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ABSTRACT

The general purpose of this study was to identify differences

and similarities between Tennessee's rural and urban counties as to

leaders' perceptions of the quality of 32 selected community problem

areas.

The data were obtained in 1984 through a statewide mail survey

of community leaders. The samples were taken from the county leaders

belonging to 12 groups which included bankers, the County Agricultural

Extension Committee, county government officials, the County Rural

Development Committee, Community Club Presidents, Home Demonstration

Club Presidents, merchants, ministers, newspaper editors, school

principals. Service Club Presidents, and Senior 4-H Club Presidents.

A total of 4616 county leaders returned the survey.

Tennessee counties were divided into rural and urban according

to the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area classification.

The data were analyzed by computer facilities provided by The

University of Tennessee, Knoxville Computing Center. The Chi-Square

Test was used to test the significance of the differences in the ratings

of rural and urban counties regarding the selected community problem

areas.

Major findings of the study included the following:

1. Rural and urban counties differed as rated by all 12 groups

of leaders on 27 areas (jobs available, job training and retraining,

local industry, local stores, sources of credit, fire protection,

garbage and trash disposal, police protection, public buildings, public
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transportation, road maintenance, sewage disposal, children's day care,

condition of homes, family income, family living conditions, availability

of doctors and dentists, availability of hospitals and clinics, education,

public libraries, school buildings, citizen participation in local

government, community organizations, general community appearance, land

use planning and zoning, parks and playgrounds, and recreational

opportunities for all ages). Rural county leaders regarded the quality

or condition of one area (sewage disposal) higher than did urban county

leaders; whereas, urban county leaders rated the other 26 areas higher

than did rural county leaders.

2. Rural and urban counties differed as rated by five Extension-

related audiences on 14 areas (jobs available, job training and re

training, local industry, local stores, public buildings, children's

day care, family income, availability of doctors and dentists,

availability of hospitals and clinics, education, school buildings,

general community appearance, parks and playgrounds, and recreational

opportunities for all ages). Urban county leaders rated each of the

14 areas higher than did rural county leaders.

3. Rural and urban counties differed as rated by leaders

belonging to non-Extension-related audiences on 27 areas (jobs available,

job training and retraining, local industry, local stores, fire

protection, garbage and trash disposal, police protection, public

buildings, public transportation, road maintenance, sewage disposal,

children's day care, condition of homes, family income, family living

conditions, availability of doctors and dentists, availability of

hospitals and clinics, education, nursing homes, public libraries.
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school buildings, citizen participation in local government, community

organizations, general community appearance, land use planning and

zoning, parks and playgrounds, and recreational opportunities for all

ages). Rural counties were rated higher than urban counties as to the

quality or condition of sewage disposal and nursing homes; whereas,

urban counties were rated higher than rural counties on the other 25

areas.

4. The ratings of rural counties by all 12 groups of leaders

in 1979 compared with 1984 differed as to the quality of 25 community

problem areas (jobs available, job training and retraining, local

agriculture, local stores, local industry, fire protection, garbage

and trash disposal, public buildings, public transportation, road

maintenance, sewage disposal, water supply, condition of homes, family

income, availability of doctors and dentists, availability of hospitals

and clinics, availability of public health services, education, nursing

homes, public libraries, school buildings, community organizations,

conservation of natural resources, parks and playgrounds, and

recreational opportunities for all ages). Rural counties in 1979 were

rated higher than in 1984 as to the quality or condition of eight areas

(jobs available, job training and retraining, local agriculture, local

stores, local industry, family income, public transportation, and

conservation of natural resources); whereas, rural counties in 1984

were rated higher than in 1979 on the other 17 areas.

The ratings of urban counties by all 12 groups of leaders in

1979 compared with 1984 differed as to the quality of 19 community

problem areas (jobs available, job training and retraining, local stores.
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local industry, fire protection, garbage and trash disposal, public

buildings, public transportation, road maintenance, sewage disposal,

condition of homes, family living conditions, availability of doctors

and dentists, availability of hospitals and clinics, education, nursing

homes, public libraries, school buildings, and community organizations).

Urban counties in 1979 were rated higher than in 1984 as to the quality

or condition of four areas (jobs available, job training and retraining,

local industry, and public transportation); whereas, urban counties

in 1984 were rated higher than in 1979 on the other 15 areas.

5. Rural and urban counties were rated most frequently as poor

on public transportation; whereