuisances . - .
disorder in the local community
Perception the physical environment of the local
Nuisances & rvl4b Physical nuisances \(;gnmdrglLiJ:rlrt]y may be subject to trash and
Annoyances - - -
. . Perception there may be environmental issues
rvli4c Environmental issues .
that negatively affect the local area
nidd Corporate concerns Perception of resistance to large-scale
corporate farms
w15b Average security Percelve_d safety/security of local area or
community
Safety & Security i5e Trust Believe people are essentially good and can be
trusted
159 Suspicion index D.egree to WhICh. people in chal commumty are
friendly, supportive, welcoming and trusting
i6e Individual Personal power/influence in opposing unwanted
intrapersonal power development in the area
Empowerment =t . - - - -
i6d Individual interactional | Group power/influence in opposing unwanted
power development in the area
Place Appearance wi7a Appearance rating Rating of_ tidiness/maintenance of local
community
Latent Involvement rvi8b Average latent aid _ Expectgd willingness of neighbors to help out
& Participation. isc Perceived change in Perception nowadays one must ask for help

reciprocal aid

rather than aid being volunteered
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nv19a Relative beauty Rating of .beauty of local community compared
. to others in study area
Aesthetics - ; ; -
Unique perception of Perception that urban dwellers have a different
rvli9b
rural beauty sense of the beauty of the rural landscape
- Perceived commonality with neighbors about
Average similar . L .
rv20b ; what is important in life and what is proper moral
community values . ;
and social behavior
Common Values Newcomer values in P.ercelved attitude that newcomers have
rv20c " different values than long-term residents of the
rural communities area
n20d Relative morality P_er_ceptlon that 10 nearest neighbors have
similar character and standards
n21la Belonging Feeling that respondents ‘truly belong’ in the
local area
Empathy & n21b Sense community To what gxtent does the area provide a sense of
: community
Belonging . P
Index of cohesion (average indicators:
rv21d Cohesion belonging, sense of community, feeling at home,
loyalty to others, fellowship)

Source: Townshend, 1.J. and Davies, W. K.D. (1999) “Identifying the Elements of Community Character: A
Case Study of Community Dimensionality in Old Age Residential Areas” Research in Community Sociology
9: 219-251

4.2.2 Data Pertaining to Well-Being

The concept of well-being was described in Chaptd?revious studies have shown
that urban communities or neighborhoods exhibitigh ldegree of spatial variation in
measures of well-being and that, to some exteasetlvariations can be accounted for by
selected dimensions of community experience (Toendh2001). This thesis also
studies this relationship and aims to understandmgasures of well-being are
differentiated within rural space, as well as thdeet to which rural community
structures can explain these variations of welkgen rural communities.

Based on the method described by Campbell et af6)] the survey instrument
contained items required to measure the index @ré@\Life Satisfaction (OLS) as well
as the Index of General Affect (IGA), which are d¢oned into a global measure called
the Index of Well-Being (IWB). This has been showwrbe a robust index (Campbell et
al. 1976). It is also the same method used by Thems (2001) to quantify well-being in

the Lethbridge neighborhoods, and so for future manmson purposes it is a logical
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extension to use the same measurement approaahaimiifgfing well-being in the rural
communities surrounding Lethbridge. The OLS is rglg-item measure based on a
seven-point Likert scale; whereas the IGA is theumef an eight-item series measured
on a seven-point semantic differential scale (Retnin1998; Townshend 2001). The
IWB, derived from the sum of these two measurea,demposite index ranging in values
from a minimum of 2 (the lowest level of well-be)rtg a maximum of 14 (the maximum

level of well-being).

4.2.3 Geo-Demographic Data

In addition to the community experiential indicat@nd the items required for the
measurement of well-being, the survey instrumemntaioed an array of geographic and
demographic questions. Place of residence and |posde information were important
for the subsequent coding of respondents to th&b @f residence as well as for
assigning and aggregating respondents by the eliffdvllZ categories. Age, education,
household, family structure, tenure, and farm on-fom designation data were also
collected. It is beyond the scope of this thesiexplore detailed variations or differences
in community structure or well-being by family, age other demographic attributes,
although where appropriate some of these implinatiovill be referenced in the

discussion of the results.

4.2.4 Sample Frame and Sampling Strategy

The sample frame consists of 17,349 (StatisticsaGan2001) RST households

within the study area. A complete assemblage gd@dkible household mailing addresses
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was not possible and is problematic in rural akgasre many farm households retrieve
mail from post office boxes in the nearest muniliipaA self-selection approach to
sampling was therefore considered. The samplirsdegly aimed to obtain approximately
350 useable responses, which is a reasonable saimpléo make inferences about very
large populations. A sample size of n = 384 is meguto make inferences about a large
population with a 95% confidence level and a caeniick limit of (+/-) 5% error (Dixon
& Leach 1978). Budgetary considerations precludeguashot’ mail-out questionnaire
sent to all households in the region, so a mogetad approach was chosen.

The survey questionnaire was produced in two fasmathard-copy printed form
designed for mail-out and mail return, as well asveb-based version for online
completion, designed to be administered througlnia tparty fee-for-service survey
hosting company (SurveyMonkey.com). Voluntary mapation in the survey (using
either format) was solicited using two differenpamaches:

1. Field visits to municipalities in the study areare made for the purposes of
contacting local officials and non-profit organipais, explaining the survey
and for posting advertisements in public placesnigipal offices and in
local business establishments. Some municipal ialficalso agreed to
publish information regarding the survey in thealocommunity newsletter
or community newspaper. Information was providedtha brochures and
newsletters on how to contact the researcher tairolst hard-copy of the
survey or on how to access the survey via theneter

2. The University of Lethbridge issued a pressasteoutlining the nature and

purpose of the study in October 2005. This resulteé radio interview
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(December 2005; CBC/Radio Canada; French Affilkaligerta) and a front-

page story about this research in tteghbridge Heraldnewspaper (Tipper,

November 14 2005). This newspaper has wide cincuathroughout the

study region, ensuring that most households instiuely area were made
aware of the survey.

The vast majority (96%) of respondents completezl Web-based version of the
survey. In hindsight, the sampling strategy used wat optimal as only 107 valid
responses were obtained before the online surveyteraninated after five months of
exposure. Based on sample size equations thisda®wa 95% confidence level with a

confidence limit of (+/-) 9.5% (Dixon & Leach 1978)

4.3 Methodology

Different methods and technical procedures werel@yed to empirically address
the three distinctive objectives of the thesisioatl in Chapter 1.

The first objective is an exploratory analysis dfetempirical structure or
dimensionality of place-community experience fdrraspondents in the study area, as
well as an empirical assessment of the levels dflveeng found in these communities.

Principal Component Analysis (PCA), a form of facemalysis, was applied to a
data matrix of n=107 cases by 53 variables. Thia mdmmonly used method in such
studies, as it is a data reduction technique tloatomly reduces complexity but also
identifies underlying structure inherent in the adaPCA identifies a relatively small
number of components or dimensions (factors) thathe used to represent sets of highly

interrelated or correlated variables. These commksneessentially represent
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mathematically distinctive constructs or dimensjowhich can also be considered as
‘composite’ variables defined as an amalgam oftedldraits. They are mathematically
distinctive because each component derived is gathal to every other, although some
optional rotation algorithms such as Direct Oblinalfow the interpretation of partially
correlated axes.

In this analysis, non-normality of some of the ahles meant the PCA was applied
to a matrix of Spearman Rank Correlation Coeffitsgmot the more commonly used
Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficientss Tfinot a common practice, but it
has been used elsewhere and is in fact recomméndedh cases (Davies 1984; Mearns
et al. 2000) In practice, Pearson Coefficients iadpto theranks of the original data
produce identical results, which is the techniecacpdure used here.

This analysis experimented with a range of diffefRRGA solutions, using the default
extraction criteria (i.e. Eigenvalue 1), as well as extractions with fewer or more
components. Also, both orthogonal rotations (Vaxnand oblique rotations (Direct
Oblimin) were investigated to determine which solutproduced the most stable and
interpretable results. Finally, for a variety ofigmns, the utility of the separate variables
was examined to ensure that the component solutem capturing the majority of the
variance of the variables — or obtaining high comaiites.

After settling on a 16 component Varimax soluti@@mponent Scores were derived
for every respondent, using the regression methHodcores. Component Scores are
essentially standard normal scores for each conmpoméence, the method described
above was used to identify the number and interginet character of the separate

components; and also to apply a standardized mneas@very respondent on each of the
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separate scales of community structure. Furthermfune each respondent a single
measure of well-being, the IWB, was derived from itlems on the survey instrument.
The second objective is to test whether or nofiritensityor average traitsof these
experiential structures, as well as levels of wellng, is differentiated within rural space,
specifically according to the degree of ruralityl@vregions) of the respondents. One-
way ANOVA was the method used to examine theseemiffces. However, before
proceeding with this analysis every respondent twatle identified as belonging to a
unique group or MIZ category. By geocoding evergpandent’s postal code to their
CSD of residence, it was then possible to idergifgry respondent according to which
MIZ category they were a resident of, since all GS3ite assigned a MIZ classification by
Statistics Canada. ANOVA tests whether the meanthefdifferent groups (i.e. MIZ
groups in this study) are significantly differem. this case, the analysis tests for: a)
differences in mean Component Scores for each eflth dimensions extracted in the
PCA analysis and b) differences in mean IWB scdogsiMIZ category. Post-Hoc tests
using Tukey's Honestly Significant Difference (HSBgsts were used to assess the
significant differences between means. Once the YAOhas determined that
differences exist among the means, a post hocstedt as Tukey's HSD is able to
determine which means actually differ. Essentiallylkey's HSD measures the
difference between each individual mean. Tukey'sDH&etermines how large the
difference between the means of any two particgl@ups must be in order to be
regarded as significant. This type of range teshtifies homogeneous subsets of means

that are not different from each other.
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The last objective is to determine the extent toictvhcommunity experience
(community dimensionality) accounts for, or expfiobserved variations in the degree
of well-being amongst rural people in the studyaare short, it aims to measure the
extent to which ‘community matters’ for well-beilagd what types of place-community
experience are the key predictors of well-beinghis rural context. Stepwise Multiple
Regression (MR) is the technique used to invedidghis relationship, in which the
Component Scores on the 16 separate community iergal dimensions (i.e.
independent variables) are regressed against thg ddéres (the dependent variable).
Stepwise MR simplifies multiple regression equati@md is a combination of forward
and backward selection procedures. Forward sefettgyins with no predictors in the
regression equation — the predictor that has thadsit correlation with the criterion
variable is entered into the equation first andrdst of the variables are entered into the
equation depending on the contribution of eachipted Backward elimination begins
with all predictor variables in the regression dgumaand sequentially removes them. In
Stepwise MR variables are removed from the modilday become insignificant as other
predictors are added. Stepwise MR is different tiweio types of multiple regression
because the number of predictors to be selectethanarder of entry are both decided by
statistical criteria — e.g. entry and removal crae. For example, in standard multiple
regression the researcher decides how many preslitdoenter and all the predictors
enter the regression model simultaneously and hiegarchical multiple regression the
researcher decides how many predictors to enteredisas the order in which they are

entered (Robinson 1998; Spicer 2005).
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4.4 Summary
This chapter has described the relevance and clobisaudy area and summarized

the characteristics of the region. As well, it lbadlined the logic behind the design of the
survey instrument and items required to address dbgectives of this thesis.
Additionally, it has described the various kindsdata to be analyzed, and explained and
justified the methods and technical procedures usé¢lde analysis of this data. The next
chapter examines the empirical results from thelyens and discusses the findings with
reference to the objectives of the thesis in teainthe broader ideas and literature of

community in rural settings.
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Chapter 5

Results and Discussion

5.1 Introduction
This chapter reports the empirical evidence ofdtugly. The results and discussion

are organized around the three major objectivéseémpirical study.

5.2 Characteristics of the Sample

The sample represented a diverse group of peoplegth of residence ranged from
less than one year to 54 years, with an averagksb& years, and the majority (60%)
were first generation residents. Home ownership thasdominant form of tenure, with
97% reporting they owned their own homes. In teomglace of residence, 31% lived on
the farm, while 12% considered themselves rural-faom. The majority (51%)
considered themselves as “rural small town”, whuldy 6% reported living in urban
areas.

The demography of the sample was also diverse, 4@% males and 54% females
responding. The age of respondents shows thatatimgle was relatively middle aged or
mature adult. Only 4% were less than 40 years ef 83§% were aged 40-59, 48% aged
60-79, and 13% aged 80 or more. In terms of mastetus, only 17% of the sample was
single. The majority (74%) was married or elseng/icommon-law (5%). Only 3% were
divorced, and only 1% widowed.

The size of households varied considerably, fropefdson to 14 persons. However,

44% of the sample lived in one or two person hoalsklh) while another 38% lived in
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three or four person households. Perhaps as actiefleof the age structure of
respondents, childless households were quite commitin 41% reporting no children
living at home. However, 38% reported one or twddcan at home, while only 21%
reported three or more children residing at home.

Income and educational characteristics were alserske and show a relatively well-
off and well-educated sample. Only 3% of the sameported gross household income
below $20,000 per annum (p.a.), and only 21% repomcomes below $40,000 p.a.
Almost half (48%) of respondents reported incomeshe $40,000 to $80,000 range.
Nearly one third (30%) had incomes greater than(Gk&Dp.a. and 18% reported incomes
greater than $100,000 p.a. The levels of educdtiackhievement were also relatively
high for a rural population. Only 2% had less tlaahigh school diploma, while another
11% had achieved at least a high school diplomaufl27% reported some form of
post-secondary education (non-university), whiléo@iad attended some university, with

38% having obtained one or more university degrees.

5.3 The Experiential Structure of Place-Communityamongst Rural Residents

The rationale for the choice of Principal Compondmalysis (PCA) as the
methodology for identifying the dimensional struetuof rural place-community
experience from the data set of 53 experientiakbées was described in Chapter 4. In
this case the PCA was performed using SPSS. Theretveo commonly applied
techniques to help determine the optimal numbe&oafiponents or dimensions to extract
in a PCA: Cattell's Scree Test and the ‘step-chamgthe magnitude of communalities

(Davies 1984).
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By default, most PCA algorithms stop the extractidrcomponents at Eigenvalue
1.0. Eigenvalues measure the relative importan@ach component extracted, but it is a
measure that must be understood in terms of thebaurmf variables in the analysis.
Eigenvalues greater than 1 indicate that a comgoiseaccounting for more variance
than a single variable in the analysis. Eigenvalass than 1 indicate that the component
accounts for less variance than one input variddece, the ‘factoring process’ is no
longer achieving data reduction. This is why theidsl default cut-off value in factor
analysis is an Eigenvalue of 1. However, thereathing sacred about Eigenvalue 1.0
and many have suggested that a more appropriategtris to look for a break in the

slope of eigenvalues. This information is commatipwn in a Scree Plot (Figure 5.1).

Distribution of Eigenvalues
for Social Dimensions

1.200=

1.100=

Evidence of Break

Eigenvalue
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0.900=
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Component Extraction Number

Figure 5.1 Evidence of a Break via Cattell Scree Plot

Figure 5.1 shows that the first major break ofglope in eigenvalues occurs after 16
components have been extracted. Extraction of a&ndegnth results in a sudden

flattening of the curve, such that the eigenvalmethie seventeenth component is only
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marginally lower than that for the sixteenth comgin Thus, the scree plot points to a
16-component solution as the optimal one.

The second method, which usually reinforces thdenge from the scree test, is an
analysis of communalities. Communalities are thewm of variance of each variable
that has been captured by all of the componentaertd. As more components are
extracted, the communalities of all variables valivays increase. Usually, one is
concerned to ensure that communalities are asdsgiossible and at least as high as 0.5,
since a communality less than 0.5 means that th& $dlution has only captured less
than half of the variance of a variable; hence vgable is not particularly useful in the
analysis. But there is a point where there mayidpessof a major jump or ‘step-change’
in the magnitude of the communalities, indicatingtype of stabilization. This

information is shown in Table 5.1.

Table 5.1 Justification for 16 Factors via Cmmunalities
No. of Number of Com ooneil;s Extracted
Communalities >_ | ) | 15 | 16 | defauly | 18 | 19
0.1 53 53 53 53 53 53
0.2 53 53 53 53 53 53
0.3 53 53 53 53 53 53
0.4 53 53 53 53 53 53
0.5 51 51 52 53 53 53
0.6 40 45 50 51 52 52
0.7 28 32 37 38 43 46
0.8 11 13 13 15 19 24
0.9 2 2 3 3 4 5

Note: Total Variables = 53

It can be seen from Table 5.1 that extracting lmpmnents rather than 16 only
marginally increases the number of variables wiimmunalities greater than or equal to
0.5, 0.6 and 0.7. This signals that a 16-comporsehition may be more efficient.

Comparing the 15-component solution to the 16-camepb solution shows that an
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important ‘step-change’ seems to occur at 16 compin Extracting 16 over 15
components results in a fairly substantial incraasthe number of the input variables
that have communalities greater than or equal@af@d 0.7. In other words, sixteen is a
better solution because it has captured a lot@f#driance of many more variables. This
method also justifies the extraction of a 16-congmdrsolution.

The chosen 16-component solution accounts for 7&b6fte variance of the original
data matrix and includes components ranging fron@%%9o 1.9% of the variance. The

related eigenvalues and percentage variance infamia given in Table 5.2.

Table 5.2 Total Variance Explained
Initial Eigenvalues
Component | Eigenvalue | % of Variance Cumulative %
1 10.089 19.035 19.035
2 3.711 7.002 26.037
3 3.202 6.042 32.079
4 2.957 5.579 37.658
5 2.369 4.469 42.127
6 2.068 3.902 46.028
7 1.980 3.736 49.764
8 1.818 3.431 53.195
9 1.750 3.301 56.496
10 1.599 3.016 59.512
11 1.479 2.790 62.302
12 1.393 2.628 64.929
13 1.242 2.343 67.273
14 1.183 2.232 69.504
15 1.112 2.099 71.603
16 1.026 1.936 73.539
17 1.009 1.904 75.443

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Two measures provide additional information ondhbeeptability of this model (see
Table 5.3). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measuresaimpling adequacy uses partial
correlations and simple correlations to explain fbasibility of the entire model. The

closer the value is to 1, the better the modekesih means the partial correlations are
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small. Because PCA looks for the connection otledl variables, a simple correlation is
better because the area common to all the variagbliesger. The value of KMO ranges
between 0 and 1; a value over 0.6 indicates a lawgdap and a large common area. The
KMO value for this analysis is 0.623; thus indiogtiit is feasible to perform a PCA of
this particular set of variables.

Bartlett’'s test of sphericity is a sensitive tethe hypothesis that the correlations in
a correlation matrix are zero — that it is an idgnnhatrix made up of 1's and 0's. The
approximate chi-square value shows how far theiqudatr model is from the identity
matrix. Therefore, a large value for chi-square anldw significance indicates that the
observed differences have not occurred by chamggesting it is viable to proceed with
the PCA. This would then mean that the two tablessagnificantly different from one
another. The approximate chi-square of this mosgle2017.509 and the significance is
0.000; therefore indicating that the correlatiortnas unlikely to be an identity matrix.

Table 5.3 KMO and Bartlett's Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure 623
of Sampling Adequacy

Approx. Chi-Square 2017.509

Bartlett's Test of
Sphericity df 1378

Sig. .000

A variety of rotation procedures, including Varim@xthogonal) and Direct Oblimin
(oblique), which enhance the interpretability ofe ttomponent loadings, or the
dimensional structure, were investigated. A Varimatation was chosen as a suitable
rotation and since it is orthogonal, also ensutes tomponents remain perfectly
distinctive or uncorrelated. The rotated componeatlings, which provide the main
information necessary to interpret the structureé @reaning of the separate dimensions,

are shown in Table 5.4.
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Table 5.4

Component Loadings (Varimax Rotation, Fist Order Only)

Component

1 2

3

4

5

6

7

rv21b: sense community .860

rv21d: cohesion .836

rvl2c: social attachment .821

rv2la: belonging .781

rv15g: suspicion index -.603

rvl2a: rootedness .494

rvl3e: avg prsnl comm sat 434

rvl3c: gen eval comm .919

rv13b: relative desirability .877

rvl3a: relative satisfaction .866

rv2d:

avg neighbo interact .783

rv2g:

new friends 717

rv3e:

avg mutual aid .699

rvoh:

avg people identity

.890

rvoe:

distinct rural lifestyle

.831

rvod:

rural identity

.804

rv18c: prcv chng recip aid

.720

rvl8b: avg latent aid

.623

rvbe:

all political orient

.593

rvbd:

importance of voting

.533

rveb:

avg supportive milieu

.361

rvab:

organ dedication

.901

rv4a:

organization volume

.863

rvlg:

avg facility use score

.558

rvbe:

mntn extra local ties

401

rvam

: kin embeddedness

716

rvle:

prcv number facilities

.692

rv2m

. index chng visiting

.663

rv3j: avg mutual coop chng

.573

rvl4a: social nuisances

.850

rvl4b: physical nuisances

.815

rvl5b: average security

-.480

rvl4c: environ issues

.325

rv16d: indiv interact power

.801

rvl6c: indiv intraprsnl pwr

776

rvl5e: trust

401

Rotated Component Matrix (a) continued

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

rvlla: financial symbolism of place

.710

rvllb: status symbolism of place

.709

rvl7a: appearance rating

404

rv20c: newcomer values in rural communities

.812

rv20b: average similar community values

.523

rvla: distance to shopping

-.423

rv2n: family neighboring

.639

rvl2b: environmental attachment

.636

rv19b: unigue perception of rural beauty

591

rv8b: average cognitive mapping

.576

rv8c: perceived cognitive similarity

.533

rv2h: neighbor support

-.354

rvllc: rural symbolism of place

-.698

rvl9a: relative beauty

.645

rv14d: corporate concerns

.590

rv20d: relative morality

-.567

v4c: relative dedication

.839

Note: All values < ¥9.3%have been suppressed
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Rather than interpret and discuss these in ternttseobrder extracted, for the sake of
linkage to the ideas presented in Chapters 2 atitk8e will be discussed in terms of the
character of these dimensions with respect to thleaBioral, Cognitive and Affective

Domains of community experience.

5.3.1 The Behavioral Domain

This domain is expressively experiential and cdas™ the behavioral features
based upon the interactions of people. Therefateracting with neighbors, belonging to
organizations, using facilities, and helping outewhrequired are typical of the behavior
of rural people in this study area. Five of the poments from the PCA analysis
represent predominantly behavioral dimensions afiroanity experience. The attributes
of these dimensions and a short title, derived feominterpretation of the Component
Loadings, are summarized in Table 5.5.

Table 5.5 Component Loadings and Interpretation oBehavioral Dimensions

Extract | Variable - ; Component Title of
Order Code vermzlale s Loading lzVarimax) Dimensions
3 rvad average neighbor interaction 0.78 Neighboring/
rva2g new friends 0.72 Mutual Aid &
rv3e average mutual aid 0.70 Cooperation
5 rvl8c perceive change in reciprocal aid 0.72
rvl8b | average latent aid 0.62 Politics
rvse overall political orientation 0.59 Lafént
rv5d importance of voting 0.53 Participation
rvéb average supportive milieu 0.36
6 rvab organization dedication 0.90
rvda organization volume 0.86 Community
rvlg average facility use score 0.56 Organizations
rvbe maintain extra local ties 0.40
7 rv3m kin embeddedness 0.72 )
rvle perceived number facilities 0.69 Social ghange
rv2m index of change in visiting 0.66 Kin Embeddedness
rv3j average mutual cooperative change 0.57
16 véc relative dedication 0.84 Volunteerism
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5.3.1.1 Neighboring/Mutual Aid & Cooperation

Indicator variables distinguishing neighboring migtions including friendships and
mutual aid identify this dimension. Many rural segl(Jobes 1999; Smithers et al. 2004;
Tevis 2000, Wright & Rosenblatt 1987) discuss tteai of neighboring and neighbor
relations in terms of a declining penchant of nbming behavior that is no longer
applicable resulting in less supportive neighbbentthe past would indicate, e.g. barn-
raising and harvesting cooperatives. The urbanieduof Davies and Herberts’ (1993)
postulated elements of community character idedtithese interactions as experiential
features of behavior, informal interactions and ualtcooperation. Rural literature
indicates that neighboring behavior in rural comrties is a unique and distinct activity
that may be one of the changing elements that attiome separated the rural from the
urban. The positive component loadings (0.78, 00720) shown in Table 5.5 illustrate
that all the variables are positively correlated #mat each one in this component have
relatively the same importance in defining it. Rasgents with high positive component
scores on this dimension therefore simultaneousljage in higher levels of neighboring
interactions, have developed new friendship netwark their local community and,
compared to others, provide high levels of mutudla assistance to their neighbors.
However, the fact that neighboring interactions andtual aid emerge as a unique
dimension means that it is an important and disitiacstructure of rural community

experience — it is a unique way in which the rueagbondents are differentiated.
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5.3.1.2 Politics & Latent Participation

This dimension is defined by five variables that positively associated with each
other and provides a second distinctive sourcesbhbioral differentiation in this study.
The variables loading onto this dimension includerceived change in reciprocal aid
(0.72); latent aid (0.62); political orientation.§9); importance of voting (0.53); and
supportive milieu (0.36). These variables singletba respondents’ behavior in terms of
political activity and its importance to maintaigira sustainable rural lifestyle. People
with high positive component scores on this dimemsimultaneously have higher levels
of perceived social reciprocity, a strong sensd tie@ghbors are willing to provide
assistance if need be, are politically active, toxder social and political ties that may
protect the community in the event of unwanted tgweent. These combined features
mean that rural residents do perceive that in hglgne another and banding together
both politically and socially they are in an adwsgdous position in being able to sustain
the lifestyle they believe to be important.

Politics & Latent Participationcombined and factored into the Behavioral Domain
of the rural study whereas they were separate plitdbgtween the Behavioral Domain
and the Affective Domain (respectively) in Townstien(2001) urban study. Moreover,
Supportive Miliey a separate dimension in the Behavioral Domaithefurban study
blended into this dimension in the rural study. ikréhe rural research a possible
divergence in the dimension &upportive Milieuwas discovered. Rural communities
form tighter communal bonds and foster higher lew#l social capital in order to build
an environment of support that may not be as appareurban settings (Coakes &

Bishop 1996; Greiner et al. 2004; O’Brien et al91p With this strong element of inter-
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community support, rural residents then have thiétyalbo force change in political
structures that may affect their communities. Hetias track of thinking may cause the
dimension ofSupportive Milieubeing incorporated int®olitics & Latent Participation

in a rural setting.

5.3.1.3 Community Organizations

This unique source of differentiation amongst theak respondents in terms of their
community behaviors concerns the way in which they local community facilities. It is
defined by four variables that load onto this disien: the dedication, or intensity of
involvement, in local organizations (0.90); the nenof separate organizations in which
people participate (0.69); the frequency of usagaal community centers and other
facilities (0.56); and the extent to which peoplaimtain extra-local community social
ties (0.40). Therefore, respondents with high pegsitcomponent scores are highly
involved in local community organizations, whileoffe with negative component scores
exhibit very little participation, membership orvolvement in community-based
organizations.

Compared to previous urban studies where organizatimnemberships and facility
usage patterns were identified as separate stascifrownshend 2001, 2002), in this
rural study the two are conflated into a single elsion. This means that in rural areas
membership patterns and levels of formal involvetrae inextricably linked to usage
frequencies and patterns.

Rural lifestyles are possibly more compacted thdram lifestyles. This means that

in a rural community there may be fewer faciliteasd more organizations, both formal
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and informal. Rural residents tend to belong to yngroups in their communities in
order to maintain social ties. The maintenanceh type of social capital also utilizes
the facilities in the community of which there mag fewer than in an urban community.
In other words, living in a more ‘isolated’ commtyngives one the sense that there may
be fewer things to do than in an urban settingcsabciously directing people to lead
guite active social lives. Rural people also faebatly responsible for their community
and realize that if they do not work to make it@ggant environment in which to live and

socialize no one else will.

5.3.1.4 Social Change & Kin Embeddedness

Chapter 3 reported that an important and growingcem in the rural studies
literature is the recognition by rural people ttreir communities have undergone a great
deal of social change, that neighboring interastiarere being eroded and rural people
have become more kin-dependent than they wereermpést (Tevis 2000; Hofferth &
Iceland 1998; Meert 2000; Elder & King 1996). Faistreason a number of separate
items measuring such perceived changes in vispiaiterns and reliance on kin rather
than neighbors were included in the survey instmiméhe results of the PCA analysis
do in fact support the idea that this concept @iaachange and kin-embeddedness is a
unique structural feature of rural community sodif@ and behavior. This dimension is
defined by four variables with positive componesadings: the extent to which people
rely on family or kin rather than neighbors for mmait assistance (0.72); the perceived
number of facilities in their communities (0.69)etindex in change in visiting behaviors

(0.66); and the extent to which there has beengghan mutual cooperative or assisting
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behaviors (0.57). Hence, respondents with hightpescomponent scores on this axis
have become more kin-embedded — relying less an niegghbors, visit less frequently
with their neighbors than they did in the past, anel highly aware of the fact that there
has been an important change in these types dadlse@tions in their rural communities.
This demonstrates that family is an increasinglpontant part of the rural lifestyle
but that these lifestyles may be changing. Howenespondents indicated the changes in
visiting patterns existed due to a lack of timepeople’s schedules and when time was
available it was important to maintain existing fgnties over non-family social ties.
The issue of being ‘time-starved’ could be perceigs a decline in rural cooperative aid.
Rural literature suggests that rural residents @tooffer help anymore but rather have to
ask for it (Tevis 2000; Hedley 1985; Meert 2000;jrRer 2004a; Wright & Rosenblatt
1987) — a point that seems to echo the urban $y@eDand which also suggests that this

dimension may be a unique signifier of decoupling.

5.3.1.5 Volunteerism

Volunteerismis a unique structure of behavioral differentiatiamongst the rural
residents sampled in this study. The indicatoralde of relative dedication encompasses
the responses of the residents in their dedicatiomolunteer organizations and their
frequency of volunteerism within their communitid$e positive component loading of
0.84 explains that approximately 70% of the vamamcthis variable is captured within
this dimension. This identifies that dedicatiorvtdunteer organizations and volunteering
activities is still a very important feature of allcommunity life for some but not all —

rather, rural residents are highly differentiatedheir propensity to volunteer. The aspect
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of volunteering was separate from individual inwhent and participation in
organizations and this dedication to organizatwas relatively strong in this study area.
The element of volunteering was added to the rsitadly due to the popular social
capital research presented in community studiesytqéPutnam 1993, 2000, 2001).
Putnam (1993, 2000, 2001) deemed that volunteewsis a significant component to
what he termed ‘civic engagement’ and he conclutted differing levels of ‘civic
engagement’ was the social capital generated biga range of voluntary activities. He
found that where there were high levels of voluntaarticipation there were also high
levels of trust in others, strong expectations tither citizens will obey the laws, and
widely shared perceptions that regional politics kargely free from corruption. In his
major study,Bowling Alone(2000), Putnam documents in great depth the evelenc
showing that levels of civic engagement and volynparticipation have been in decline
since they reached a peak in the 1960s. Putnanm’k (#993) indicated a decrease in
volunteerism within communities and it was hypotbhed that one factor affecting this
decline was an increase in age and socioeconondlneeof the cohort of regular
volunteers. In general, Putnam (1993) found theglte of social capital were strongly
correlated with a number of social consequencek ascdower levels of violent crime,
lower mortality levels and higher levels of educati However, the finding here of a
unique dimension oYolunteerismwhich indicates that it is a feature that diffarates
rural people in terms of their scores or intensitywolunteering may also mean, in the
context of Putnam’s work, that not all rural peoplee contributing equally to the

formation of social capital in their local commues.
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5.3.2 The Cognitive Domain

This domain is concerned with how individuals thinkheir intellectual capabilities
and their understanding of themselves, their naghband their environment. These
cognitive features also include how influential pkeobelieve themselves to be in terms
of promoting and/or halting political and corporatgendas that may be taking place
around them. Three separate dimensions of commaeanrpgrience within the Cognitive
domain were identified from the PCA. The attributdsthese dimensions and a short

title, derived from an interpretation of the CompotLoadings, are summarized in Table

5.6.
Table 5.6 Component Loadings and Interpretation ofCognitive Dimensions
Extract | Variable : . Component . . .
Order Code Variable Titles Loading (Varimax) Title of Dimensions
4 rvOh aye_rag_e people !dentlty 0.89 Rural Place &
rvoe distinctive rural lifestyle 0.83 People Identity
rvod rural identity 0.80
9 rvl6d individual interactional power 0.80
rviée individual intrapersonal power 0.78 Empowerment/Trust
rvibe trust 0.40
13 rv8b average cognitive mapping 0.58
rv8c perceived cognitive similarity 0.53 Cognitive Mapping
rv2h neighbor support -0.35

5.3.2.1 Rural Place & People Identity

A unigue cognitive structure associated with an emshnding of people’s
homogeneity/heterogeneity has been identified banrstudies of this kind (Townshend
2001, 2002). In this rural study, a number of iteroscerning the uniqueness of rural
identities were also added to the survey instruméhe results of the PCA show that
indeed a unique dimension of cognitive identityséxiin rural areas and it is one that is
simultaneously associated with rurality and ruitdstyle. Three variables define this

component: the way in which people perceive eabbraib be socially homogeneous or
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heterogeneous in terms of social class, ethnigity socioeconomic status (0.89); the
extent to which respondents understand that theie distinctive rural lifestyle from

urbanites (0.83); and the extent to which peopkehsense of place identity with the
rural (0.80). Therefore, respondents with high esi component scores on this
dimension all have a high cognitive awareness olasthomogeneity in the communities
— they believe they are similar, have a strong tstdading that rural lifestyles are
unique from urban, and have a strong identity witral place. Conversely, some rural
people do not have these attributes; although thatehigh negative component scores
understand they live in a heterogeneous commuttigy do not believe rural lifestyles
are distinctive and have only a weak perceptiorudd! identity. This generally supports
the rural literature, which emphasizes rural pe@pld place identity as being important
(Chapter 3), but it also reminds us that it is ipalar source of differentiation of rural

people in terms of their intensities of these $rait

5.3.2.2 Empowerment/Trust

Three of the 53 indicator variables are correlateddefine a unique Cognitive
dimension labeled a€Empowerment/Trust individual interactional power (0.80);
intrapersonal power (0.78); and trust (0.40). bxtéonal power can be defined as the
perceived ability of a united group of people ipditical arena making a case against a
common threat such as a questionable land develtpmetheir community; and
intrapersonal power refers to an individual's peree ability to personally contact local
government officials in order to affect a questinlieadecision. The positive component
loadings shown in Table 5.6 mean that these thag@hles are all positively correlated

to define the broader construct Bipowerment/Trustalthough the magnitude of the
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loading for trust (0.40) means that it is not apamant as the empowerment variables in
defining this axis, since only 16% of the variamdehis variable is captured within this
component, allowing 84% of the variance to be gpr@zer the remaining dimensions.
This may be explained due to the fact that trusbrporates many factors relating to
social relationships with family, friends and sgars, as well as concerns with personal
safety issues. Hence, it would fit that charactiessof trust would be integrated into
other dimensions.

The element of trust, much like volunteerism, isapaount to the building blocks of
social capital (Putnam 2000). Discussions of saragital appear to be preoccupied with
discourse relating to the amount of trust presetitimva society, touting that trust may be
the most important element of social capital. Argats are made that a high level of
social capital promotes trust because trust is mwidespread within closed,
interconnected networks. On the other hand, therehmse who contend that trust itself
builds social capital because people are moreylikelinteract closely with those they
trust. Cohen and Prusak (2001) argue that socptataconsists of a stock of active
connections among people; it is the trust, mutuadeustanding, shared values, and
behaviors that bind the members of human netwomd eommunities to make
cooperative action possible. The basic premisegbiat the stock of active connections
enables people to build communities. Hence, haarggnse of belonging along with
concrete experiences within these social netwankeonjunction with relationships of
trust are beneficial to a society. It is a consenalDemocracy and TrugWarren 1999)
that generalized forms of trust are central todfeation of social capital, cooperation and

a robust civic life.
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Trust, like many indicators, is a cultural as wa#l a social construction and is
extremely subjective. A person’s level of trust elegs solely on their own personal
experiences and is shaped by their cultural andalseavironments. For instance, in
today’s society fear is propagated by the mediativaw (1999) stresses the media has
powerful influential forces on the public that maffect people’s perceptions, especially
in the realm of institutions. For example, politicacandals covered by media
conglomerates dramatize a story and may negatigfgct a person’s trust in their
government. Furthermore, this fear encourages usisand may lead to cynicism and a
lack of cooperation amongst people and in turn camtes. Age too may affect a
person’s level of trust. Life experiences mold aspaality, and with that are embedded
characteristics that allow a person the libertyrtst, or mistrust, those around them or
the organizations that affect their lives.

Putnam’s work (2000) also alludes to correlatioesMeen levels of education and
levels of trust. For example, people with highesele of education tend to have higher
levels of trust. Moreover, socioeconomic status &wkls of education also affect a
person’s point of view; optimism and pessimism boen of personal experiences and
lifestyles. It could be said that trust is a piet¢he puzzle connected to collective action
and social capital, it provides a link for socialeractions and associations, and in turn is
a product of them. Trust is treated as a kind ofaddact, a feature of collective action
that is effective and, in principle, measurablewduwer, it should be kept in mind that
there are those individuals who trust some peodplspme situations, some of the time.
We rely on trust in situations of uncertainty wathers and it is this type of trust that

makes everyday social action and interaction ptessibrust is both generalized and
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highly situational; one draws on resources of trastinely and often unconsciously, but
always in the context of specific settings and aloencounters.

It can be argued that trust between individuals legome trust between strangers,
which then leads to trust of a broad fabric of abanstitutions. Ultimately, that
interaction of trust could become a shared setbfes, virtues and expectations within a
society. It is the decay of such trust that redeacmaintain is a catalyst in the decline of
social capital in industrialized countries. Manysearchers contend that building or
rebuilding trust will consciously affect positiveramunity relations and increase levels
of social capital within a society.

An important difference observed in this dimens®the fact thaEmpowermenta
separate dimension in the urban research whichgadan the Affective Domainand
Trust (also an element in the Affective Domain undeafety/Securityn the urban
studies) factored into the Cognitive Domain anchimitthe same dimension in the rural
research. In the urban studies a sense of empowemas defined as a ‘feeling’ that one
had the power to change their communities (Towngh2®01). Whereas in the rural
study empowerment seems to be considered more‘mdreeption’ — what they think
they have the ability to do, as individuals andlemilves to make changes in their
communities. Furthermore, the literature suggestoravergence in the dimension of
Empowermenis taking place between rural and urban areas décrease in a sense of
empowerment that has been reported in rural sst{ifgterson et al. 2005; Brooks 2005)
may attribute to this change of domains in thagelifig of loss of power may have been
replaced with the perceptions of what they — ruealdents — could do if they absolutely

had to. In addition, this rural study identifiEmpowermenas a separate dimension and a
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unique structure of community life in accordancehwiownshend’s (2001) past urban
studies.

In the urban studies literature the elemenfTaist combined with suspicion and
security within the dimension @afety/Securitgontained in the Affective Domain. The
rural research demarcated these elements into Heparate and distinct dimensions.
Trust became an aspect @&mpowerment Often rural residents consist of ageing
populations that have lived their entire liveshie same place. These individuals perceive
large urban centers as unsafe, dangerous placas sesponse they consider their
communities as safe and the people helpful, caaimd) considerate (Miller et al. 1998;
Ball 2001; Donnermeyer & Barclay 2005). Rural peopérceive their communities to be
safe and secure in contrast to the horrible evérgg see on their televisions every
evening taking place in large metropolitan citiesiral people believe they have the
ability to keep their communities sheltered anatretly crime free which is a possible

explanation for these two elements being combingtle Cognitive Domain.

5.3.2.3 Cognitive Mapping

Cognitive mapping refers to a person’s mental egm&ations of their environment.
In a sense, they are map-like mental constructsctdra be inspected by an individual in
order to identify a perceived spatial relationshipecause these are ‘cognitive’
perceptions they may differ somewhat from reality are, in truth, what an individual
actually perceives as reality. As well, this mentakhge includes the perception of
neighbor support and similarity amongst the people@ community. These views of

behaviors and interactions of community membersrarleded in one’s cognitive reality
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of their environments, and aids in the overall ymetof the community in which they
live. This is a construct of reality of which akk@ple have the ability to place themselves
when thinking about their environments and the peeamund them.

This dimension is defined by three variables. Tlositve loadings for average
cognitive mapping skills (0.58) and perceived ctigaisimilarity (0.53) means that these
two features are positively associated and bothirarersely associated with the third
variable, neighbor support, which has a negatiadiloy (-0.35). The loading of this
variable onto this component may be explained hyrméng to the original questionnaire.
The guestion was asked as to “who(m) do you depanahost” and overwhelmingly the
respondents chose their spouse/partner ratherctbsa friends, family or neighbors. The
respondents of this study indicated they rely agirtspouse/partner more than anyone
else but the perception of relying on their neigsbcame through as a strong factor in
the answers to this question. Thus, even thougiht@e are important indicator variables
of this dimension, we may conclude that cognitivapping and similarity are the key
indicators and neighbor support a minor player.p@edents with high positive scores on
this dimension have strong cognitive mapping aegita strong perception that others in
their community interpret their physical and so@alironment similar to themselves,
and do not generally rely on neighbors for suppBadnversely those with high negative
component scores do rely on neighbors for supput,do not have strong cognitive

mapping abilities or a strong perception of cogeisimilarities amongst neighbors.
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5.3.3 The Affective Domain

The Affective Domain concerns dimensions that estathow people feel about their
communities and their neighbors, as well as thergxto which they feel emotionally
attached or rooted to these places of residenght Eeparate dimensions of community
experience within the Affective Domain were ideietf from the PCA. The attributes of
these dimensions and a short title, derived fromird@rpretation of the Component
Loadings, are summarized in Table 5.7.

Table 5.7 Component Loadings and Interpretation ofAffective Dimensions

E(;(:;aecrt Vgér(')%lﬂe Variable Titles Loag%rgr()\(;gﬁrr:ax) Title of Dimensions

1 rv21b sense community 0.86
rv21d cohesion 0.84
rvl2c social attachment 0.82 Empathy/Belonging
rv2la | belonging 0.78 &
rvisg suspicion index -0.60 Sense of Community
rvi2a | rootedness 0.49
vi3e ggﬁg?ggigﬁrsonal comm. 0.43

, i3c ggrr:]enrqalljln?t\;aluatlon of 0.92 | |
rvli3b relative desirability 0.88 Evaluation/Appraisal
rvi3a relative satisfaction 0.87

8 rvlda social nuisances 0.85 Nuisances/
rvl4b physical nuisances 0.82 Annoyances
rvlSb | average security -0.48 & .
nidc environmental iSSUes 0.33 Negative Externalities

10 rvlla | financial symbolism of place 0.71
rvllb status symbolism of place 0.71 Status Symbolism
rvl7a appearance rating 0.40

" 20 ggm‘,ﬁl?:ﬂetgevsalues in rural 0.81
rv20b sgﬁjr:ége similar community 0.52 Common Values
rvlia distance to shopping -0.42

12 rv2n family neighboring 0.64
rv12b | environmental attachment 0.64 Rura'IA\tEtg\éir:?nnenrwlttental
v19b Egg]uuti perception of rural 0.59

14 rvllc | rural symbolism of place -0.70 Aesthetics
rvi9a | relative beauty 0.65

15 rvl4d | corporate concerns 0.59 Corporatization/
rv20d relative morality -0.57 Value Differences
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5.3.3.1 Empathy/Belonging & Sense of Community
Sense of community, or psychological sense of conitywuis a unique affective

experiential dimension that is identified in almestery urban and rural study that has
measured such social features, although the typeslicators that define this construct
may differ slightly from one study to the next.i#t also typically one of the most
important experiential structures to be isolatetenms of explained variance, as it is in
this study where it is the first dimension extracéad accounts for most of the variance
of the sixteen axes extracted (19.0%). In otherdwpothis is also the most important
source of social and experiential differentiationthe communities of southern Alberta.
In this study, seven of the 53 variables are cateel to define a unique axis that has been
labeled asEmpathy/Belonging & Sense of Communifine indicator variables that
identify this dimension include: sense of communi®y86); cohesion (0.84); social
attachment (0.82); belonging (0.78); suspicion6@). rootedness (0.49); and personal
community satisfaction (0.43). Table 5.7 shows talhtvariables in this dimension,
except the suspicion index, have positive comporsaures and so are positively
correlated. All of these are inversely associatétl suspicion, so really it is the absence
of suspicion of neighbors that is the defining deat which is linked to empathy,
belonging and sense of community. Respondentshiggh positive component scores on
this dimension therefore are not suspicious ofrtheighbors and have a very strong
sense of community, sense of group cohesion andlsttachment to their community,
as well as deriving a strong sense of belonging fe&d strongly rooted in their

communities. Conversely, those with high negatieerass are suspicious of their
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neighbors but also have very low levels of senssoaimunity, cohesion, belonging, and

SO on.

5.3.3.2 Evaluation/Appraisal

Chapter 3 outlined the ways in which experientegdtfires — such as community
evaluation and appraisal — may be distinctive, andggested there may be declining
levels of satisfaction and appraisal in rural comities today. In an urban study of
Lethbridge, Townshend (2001) showed that theseufeatwere not a distinctive source
of variation, but were conflated with tHempathy/Belonging & Sense of Community
dimension. But, the empirical evidence from thisafustudy shows that the affective
features of evaluation and appraisal are indeednigua dimension of social and
experiential differentiation. Three positive loagliand positively correlated variables
define this dimension: the general evaluation ahewnity (0.92); relative desirability
(0.88); and relative satisfaction (0.87). Respotsl@nth high positive component scores
on this dimension therefore rate their communitiesy highly, feel that their
communities are highly desirable — relative to othl@ces in the region or other places
they have lived — and also exhibit a strong serfssatisfaction with their current
residence location. But the fact that this is aguai component means the people
surveyed are differentiated in this respect — thvaisle negative component scores do not
rate their communities highly and do not feel arsly sense of community desirability or
satisfaction. So, while the general trend may leatds declining levels of satisfaction
and desirability in rural life (Toth et al. 2002hdodori 2001), it is not a universal feature

in which everyone has the same affective outlook.
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5.3.3.3 Nuisances/Annoyances & Negative Extertial
The urban studies literature has shown the sociglereence of nuisances,

annoyances and negative externalities to be unijnds of neighborhood social
differentiation. Chapter 3 also showed that thegees of problems may also be
increasingly important in defining rural space ahdt rural-based nuisances may be
escalating in concert with the trend towards agohsstrialization. Indeed the empirical
results from the PCA analysis show that this isnaque dimension of community
experience in rural southern Alberta. A sepandtgsances/Annoyances & Negative
Externalitiesaxis was extracted and defined by four variablée key indicator variable

in this dimension is social nuisances (0.85) fokovelosely be physical nuisances (0.82).
These are the major features that define the meganiithis axis, although the experience
of environmental problems/issues (0.33) also defihés axis. Inversely associated with
these features is variable security (-0.48), whiodans that the more one experiences
social and physical nuisances and environmentdll@nas, the less secure they are about
the safety of their community. Hence, responderntk tigh positive component scores
are those that experience high levels of social@nical nuisances and environmental
concerns, and are least secure about their commiesgimivhile those with high negative
scores do not feel the effects of nuisances andetaBvely secure in their communities.
Since this is a unique dimension of social variafiothis study, it is a clear sign that the
rural study region is not universally consideredb® a rural idyll, but that there are

highly varied experiences of rural problems andatieg externalities.
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5.3.3.4 Status Symbolism

Many urban studies have pointed to the idea tlmatséme people, one’s place of
residence provides a source of symbolism, prestigesignifier to outsiders of material
success. It is interesting to note that Davies Harbert (1993) identified symbolism of
place and place appearance as separate elemertsnwhunity character, and in
Townshend’s (2001) urban study he also found the tmere defined as discrete
dimensions. But in this rural study these idean jogether to form a unique affective
dimension calledstatus SymbolisnTable 5.7 shows this dimension is defined byehre
variables: financial symbolism of place (0.71);tesasymbolism of place (0.71); and
appearance rating (0.40). These features are dalitiymy correlated, so people
simultaneously may feel that their community or radd is a signifier of prosperity and
their place of residence signifies to outsiderg\ael of personal financial success. It is
generally these people who rate their communitgesl@an, tidy and well-maintained. In
rural areas residents consider all of these elesriatdrtwined; although the fact this is a
unique dimension means that not everyone is the shat are highly differentiated with
respect to their feelings of status symbolism. Ehegh high negative component scores
have a very low sense of status symbolism, whibseéhwith high positive scores do feel

their communities are a status signifier.

5.3.3.5 Common Values
Differences in a feeling of common values and nityrddave been shown to be a
unique affective feature of urban neighborhoodsapgiér 3 outlined a number of reasons

why common values and morality may be very impdrtan rural communities,
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particularly if the rural population is relativehomogeneous. But the PCA results show
that the rural respondents are not homogeneous rggpect to feelings of moral
similarity or value similarities amongst their nielprs. Rather, it is a unique affective
dimension of differentiation, defined by feeling$ merceived moral values amongst
newcomers to the rural community (0.81) and byifgsl of moral homogeneity amongst
community residents (0.52). Those with high posittomponent scores on this axis are
people who feel that rural newcomers create a moriahlance because newcomers are
seen to have very different value systems comptarede long-term residents, and also
feel that long-term residents have a commonalitierms of what is considered socially
or morally acceptable behavior and outlook on i@enversely, those with high negative
scores on this component do not believe newcornoebg @ll that morally different; they
also do not feel that there is moral homogeneitgragst long-term residents. However, it
is interesting to note that the distance to shappeature (-0.42) is implicated in this
outlook. Generally, the less one is a ‘localiteteénms of shopping patterns the more they
perceive a moral heterogeneity in their communiéied the more they feel newcomers
are not that morally different. These findings s@¢emeinforce the existing rural research
which has identified a disconnect in the value eayst and moral outlook of rural
newcomers compared to long-term residents, as maasomay simply be trying to

consume a commodified and seemingly idyllic ruralywef life.

5.3.3.6 Rural Environmental Attachment

Much of the rural literature emphasizes that ambngsl people there is a unique

feeling of attachment to rural ways of life and teal environment. The PCA analysis
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confirms that this is also a unique dimension ééciive variation in southern Alberta,
but in this case it is also linked to a propensityengage in family neighboring. This
component is defined by three positively correlatadables with positive component
scores: family neighboring (0.64); environmentatacgttment (0.64); and a unique
perception of rural beauty (0.59). Those individualth high positive component scores
therefore exhibit a high frequency of neighboringhvwamily but simultaneously report a
very strong sense of environmental attachment eég tiral surroundings, as well as a
strong perception that their rural communities peva unique kind of rural beauty. But
quite consistent with the environmental and aesthetiterature, people vary
considerably on these features. Hence, those vugthriegative component scores on this
dimension have not only infrequent neighboring wiéimily members, but a weakly
developed sense of environmental attachment ancakly developed sense of rural
beauty in their communities. But the linkage of fignfactors with environmental
attachment is intriguing in this study and haslexn identified elsewhere. It signals that
in this region, kin-based relationships are verycima part of the way people feel about

their prairie landscapes.

5.3.3.7 Aesthetics

Chapter 3 summarized a number of rural studiessiingdest rural areas may provide
a unique kind of spiritual energy and aesthetierjprtetation of landscape, which is
manifest in important ways amongst rural residehitss seems to be the case in southern
Alberta where the PCA analysis identified a unigffective dimension associated with

rural aesthetics. This is distinctive from the eommental attachment dimension, and is
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defined by variables that index the rural symbolismplace (-0.70) and the relative
beauty of the landscape (0.65). This bipolar coiestis intriguing because it shows that
these two features are inversely associated, ativety correlated. In other words, it is
people with a weak sense of rural symbolism inléinelscape that have a strong sense of
the relative beauty of their environment; conversélis people with a strong sense of
rural symbolism that exhibit a weak feeling of &esic beauty in the rural landscape. But
together these features provide a unique sourceradhtion amongst the sample,
suggesting that the aesthetic interpretation ofalruandscapes is certainly not

homogeneous.

5.3.3.8 Corporatization/Value Differences

The last of the affective dimensions of communixperience picks out a unique
construct that has been suggested is a growingsaidrconcern in rural areas. Chapters
2 and 3 pointed to the emerging problems of agdosirialization, as well as the
associated decoupling of community experience hadetonomic functions of farming.
Interestingly, this last dimension is a reflectioh this issue since it establishes that
Corporatization/Value Differencesare a real and significantly unique aspect of
community experience. This bipolar axis is defifgdwo indicator variables: corporate
concerns (0.59) and relative morality (-0.57). Thigans that these two features are
inversely associated in their personal impact. @loee, respondents with high positive
component scores on this axis are those that haswoag feeling of resistance to
corporate farm development in their area, but ¢&e those that feel that their nearest

neighbors (which may be large-scale corporate fardws not share the same moral
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standards as themselves. Others however, with feglative component scores, do not
experience a sense of corporate concern and ddhigetheir closest neighbors (which
may not be corporate farms) are morally compatibiewever, the important feature of
this finding is that the corporatization of agricue does seem to be injecting a new and
more complex kind of affective appreciation witlural communities, and does provide
a unique way in which people are now differentiateterms of their experiential aspects

of rural community life.

5.4  Variations in Well-Being amongst Rural Residerst

Chapter 2 outlined the concept of well-being andy where may be important
linkages, which have been observed in studieslzdruneighborhoods, between observed
measures of well-being and people’s experiencgdanke-based community. The survey
instrument used in this study included the itenggired to measure the index of Overall
Life Satisfaction (OLS), as well as the Index ofn@eal Affect (IGA), which Sarason
(1974) has shown can be combined into a single unead well-being — the Index of
Well-Being (IWB). The IWB is a single measure tleah range from a low value of 2 to
a high value 14, indicating the maximum possibleeleof well-being captured by this
index.

The results for the IWB measure shows that respusdanged from IWB scores of
2 to 12. Thus, some people are completely disgadistith their lives and have the very
weakest sense of ‘General Affect’. Others howeeahibit very high levels of well-
being, are highly satisfied with their lives anchiait high levels of positive ‘Affect’, and

are achieving about 86% of the maximum possiblé-bethg captured by this index. On
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average though, the rural people in this study katéd relatively high levels of well-
being with a mean score of 9.7 on the IWB. In otherds, the typical respondent
exhibits about 70% of the maximum level of well+igpithat can be captured by this
index, but again it is important to remember that tural residents are not homogeneous
in terms of well-being — there is variability in l#being amongst the sample, with a
standard deviation of 2.0.

Given that this study concerns the RST populatiemosinding the urban Census
Agglomeration of Lethbridge, it is interesting tote that the average level of well-being
in the rural population is lower than what has pasly been identified in Lethbridge.
Townshend (2001) measured the IWB for urban neididmd residents in Lethbridge
and identified a mean IWB score of 11.1 with a dgad deviation of 1.9. Hence, the
rural population exhibits a lower average levelvg#ll-being and also slightly more
variability about this mean than the urban popafatiA one-sample t-test reveals that in
this case the rural population has a significalayer average than the urban population
(t =-7.1, p = 0.000). In this sense, even if thare signs of convergence in rural and
urban levels of well-being, in this case the urbad rural are distinctive. Nevertheless,
given that there is variability within the ruralromunities, we still need to understand
how the social experience of community life diffared how community experience itself

may explain some of the observed variations inl muedl-being.

5.5 Differences in Community Experience and Well-Bag by Degree of Rurality

The second objective of the empirical study is swestain if the intensity or

manifestation of the community dimensions, andléwels of well-being, varies by the
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degree of rurality of the respondents — as reptedehby the MIZ concept. Chapter 4
described the rationale for the adoption of ANOVg\the preferred method to examine
this question. Since every respondent is measuneelvery experiential dimension by a
Component Score, which is essentially a standardnalo score, the ANOVA is
essentially testing for differences in the mean @onent Scores of respondents residing
in different types of MIZ regions. Although Chapt@r described the various MIZ
categorizations in Canada, in this analysis thedkVlZ’ and ‘No Influence MIZ’" were
combined due to the poor response (n=3) withirzthree of ‘No Influence’. This yielded
three categories for the respondents: stronglyenited (n=59); moderately influenced
(n=19); and weakly or not influenced (n=25). Thsetalbution of respondents by these

categories is sown in Figure 5.2.
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Figure 5.2 Percentage of Respondents within each MIZ

For each of the three MIZ classes used here, tl@r@®@mponent Scores on the 16
dimensions of community experience, together wigamIWB scores, are given in Table

5.8.
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Table 5.8 Mean Component Scores and Mean IWB Scae

Report
Modified SAC
Strong MIZ (n=59) | Moderate MIZ (n=19) | Weak/No MIZ (n=25)
Std. Std. Std.

Mean | Deviation Mean Deviation Mean Deviation
Empathy & Belonging (-L, +H) -.14 .92 .40 1.23 .08 .97
Evaluation & Appraisal (-L, +H) -.01 1.04 -.21 .81 .10 1.07
Neighboring & Mutual Aid (-L, +H) -.06 1.07 A1 .59 22 1.01
Rural Place & People Identity (-L, +H) -.18 1.00 .25 77 .29 .94
Politics & Latent Participation (-L, +H) .02 .93 .03 1.10 -.08 1.09
Community Organizations (-L, +H) -11 .97 .19 1.05 .19 1.03
Social Change & Kin-Embeddedness (-L, +H) -.09 1.08 .22 91 .06 .95
Nuisances & Annoyances (-L, +H) -.16 1.06 .37 1.02 .13 .79
Empowerment & Trust (-L, +H) .00 .89 .04 1.37 .06 1.02
Status Symbolism (-L, +H) -.09 .99 .28 .95 -.05 1.04
Common Values (-L, +H) -.02 .86 =11 1.29 .10 1.03
Rural Environmental Attachment (-L, +H) A1 .84 -.70 1.04 22 .98
Cognitive Mapping (-L, +H) .14 1.02 -.16 .84 -.08 1.06
Aesthetics (- Rur Symb, + Beauty) -.05 1.02 -.49 .88 A1 .80
Corporatization & Value Difference (-Rel Morality, +Corp Concern) -.09 1.01 .28 .90 .03 1.09
Volunteerism (-L, +H) .00 1.03 12 .89 -.15 1.00
IWB: Index of Well Being 9.99 1.97 9.48 1.87 9.42 1.96

Note: -L indicates that negative component scores on the dimension has a low attribute of the
dimension, and +H indicates positive component scores have a high attribute of the dimension.

It appears from these descriptive data that thezefew major differences in the
average expression of the community structuregbgl lof MIZ. However, the One-way
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) provides a more robassessment of whether there is a
significant difference between one or more of theugs being compared. Furthermore, if
it is established that there is a significant ddfece overall, appropriate post hoc
comparisons will determine which particular comitimas of groups show those
differences. Thus, it will be the analytical todedl to investigate how community differs
by degree of rurality. To interpret the ANOVA teste refer to the F-Ratio for the
between groups variance, the bigger the F-Ratigtbater the likelihood of a significant
difference between the groups. Table 5.9 illussréite F-Ratio for the selected groups of
data and the associated significance level. Indhas®, a significance level of 0.05 or less
indicates that there is a significant differencdha mean component score, or Index of

Well-Being, between at least one of the groups.
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Table 5.9

F-Ratio and Significaed_evels for the IWB

ANOVA
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Empathy & Belonging Between Groups 4.323 2 2.161 2.181 .118
(-L, +H) Within Groups 99.088 100 .991

Total 103.411 102
Evaluation & Appraisal Between Groups 1.097 2 .548 .537 .586
(-L, +H) Within Groups 102.031 100 1.020

Total 103.128 102
Neighboring & Mutual Aid Between Groups 1.502 2 751 772 .465
(-L, +H) Within Groups 97.257 100 973

Total 98.759 102
Rural Place & People Between Groups 5.298 2 2.649 2.947 .057
Identity (-L, +H) Within Groups 89.878 100 .899

Total 95.176 102
Politics & Latent Between Groups .185 2 .092 .092 912
Participation (-L, +H) Within Groups 100.332 100 1.003

Total 100.517 102
Community Between Groups 2.317 2 1.159 1.156 .319
Organizations (-L, +H) Within Groups 100.257 100 1.003

Total 102.575 102
Social Change & Between Groups 1.492 2 746 .718 490
Kin-Embeddedness (-L,  within Groups 103.889 100 1.039
+H) Total 105.381 102
Nuisances & Between Groups 4,586 2 2.293 2.329 .103
Annoyances (-L, +H) Within Groups 98.433 100 .984

Total 103.018 102
Empowerment & Trust Between Groups .078 2 .039 .037 .963
(-L, +H) Within Groups 104.372 100 1.044

Total 104.450 102
Status Symbolism (-L, Between Groups 2.012 2 1.006 1.015 .366
+H) Within Groups 99.100 100 .991

Total 101.111 102
Common Values (-L, +H)  Between Groups .503 2 251 .254 776

Within Groups 98.963 100 .990

Total 99.466 102
Rural Environmental Between Groups 11.255 2 5.627 6.701 .002
Attachment (-L, +H) Within Groups 83.977 100 .840

Total 95.232 102
Cognitive Mapping (-L, Between Groups 1.698 2 .849 .848 431
+H) Within Groups 100.043 100 1.000

Total 101.740 102
Aesthetics (- Rur Symb, + Between Groups 8.949 2 4.474 5.000 .009
Beauty) Within Groups 89.495 100 .895

Total 98.444 102
Corporatization & Value Between Groups 1.985 2 .993 971 .382
Difference (-Rel Morality,  within Groups 102.214 100 1.022
+Corp Concern) Total 104.199 102
Volunteerism (-L, +H) Between Groups .815 2 .407 408 .666

Within Groups 99.862 100 .999

Total 100.677 102
IWB: Index of Well Being Between Groups 7.086 2 3.543 .933 .397

Within Groups 356.810 94 3.796

Total 363.896 96
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The ANOVA results show that 14 of the 16 dimensiohsommunity experience,
as well as the IWB, show no significant (i.e. p&).difference by degree of rurality or
MIZ class. Only two of the sixteen dimensions ofmeounity experience exhibit some
type of significant differences by MIZ. Both of #es are relatively minor components,
being the 12 and 14' extracted in the PCA analysis, and so are nanasiitant as other
experiential factors in terms of explained varia(2€&% and 2.2%). Both are within the
Affective Domain of community life.

The first of these is what has been labeledRagl Environmental Attachment
(Component 12). It was defined by a series of ttpesitively correlated community
indicator variables that measure levels of fam#yghboring, environmental attachment
and perceptions of rural beauty. Respondents vaffitige component scores have higher
than average feelings of environmental attachnmsrgeptions of rural beauty and were
also more family-oriented in their neighboring pats. Conversely, those with negative
component scores have lower than average feeliigeneironmental attachment,
perceptions of rural beauty and are not as familgrted in their neighboring patterns.
The means and 95% Confidence Interval of this dsimnfor the three MIZ categories

are shown in Figure 5.3.
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Figure 5.3 95% Confidence Interval and Means of Rural Environm  ental Attachment

The Post-Hoc tests (see Chapter 4) revealed thhisitase the residents from the
Strong MIZ and Weak/No MIZ classes form a sepahnat@ogeneous group, while those
residing in the Moderate MIZ regions are a distireetgroup. A closer examination of
respondents by municipality and MIZ status showat tthe vast majority (90%) of
respondents residing in the Moderate MIZ categoeyfeom the towns of Picture Butte
and Fort Macleod, so most of the real differencesthe affective trait ofRural
Environmental Attachmerdre linked to the attributes of these places. hHéeibf these
places is particularly picturesque and both ardraktocations to a relatively extensive
network of CFOs in their immediate hinterlands.sTmay be one important reason for
the observed trend where people in these places $ignificantly less feelings of rural
beauty, significantly lower feelings of environmantattachment and less extensive

family neighboring patterns.
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The second experiential dimension with some typsighificant difference by
MIZ category is Component 14, or what was labeledh& Aestheticddimension. This
bipolar dimension was defined by inversely coredatvariables measuring the
symbolism of rural space and the relative beauttheir areas. Hence, respondents with
low negativecomponent scores hawggh levels of symbolic meaning attached to rural
space and verljttle sense of beauty of their environment. Converselspondents with
high positive component scores havagh levels of sense of beauty of their rural
environment and verttle feeling of rural symbolism in the places in whibley live.

The means and 95% Confidence Interval of this dsmenfor the three MIZ

categories are shown in Figure 5.4.
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Figure 5.4 95% Confidence Interval and Means of the Aesthetics Dimension

The Post-Hoc tests revealed that there were twoogeneous subsets within this
data, but these are not a simple assignment ahclise MIZ classes to two groups.

Rather, as shown in Figure 5.4, the Strong MIZ groverlaps with two other groups. In
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other words, since the respondents from the Stidiig) region are average in many
respects (mean close to 0.00), they are split tvilee other two types. Hens@mmeof
them that are below average are more aligned wipandents from the Moderate MIZ
region, who in this case, exhibit negative comporssores and thus experience a high
degree of rural symbolism but a very low senseuddlrbeauty of their communities. On
the other hand, some of them with positive compbrseores are more aligned with
respondents from the Weak/No MIZ category, whahis tase, exhibit a strong sense of
rural beauty but little sense of symbolism of rityalin their place of residence.
Regardless of this overlap however, the residants the Moderate and the Weak/No
MIZ regions are fundamentally different from eacthey in terms of theAesthetic
dimension.

It may seem strange that rural community experietams not differ by MIZ on the
vast majority of behavioral, cognitive and affeetifeatures, nor on the observed average
measures of Well-Being. In a social geographicahsee this analysis therefore
emphasizes that, with a few minor exceptions natkdve, rural space is inherently
similar in terms of the experiential structure amtgnsity of community-based social life
and in terms of well-being. It points to a rathedifferentiated population across MIZ
regions and seems to point to very high levelsoofad experientiatonvergencamongst
rural folk; thereby challenging the idea that theray be unique sub-segments of rural
society based on experiential topographies. It gleses some interesting questions
concerning the utility of the MIZ concept as a ogpitial classification that is meaningful

for differentiating social life and experience.
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The findings here do not necessarily condemn the& Massification system;
however, it does open the door to uncertainties \hie concept. For instance, MIZs
could be indicative of commuter flows from ruraludoan areas rather than social life in
rural communities. The MIZ classification systemade one to believe there is a
correlation between commuter flows, metropolitafiuence and rural social behavior.
However, this research illustrates this is notdage, at least in this study area. Therefore,
MIZ classifications do not necessarily differergiagocial space, which leads one to
conclude that the rural geography of Canada regjditrgher study so that one particular
generalized definition of rural geographical spaceot used in one broad brush stroke,
painting the entirety of rural Canada the samercolo

Many studies in the rural literature continue topbiasize that there is a gradient or
at least a step-like function in which proximity toban centers makes a difference in
rural life; in other words, a gradient or step-likay in which degrees of rurality are
expressed (Troughton 1995, 1999; Reimer 2005; Humb®&6, 1990; Cloke et al. 1997,
Jakle 1999; Theodori & Luloff 2000; Jobes 1999; 8@3sa2000; Toth et al. 2002). This
idea is implicit in the MIZ concept developed byatgttics Canada. But the empirical
evidence reported above suggests that this conoegy have little utility in
differentiating rural Canada in terms of the expetial aspects of community life and
also may not be an appropriate rural classificattbat effectively includes rural
variations in well-being.

Given that the rural sample in this study is natlyedifferentiated by MIZ class

(with the two minor exceptions noted above), thetrpart of the analysis will treat all
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rural residents together, and address the thirelctibg — to determine how the experience

of social life in rural communities explains or aaats for variations in well-being.

5.6 Does Community Experience Matter for Well-Being

The third objective of the empirical study is to aeb the extent to which the
experiential dimensions of community predict oraad for variations in well-being, as
measured by the IWB. In this case, the individuaimponent scores on the sixteen
separate behavioral, cognitive and affective dinmrss are regressed against the
individual IWB scores. There are two features a$ tinodel that are of interest here: the
identification of which of the specific experienti@atures are important predictors of

well-being; and the extent to which these accoonifell-being.

Table 5.10 Regression Model Summary (Stepwise)
Model R R Sq Adj R Sq Std. Error Estimate

1 .383(a) 147 .138 1.80755

2 .470(b) 221 .204 1.73654

3 .521(c) 272 .248 1.68788

4 .555(d) .308 .278 1.65448

5 .585(e) .343 .306 1.62150

6 .613(f) .376 .334 1.58896

7 .637(9) 406 .359 1.55848

8 .657(h) 432 .380 1.53297

9 .678(i) .460 404 1.50322

Table 5.11 Coefficients for Index of Well-Bag
Model Description Unstandardized Coefficients
B Std. Error
9 (Constant) 9.772 .153
Empathy & Belonging 743 .150
Politics & Latent Participation .490 .154
Evaluation & Appraisal 404 .154
Status Symbolism .358 .155
Community Organizations .345 .153
Empowerment & Trust .344 .150
Volunteerism -.372 .154
Rural Environmental Attachment .345 .162
Rural Place & People Identity -.340 .160
a Dependent Variable: IWB: Index of Well-Being
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The stepwise multiple regression method results imodel in which only the
significant predictors are retained. The resultthefanalysis show that in this rural study
area only nine of the sixteen experiential dimemsi@f community are significant
predictors of higher levels of well-being amonds tural respondents. Although this is
only a subsetof the overall experiential and emotive variagilof people in these
communities, the fact that nine sources of comnyuvatriation play a role in defining
higher levels of well-being is important becausghibws that community does matter for
well-being, even though it means that only a sulo$gilace-community is important.
Furthermore, the regression model shows that tiser® single domain of community
experience that predicts well-being, but that asetibof behavioral, cognitive and
affective features account for well-being.

In order to understand how these features comehegéo define higher levels of
well-being, it is also important to interpret thigrss of the regression coefficients with
respect to the signs of the component loadings.

The regression model shows that three of the fiebabioral dimensions are
significant predictors of well-being. The first thfese isPolitics & Latent Participation
People with high positive scores on this dimensaperience higher levels of well-
being. In other words, well-being can be enhant@dople are able to develop a strong
sense of latent mutual aid, have a strong politmantation — with high levels of
political participation in both local and extra-&dcpolitics, and actively engage in
behaviors to create a supportive milieu. The secohdthese is theCommunity
Organizationsdimension. Respondents with high positive compbseares on this axis

experience higher levels of well-being. Hence, soeling can be enhanced if rural people
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are actively involved in many — rather than fewoeadl community associations, are
actively engaged in participating at high levelshase organizations (e.g. serving on the
board of directors), and when they use these loocahmunity facilities on a more
frequent basis. The third behavioral componenmnftuénce levels of well-being is the
Volunteerismdimension. Individuals with high positive compohegcores on this axis
exhibit very high levels of dedication and volugtaparticipation in their local
communities. Therefore, the negative regressiofficant in the model shows that high
levels of volunteerism may actually detract frorhiaeing higher levels of well-being. In
other words, lower levels of volunteerism are asged with higher levels of well-being.
Although the social capital literature has emphadithe important role of volunteerism
in generating community-based social capital, & hat specifically dealt with the role of
volunteerism in establishing well-being. The quititte approach taken here does not
fully explain why volunteerism may cause lower levef well-being, although it may be
linked to the concept of volunteer burnout or &reA more nuanced, qualitative
approach would be required to understand more filley circumstances surrounding
lower levels of well-being and volunteerism in thtsdy.

Two of the three Cognitive dimensions are significpredictors of the IWB. The
first of these isEmpowerment/TrustThe model shows that the higher the positive
component score on this dimension, the higher ¢kel lof well-being. This means that
individuals who have a strong cognitive awarendsd fis a community they either
individually or collectively can make a differencer unite to oppose unwanted
development and change, are also those that trost another. Their sense of

empowerment and trust reinforces one another amewwhance levels of individual well-
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being. The second cognitive feature of communityegience to impact levels of well-
being is theRural Place & People ldentitydimension. People with high positive
component scores on this axis are those that hateoag understanding that people in
their communities are very similar and easily id@tile, that their lives are defined by
unique rural lifestyles, and who have a strong ustdaeding and identification with
rurality. In other words, they understand their ocmumities to be relatively socially
homogeneous and rural. But the negative regressiefficient in the model means that
this type of cognitive understanding caducethe level of well-being. It is rather, that
people who have a greater understanding of shei@rogeneityn their communities and
who do not have a particularly strong rural idgntiitat have higher levels of well-being.
Four of the eight Affective dimensions are sigraht predictors of IWB. The most
important of these (and of all the experiential einsions) i€Empathy/Belonging & Sense
of Community a structure that is similar to what is more comiareferred to as
‘psychological sense of community’. The resultstlod regression model show that the
higher the positive score on this axis, the greterevel of well-being. This means that
the ability to experience a strong sense of comtyuaistrong sense of cohesion, social
attachment, belonging, and rootedness in place, etdrance one’s well-being. The
second affective trait that defines well-being ishatv has been labeled as
Evaluation/Appraisal Higher levels of well-being are, in part, a fuootof the way in
which people feel about their communities with exggo their global assessment of the
place, as well as relative measures of the deltyabif the community compared to
others, and the relative satisfaction of their camity compared to other places they

may have lived. The third affective feature thagdicts well-being scores is tigtatus
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Symbolismdimension. There is a long-standing view in thieaar studies literature that
one’s address is, for some people, an importartt gfatheir identity and signifier to
outsiders of material success and well-being. Tames appears to be true in rural
southern Alberta, where high scores on status fesiare associated with higher levels of
well-being. Respondents who have a strong sense thiesr place of residence is
representative of their financial achievements aho believe that their residence is a
signifier of status, are those with higher levdisvell-being. The fourth affective feature
to predict well-being isRural Environmental Attachmenfhe greater the sense of
attachment to the environmental aspects of theal isurroundings, and the greater the
perception that there is a unique rural beautyhibber the observed measures of well-
being.

The second part of the model that is of interese leoncerns the predictive or
explanatory power of the regression model. Thigasticularly insightful, because it
reveals not only how much the experiential struetof rural community is a source of
well-being, but also how much of the variability well-being is derived from non-
territorial, or non-place, community factors. R-arpd is the proportion of variation in
the dependent variable explained by the regresaimel. The values of R-squared range
from O to 1, with a value of 1.0 meaning that 100%ihe variance in the dependent
variable is accounted for, or explained, by thea@hdependent predictor variables. The
significant nine predictor model {R 0.46, p = 0.000) means that 46% of the variaition
well-being is accounted for, or explained, by asailof nine of the sixteen community
experiential structures. Thus, almost half of thdividualized measures of well-being

can be linked to the continued importance of thaadaspects of place-community in
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people’s lives. The experiential and emotive toppyres of rural life are therefore not
trivial — they do significantly matter for well-beg. However, the fact that 54% of the
variation in well-being is not accounted for byaluplace-community experience is also
important. It means there are other non-territof@aitors that are important drivers of
rural well-being. Hence, for example, extended ptace social networks, family or kin
relations beyond the community, religious affiloats, professional affiliations, and intra-
family situational factors may be some of the waysvhich ruralites derive additional
well-being over-and-above what can be derived ftoenexperience of place-community.
In summary, the regression results derived proamesightful understanding of the
continued importance and relevance of local expegeto well-being, but they also
reveal that a holistic understanding of rural wlng can onlyartially be derived from
an understanding of the geography of community e&pee. Figure 5.5 is a conceptual

representation of these findings.
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5.7 Summary

This chapter has shown that the experiential charadf rural community can be
measured by sixteen unique dimensions of sociaatian, and that a range of different
behavioral, cognitive and affective dimensions arilent. As such, these findings seem
to validate the general applicability of the modélcommunity differentiation (Chapter
2) to rural communities in addition to urban commies. The findings also illustrate that
many of these structures are remarkably similaromtent and meaning to what has been
found in urban communities, thus providing somepsupfor the convergence thesis, but

also that some of the rural dimensions are unicaethat convergence cannot be
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considered complete. Nevertheless, the ability ifteréntiate rural people on sixteen
separate scales of place-community experience isnportant advance in our ways of
measuring and understanding local rural social life

This chapter also explored the ways in which thgregate intensity of these
experiential features, and also well-being, diffey the degree of rurality of the
respondents. With the exception of two very mindifecences, these experiential
characteristics are not differentiated by the runa@rarchy as defined by the MIZ
typology. Hence, either the MIZ typology is not aitable rubric to capture social
experiential aspects of rural life, or else theuratof rural social life has converged or
become so similar that rural space in the study aseno longer differentiated by
aggregate differences in the experience of commineihavior, cognition or affect.

Finally, this chapter has examined and modeledrthe that community social
experience plays in defining or explaining ruralllivieeing, and has shown how social
geographers can isolate an important subset of aontynfactors that continue to be
significant for the enhancement of well-being. Byowing how some aspects of
community life still matter for well-being, as wels which aspects do not, it has revealed
how particular elements of community combine tcatgea chemistry of community that

enhances well-being.
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Chapter 6

Conclusions, Implications and Directions for FutureResearch

6.1  Conclusions

The aim of this thesis was to provide a much neesagdirical perspective on the
nature of community experience in rural areas, el as to explore the social and spatial
variations in the ways in which these aspects ofasdife are manifest in rural southern
Alberta. By building upon the literature and evidenof structural and technological
change in rural society and economy, this studsngted to situate the conceptual and
empirical work within the context of the decouplimgbate, and the potential that
decoupling has led to a type of convergence inetkgeriential character of rural and
urban communities. In order to understand and nmedbke complex social dimensions of
rural communities, an established urban conceptualdel of place-community
differentiation was adopted in order to focus dttenon the Behavioral, Cognitive and
Affective Domains of community life that togethamgprise the experiential structures of
community. This model has verified that communityrural areas is indeed a multi-
dimensional concept with dimensions that span telkeaBioral, Cognitive and Affective
Domains. As well, it has shown that many of theakulimensions are very similar to
what has been discovered in urban neighborhoodsr(Steend 2001, 2002).

But the objectives of the thesis were to go beyastnple enumeration of the social
dimensions that differentiate rural people in aggte, and to understand how the
intensities of these kinds of social experiencey uhffer by the different degrees or

geographies of rurality in the region. The MIZ tiggy, recently developed by Statistics
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Canada as a way of partitioning rural Canada infterthg degrees of rurality, or
metropolitan influence, was used to assess whetxeeriential aspects of community
differ significantly. The findings in this regardeaintriguing because they point to the
possibility that either: a) the MIZ typology is nat particularly useful typology for
segmenting rural space on social features, or Ia tlural community life is
fundamentally undifferentiated and does not systeally vary according to remoteness
or metropolitan influence. Given that quality déland levels of well-being in rural areas
is an important counterpart to the decoupling arguimthe thesis examined the role of
place-community experience as a contributing fador rural well-being. It has
substantiated that community does matter for welhdp in rural areas, just as it does in
urban communities. But, it has also shown thatgbegraphical input to well-being, in

the sense of local community experience, is bothgband limited.

6.1.1 Experiential Dimensions

A number of separate urban studies have shownthlea¢ are unique behavioral,
cognitive and affective dimensions of place-comrwutife. In the urban setting the
‘structural complexity’ of community experience hbasen shown to consist of about
sixteen or seventeen unique factors or dimensiarthis rural study, a very similar kind
of structural complexity is evident, since 16 dirsiens were extracted. This means that
rural social life (or the differentiation of ruradocial life) is not necessarily more
simplistic or holistic than urban life. It is juas complex and just as multi-dimensional.
But this study has also shown that the interp@tatf these dimensions reveals both

similarities (convergence) with urban life, as wall continued sources of uniqueness
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(divergence) in rural settings. For example, a neimii¥ the experiential dimensions
identified such asEmpathy/Belonging & Sense of Commun{@ommon Valuesand
Community Organizationare very similar to urban contexts in terms of tiyges of
indicators that define them. Therefore, on someespof social life structural similarity
is evident. A comparison with the findings of Towread (2001) for example, shows that
in fact the majority of the dimensions identifiedré are very similar to what has been
shown in urban neighborhoods, which reinforcescthrecept that a significant amount of
convergence is evident. Perhaps then, ruralites uahdnites do not have completely
separate lifestyles or views of the world, but thetperiences of place-community are
converging in an era of globalization, possibly du¢he fact that there is no longer such
a sense of isolation in rural areas as there may lieen twenty years ago. With
advances in transportation systems and the impremewf automobiles, as well as the
reach of the media today, it is little wonder tpabple, no matter where they live, are
becoming a more homogenous group with more in comtian not.

However, there has not been a total convergenexperiential structure. On other
features, divergence is still evident with uniqueds of rural dimensions of experience
being identified. The findings here actually remf® much of the recent literature on
what may be increasingly important aspects of rlifal For example, features like
Social Change & Kin-Embeddedness Corporatization/Value Differenceare unique
experiential structures of community in rural conmty life, and may be representative
of unique ways of experiencing the social and enoodransformations taking place in
rural areas. But in order to more fully understémel geography of convergence and/or

divergence, this type of study will have to be iegded in other regions.
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6.1.2 Differences By Degree of Rurality

With the exception of two very minor differencehjst analysis revealed no real
discernable differences in the experiential stmgctof rural communities by degree of
rurality as defined by Statistics Canada’s MIZ sifisation system. However, it is
important to consider the scale of the study andach represents a microcosm of rural
communities throughout Canada. But, the findingseratwo important issues or
guestions with respect to the geographical undwmigtg and interpretation of
community, and to the understanding of the geodcaphariability of rural space. The
first issue concerns the possibility that the MIlAssification has not paid sufficient
attention to including social and experiential @astin its definition. Although the
primary variable used to classify MIZ regions isq@ of work-flows, with the aim of
partitioning space according to metropolitan infloe, this does not seem adequate when
it comes to a typology of ruradocial space Given that there are sixteen separate
structures that differentiate the social experieoiceural residents, it might be expected
that a useful classification of rural space in Genavould capture subtle differences in
these experiences. But the current MIZ classificaystem does not reveal any such
aggregate differences.

The second issue may have nothing to do with al@nmobn the MIZ typology. It
may simply mean that in reality the aggregate comtyuexperience is not
fundamentally different according to degree of lityaThis is the finding of this study,
which shows no substantive variation. This howevsrparticularly important with
respect to the conceptual framework of convergeticshows a particular type of

convergence — that is convergence within, and beEtyweiral areas! From a geographical
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perspective, it identifies a rural geography trstessentially socially undifferentiated.
The ability to substantiate the argument of rucahmunity life becoming more alike and
undifferentiated according to remoteness or degfemetropolitan influence will require

additional research and replication in other region

6.1.3 Well-Being

An undercurrent of the decoupling argument is thahay have fractionated the
formerly holistic social life of rural communitiesd hence, threatened the well-being of
rural residents. Given that this thesis has estiabtl that there is an empirically
identifiable structure of community experienceumal regions, the final aim of this study
was to examine the ways in which this community esigmce still matters as a
determinant of rural well-being. The findings releehtwo important conclusions. First,
they showed that place-based community experienes dnatter for rural well-being,
since nine of the sixteen structures of communifyeeience are significant predictors of
well-being. This supports the extant research llast found a strong link between well-
being and increased social involvement, attachmsembse of community, sense of
belonging, and social ties (e.g. Miller et al. 1998'Brien et al. 1991; Prezza &
Constantini 1998; Smith et al. 2001), and that thasiexperiences in social lifestyles are
key predictors of life satisfaction and positivelieeing in rural areas (Glendinning et
al. 2003). They confirm, for example, Richmond ksa2000) findings that personal
life, community and environment are all contribgtéo high levels of well-being in rural

residents. It is likely that the continued linkalgetween community and well-being in
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rural areas will enhance the ability of these resid to establish locally based social
capital (Putnam 2000).

But the findings of this study also served to isolahe particular subset of
community experience that is the real generatadnigiier levels of well-being for rural
people. By isolating the particular types of bebaad, cognitive and affective traits of
rural social life that define well-being, the studlgo provides valuable information on
those features of rural community experience thanat linked to well-being.

The second important conclusion shows not sim@y tommunity is significant for
well-being, but just how significant. In this studimost half (46%) of the variation in
well-being is attributable to the impact of selectéeatures of local community
experience. This means that the experiential miiewral social space, in which human
agents engage in social behaviors, develop cogn#wareness and experience affective
emotional linkages, is integrally bound up with ttealization of a substantial share of
well-being. It is understanding how these featw@se together to define the elements or
chemistry of community that is important for theuite understanding of rural well-being
and in identifying ways in which it may be enhanc&aut these findings cannot be
exaggerated because they also show that in thelyhignnected and potentially
converging rural social landscape, people are patptetely dependent on their local
communities in terms of realizing well-being. Thajority (54%) of the variation in
measures of well-being is derived from sources #ratexternal to the experience of
place-community. Therefore, place matters, but amlg partial context. Hence, a more

holistic understanding of rural well-being will ngice that future research simultaneously
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considers both the impact of local community sotifal as well as the ways in which

external factors act as determinants of well-being.

6.2 Implications for Community Development

This research has enhanced the understanding oéxgperiential structure of the
lifestyles of people who reside in rural commursiti€he results from this study could be
used by local non-profit organizations and develepthagencies to put in place programs
and services that would aid in bolstering localtipgration and cooperation, which in
turn would help in the development of sustainabdenmunities that would invite
newcomers, as well as a place where people magdbastay or return to at some point
in their lives.

The results from this project could aid non-prebmmunity organizations to look at
their capacity to create social environments tHawafor the most effective utilization of
community development resources in rural areas.ekample, facility use was found to
correlate with the use of community organizatiorso-preservation and improvement of
local facilities could promote supplementary use lbgals, and perhaps encourage
additional organizations to arise and become aatitke community. Furthermore, these
findings clarify the roles that social networks aswtial capital play in the success of
community improvement efforts. For instance, knayihat higher levels of community
attachment and belonging results in increased Isaoetavorks and social capital helps
local municipal governments in their decision-makjprocess. The insight gained from
this study could also generate new ideas abouttbanvolve both non-profit and public

sectors in successful community development andnoamity building efforts, and in
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turn, this type of social policy could determineaha community allocates its resources
as well as how it protects and promotes memberhefcommunity, individually and

collectively, in order to achieve the goal of commty sustainability.

6.3 Directions for Future Research

Rural geography seems to be in the midst of triongeginterpret the meaning of rural
amidst a great deal of structural and technologitenge. This study has provided a
limited and empirical perspective on this issuehds examined only one study region
and is based on evidence from a relatively smalipda of 107 people; therefore some
caution must be taken in making inferences aboesdhresults in other areas or
geographical regions. If progress is to be madenoterstanding the new complexities of
rural social environments, researchers need tdyvérat these kinds of structures of
community experience can be identified elsewherd,@mpare how and why these may
differ from one region to another to produce ddfertypes of experiential topographies.
Future research also needs to explore ways in wtypblogies, classifications and
spatial boundaries of rural space can effectivelgture differences in the behavioral,
cognitive and affective features of social life,t mmply distance or commuter flow
gradients. Finally, considerably more work is regdito understand the role of rural
society and rural social experience in defining geegraphies, geographic potential and
geographic inequality in rural well-being, and demtifying programs and policies that

can sustain and enhance the quality of life oflneaple in Canada.
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Appendices
Appendix A Rural Community Survey

Community Social Life and Well-Being:
A Survey of Rural Communities

Universit;y of Lisa Hungerford, M.A. candidate and
Le’[hbrldge Ivan Townshend, Ph.D.
LSl Department of Geography

University of Lethbridge
4401 University Drive
Lethbridge, Alberta, Canada
T1K 3M4

Please return the completed questionnaire
using the self-addressed envelope included.
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Community Social Life and Well-Being:
A Survey of Rural Communities

1) Introduction

This survey is part of a larger research project that aims to further our understanding of the differences in
community social life and well-being in rural communities, and to understand how rural communities differ from
urban places. This study is part of a Masters thesis research project being carried out by Lisa Hungerford in the
Department of Geography at the University of Lethbridge, under the supervision of Dr. Ivan Townshend. This
questionnaire has been designed to explore people’s sense of well-being, their perceptions and feelings about their life
and society, their community-based social interactions, and the way these different factors might interact. A range of
rural settings in southern Alberta are being surveyed so that we can better understand how local communities affect
people's lives. This study is in no way linked to any firm or commercial organization and no firm/ commercial
organization will have access to the questionnaire responses.

2) Confidentiality
Your responses will remain completely confidential. All information received will be combined and individual
responses will not be identified. However, if you have concerns about confidentiality, please do not hesitate to contact
Dr. Ivan Townshend at the number given below. A unique code number has been placed on the rear cover of this
booklet; this is simply to identify how responses may vary within different geographic regions.

3) Ethics
This survey includes a number of relatively personal and reflective questions. It is the aim of this research to fully
comply with commonly prescribed policies for social research, such as the Tri-Council Policy Statement: Ethical
Conduct for Research Involving Humans. This questionnaire has been reviewed and approved by the University of
Lethbridge Human Subject Research Committee. Please note that you are free to withdraw from this study at any
time, and that by returning the questionnaire you consent to participating in this study.

4) Instructions
The questionnaire is divided into six sections. Please answer all of the questions in sections A, B, C, D, and E.
Section F is optional, and has been provided for you to make additional comments. Instructions are provided with
each question on how to mark your responses. If you select certain responses you will notice by an arrow (e.g. =)
that more information is required. Please complete these sub-questions before moving on to the next question. The
questionnaire will likely take about 45 minutes to complete, but you may take as long as you like to complete it.

5) Additional Information
If you would like additional information about this study, or if you have any comments or concerns, please feel
free to contact us for further details. Queries of a more general nature may be addressed to the Office of Research
Services, University of Lethbridge at (403) 329-2431.

Thank you for participating in this study. Your assistance is sincerely appreciated.

/W"’

-
Lisa R. Hungerford, M.A. candidate Ivan J. Townshend, Ph.D.
Tel:  (403) 329-2535 Tel: (403) 329-2226
Fax:  (403) 329-2016 Fax: (403) 329-2016
Email: lisa.hungerford@uleth.ca Email: towni0@uleth.ca
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Page 1

~ SECTION A

YOUR RESIDENCE AND COMMUNITY AREA

A1) How long have you lived at your current location?

ih Including your current residence, how many different 3
— yme(::s s residences have you lived in during the past 10 years?

A2) Prior to living at your present location, where did you live? O Less than 10 km (6 miles) from where you
now live
O In the same county but more than 10 km away
O In a different county but same province
O In a different province
O In a different country )
A3) What is your current Postal Code? ( }

A4) Do you currently RENT your residence? [ O NO ] L O YES E

If No, for how many generations has your family owned this land?

A5) Do you consider your residence to be:

O Farm I 2> What size is your farm? Acres or £
O Rural Non-Farm ‘ ___ Sections
O Rural Small Town/ -
Village 4L
O Urban J In what Township and

Range is your farm?

Twp __
Range

A6) Think of the area you would define as your [ E

local community. What is the name of this area?

A7) When you think of the name of your local community, does this name bring to mind some kind of image or
emotion? (for example: spaciousness, seclusion, remote, friendly, etc.)

| oo WLO vEs |

What is the i 1mage or emotion
your community area has for you?
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Page 2

A8) On the scale below, rate how strongly you agree or disagree with this statement:

"Most people in my area think of the same name
and boundaries when they describe this community."

1 i Il | |
I 1 I ] 1
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree

A9) Without looking at a map, how easy do you think it would it be for you to:
(Place an X in one space on each line)

Very iec Very
Easy Easy Unsure Difficuit Difficult
a) Draw a map of the boundaries of what
you consider to be your community? o o o o o
b) Name all of the highways and/ or roads
within this boundary? o o o o o
¢) Accurately locate the nearest gas station? O e] @] o] o
d) Accurately locate the nearest grain terminal? o] o] o O O
e) Accurately locate the nearest post office? @] o o] e O

SECTION B

YOUR LIFE AND SOCIETY

B1) How satisfied are you with your life as a whole these days? (Put an X in one space only)

O 0O O O O O ©O

Completely Dissatisfied neutral Completely Satisfied

B2) Here are some words and phrases which we would like you to use to describe how you feel about your present life.
For example, if you think your present life is very "boring", put an X in the box right next to the word "boring". If
you think your present life is very "interesting", put an X in the box right next to the word "interesting". If you think
it is somewhere in between, put an X where you think it belongs.

(Place an X in one box on each line

boringi O O O 0O O O 0O | interesting
enoyable : 0 O O 0O O O [ | miserable
useless | 0 0O 0O 0O O O 0O |worthwhile

fiendly t 0 O O O O 0O 0O |lonely

full O O O 0O O O 0O )empty

discouraging| 0 O O O 0O O O | hopeful
disappointing; O O O O O [ O |rewarding
bringsoutthebestinme ' O O O 0O O O [ |doesn'tgive me much chance
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B3) To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?

(Place an X in one box on each line)

Strongly
Agree

Disagree
Strongly
Disagree

a) The most fulfilling things | have done in my life have been
those which | have done by myself.

b) | get very little personal satisfaction by doing things with others

c) | prefer to spend my time doing things with others

d) | often enjoy being by myself more than being with
other people.

e) The most fulfilling things in life can only be achieved when
people join together with common goals

f) Itis better that the interests of the majority come before those
of any individual.

O O Ooooao
0O O 0O OO0 O] Agree
O O oooao
O 0O Oooaog
O 0O Oooaog

SECTION C

: PLACES, FACES, AND COMMUNITY IDENTITY

C1) Think of the area and the name you previously described as your local community. How would you personally feel
if for some reason you had to move away from this community next month?

{ vark a

I I ] | |
I T T 1 1
delighted pleased neutral sad terrible

C2) Compared to all other communities or neighbourhoods you have lived in, how satisfied are you with the area you
are now living in? (Put an X in gne space only)

much more satisfied with this community than any other community | have lived in.

a little more satisfied with my present community.

no more or no less satsified with this community than any other community | have lived in.
a little less satisfied with my present community.

much less satisfied with this community than any other community | have lived in.

not applicable, | have always lived in this community.

Q00000

C3) How satisfied are you with your community in terms of the following: -
52 | 58 5. 5. MO
(Place an X in one box on each line) | 8 | £9 £8 |33 ;
2% | 0% o | 8y &
IR =R €2 .2
G .2 S .2 ow® %] o
oa | wo N | Ow z
a) as a place to raise a family [} (e} [} O m} o
b) medical/ health care services O m} m| O [m| o]
¢) senior citizens’ programs O m} O O O o]
d) youth programs [m| m| | m} O o]
e) recreation programs and facilities O O O [m} [m} (@]
f) local shopping facilities m} O O m} [m} o]
g) local schools O O O m| [m} o
h) opportunity to earn an adequate income 0O jm} O O [m} o
i) overall physical appearance of the community O m} [ [m| m} @)
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C4) Compared to all other communities you have lived in, how desirable as a place to live is
your present community? (Put an X in one space only)

the most desirable of all communities | have lived in

alittle more desirable than other communities | have lived in

no more or no less desirable than other communities | have lived in
a little less desirable than other communities | have lived in

much less desirable than other communities | have lived in

not applicable, | have always lived in this community

Q00000

C5) Do you feel there is any resistance to, or conflict over, large-scale corporate farms (owned by a single entity with a
number of employees) in your local community?

oo
O NO E [ O YES ? On a scale of 1 to 5, how much opposition?

iy
1 2 3 4 5
| | ! : :
not much extreme
C6) How much do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements? -
o
O
2z S | 28 ENE
(Place an X in one box on each line) | 2 2 @ & 25 =3
s e 2 & o o
= o =) 2 50 =)
h < < a - =
a) My 10 nearest neighbours seem to be very similar in terms of i
their age, their appearance, their wealth, and their behaviour. 0 O = o = o
b) People that belong to my community are easily recognizable
by their ethnic or cultural background. = B = o o o
c) People that belong to my community are easily recognizable
by their style of clothing. = = = = = o
d) Eli(;;;]le In my community consider themselves more rural than O O | 0o o o
e) The lifestyle of rural people in this region is distinctive from the
lifestyle of urban people. o = = = 0 o
f) People in my community have a common sense of identity. [m] [m] [m] [m] [} o]

C7) On the scale below, rate how strongly you agree or disagree with this statement:

"l believe that people are essentially good and can be trusted."

I | | |
I T 1 i 1
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree

C8) Do you think there are signs of social disorder in your community? (for example: drunken behaviour, youth
disturbances, illegal garbage dumping, trespassing, poaching, etc)

. PN
[ O NO E [ O YES E On a scale of 1 to 5, how much of a nuisance is this?

1 2 3 4 5

L | 1 ] ]

I I T T L
not much extreme
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C9) Are there features of the physical environment of your community that you find to be a nuisance? (for example:
blowing trash, vandalism, etc)

i is this?
[ O NO E [ O YES % On a scale of 1 to 5, how much of a nuisance is this?
1 2 3 4 5
L I} 1 ) |
I T 1 T 1
not much extreme §

C10) Are there any environmental issues that negatively impact your community or are a source of annoyance in your
community? (for example: water pollution, excessive noise caused by large trucks, intensive livestock operations,
stray animals, wild life)

e
[ O NO E { O YES E On a scale of 1 to 5, how much of annoyance is this?
1 2 3 4 5
: ! : : !
not much extreme

C11) How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Ey 2 |28
(Place an X in one box on each line) g’ § g ’g :gn §
50 =) 2 =52
n < < [a] [ N=] -
a) | feel safe alone after dark in my O O O O O -
local community.
b) My community is generally a very safe and secure place in
which to live. o o o m o o
c) | often fear for my own personal safety if | am alone O O O O O o
in my community.
d) ! fear my house will be broken into or my
property vandalized. o o O O o O
e) | feel safer in my community than | would
living in a large city. o o o o il O
f) 1think there is more crime in my community now than there
was 10 years ago. o o o o O o

C12) Compared to other communities in southern Alberta, how would you rate your own community in terms of its
beauty or visual appeal? (Put an X in one space only)

amongst the five most beautiful and visually appealing

above average

average --- no more or less beautiful or visually appealing than others
below average

amonagst the five least beautiful

000CO0
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C13) On the scale below, rate how strongly you agree or disagree with this statement:

"People from large cities would have a very different sense than my own about
the beauty of the landscape surrounding my community."

| | | | |
I T I T 1
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree |

C14) In general, how would you describe the people living in your community?

(Place an X in one box on each line)

Friendy ' 0 0O 0O O O O O Unfriendly
Supportive | 0 O O O @O O O | Indifferent
Welcoming: 0 O O O O O [ | Distant

Trustng; 0 O O O O O [ | Non-Trusting

C15) On the scale below, rate how strongly you agree or disagree with this statement:

"l feel a sense of attachment to my community because of the physical
or natural environment of the area.” (for example: views, landscapes, efc)

I ] I Il ]
I 1 T 1 1
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree |

C16) Suppose some development was being planned in your community that you and your neighbours resent because you
feel it would have negative consequences. If you wanted to prevent the development from going ahead, how much
power and influence would you have in the final decisions if:

T

/Can control

. Certain to
. Basically ha\'yel:gsgtme have ;:egarle:ft the decision
{Place one X on each line)| powerless o some | €0 O " making
influence process

a) you personally contacted local authorities to
express your opposition.

b) you personally contacted your political
representatives to express your opposition.

c) you and your neighbours united to contact local
politicians to prevent the development.

d) you and your neighbours took political/ legal action

at a meeting of county council or the Development

Appeal Board.

C17) Outsiders think my local community is
economically:
(Put an X on one space only)

O Very prosperous

O Moderately prosperous

O Average compared to other areas in the province
O Struggling

157



Page 7

C18) When family or friends look at your home
and community, what impression do you
think they are likely to get?

{Put an X on one space only)

O you are financially better off than you were before
O your financial situation has not changed for some time
O you are financially worse off than you were before

C19) On the scale below, rate how strongly you agree or disagree with this statement:

"l think that ‘outsiders’ would consider my community
to be typical of rural places on the Prairies."

[ | | | |
I 1 T T 1
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree

C20) How much do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?

= 3 293
(Place an X in one box on each line) g 3 3 § 2 §’
o 2 o
) =) 2 -
n < < a [ )=
a) If I asked my neighbours to watch my house and yard while | O O O O ' O
was away on vacation they would be pleased to do it for me.
b) I never ask any of my neighbours to help me with anything
because | feel they would only help because O O ] m| m} o
they felt obliged to.
c) Residents of this area always seem willing to help O O o
each other out.
d) Nowadays people have to ask neighbours for help whereas in
the past neighbours volunteered to help. O o = o o o

C21) In your opinion, how tidy and how well maintained are the houses and yards in your focal community?
(Put an X in one space only)

o

very tidy and very well maintained

O somewhat tidy and relatively well maintained

O mixed in terms of how well or poorly they are maintained
O somewhat untidy and relatively poorly maintained

O very untidy and very poorly maintained

C22) How much do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?

> @ > @
. ) g |52
(Place an X in one box on each line) | € § 3 D D
o 2 « o
=5 =) 2 5.2
0 < < o (2K =]
a) | think | agree with most people in my local community about .
what is important in life. = = o = o
b) People in my local community have very similar
ideas about what is socially and morally correct [m} O m| [m] [m| O
or incorrect behaviour.
c) | find some people in my local community whose lifestyles and O O O o
values | find offensive.
d) Newcomers to this community seem to have very different
values than mine. - o o i g o
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€23) Imagine your 10 or so nearest neighbours. What do you think of their character and standards compared to other
people in this region? (Put an X in one space only)

O they seem to have the highest of moral standards

O they have higher moral standards than most

O they are no different to others in their moral standards
O they have lower moral standards than most

C24) How much do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?

S [ o O
) -
(Place an X in one box on each line) s 3 3 = 52
55| © L 50
n<g < (=] ()=}
a) |feel that | truly ‘belong’ in this community. O O [} O [} o
b) Living here gives me a sense of community. O [m] | m} O o]
c) | don't really feel at home in this community. m} O O O O o]
d) | feel loyal to the people in my community. m} m| O O m| o]
e) A feeling of fellowship runs deep between me and other
people in my community. = = = d = o
f) My social relationships within my local community give me a
_strong sense of ‘rootedness’ in the local area. D - - D - o

SECTIOND
IN YOUR COMMUNITY

ACTIVITIES

D1) How far do you usually travel to do MOST of your
grocery shopping? (Put an X in one space only) less than 2 km

2to5km

6to 10 km

11 to 20 km

21 to 40 km

more than 40 km

Q00000

D2) At what kind of store do you purchase MOST of
your groceries? (For example: small family
owned store or supermarket)

b N —

D3) How often do you usually travel to this store? e A
O once a month
O once a week
O more than once a week
. J
D4) What percentage of all of your shopping is carried R
out in: O your own rural community %
O some other rural community %
O an large urban community %
Total = 100% )
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D5) Of the following kinds of facilities located in your rural community please indicate how often you typically use or

attend activities in them.
(Place one X on each line)

— Five or
FaC|_I|ty is Less than Oncea | Twicea :I'hree _Four more
notin my; Never once a month month timesa | timesa times a

area month month month month

a) convenience store

b) church

c) library

d) community hall

le) recreation / sports facility
f) medical clinic

9) golf course

h) post office

i) other (specity)

D6) Think again of your 10 closest neighbours.
How many of these neighbours would you say you personally

(Place one X on each line)| None 1or2 3or4 50r6 7or8 9or10
a) recognize when you meet?
b) sometimes talk to?
c) know by first name?
d) visit at least once a month?
e) consider close personal friends?

f) feel able to discuss intimate personal
problems with?

D7) What percentage of your close friends live within 0-10 km (0-6 miles) of your residence?

(Mark an X on the scale)
| | | | | | | | ] | |
| | | | [ | | | 1 I 1
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
(none) (half) (all)
D8) How much do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?
] [
, RE: o | Fo
(Place an X in one box on each line) | € § 3 2 £
£5 5 g | £
n < < o (7=
a) I'm so busy nowadays | don’t have time to visit my neighbours. m] O | m}
b) People in my community don’t visit with neighbours as much as O o O a
they did in the past.
¢) Over the past 10 years my frequency of visiting with neighbours o O o
has declined.
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D9) What percentage of your visiting with neighbours involves visiting with your own family?

(Mark an X on the scale)
—ttttF4—F—F—
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
(none) (half) (all)

D10) While living at your present location, how many of your 10 nearest neighbours have

become close personal friends?
(Mark an X on the scale)

| | | | | | | | | | |

| | | [ ] I | I | [ |

] 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
or more

D11) How many times in the past month have you

(Place an X on each line)| None 1 2 3 4 5 or more

la) borrowed anything from a neighbour?

b) gone into a neighbours' house?

c) asked a neighbour for advice or information?
d) asked a neighbour to physically help you?
e) chatted with a neighbour by telephone?

D12) Who do you think is most important to you, or who do you depend on most, for the following:

Spouse or Other family My close
partner members friends

(Place an X on each line) Neighbours

a) companionship and social support?
b) sociability (social activities)?

c) help with everyday kinds of activities?
d) help in times of crisis?

D13) How much do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?

= g | =38
(Place an X in one box on each line) 2 3 8 5 25
£5 5 g 28
n < < (=) [N s
a) People in this community don’t depend on each other, nor do O o O O o
they provide assistance to each other, like they did in the past.
b) People are more reluctant to help each other than they were in O O O
the past.
¢) Over the past 10 years, my level of helping or providing o O O o o
assistance to my neighbours has decreased.
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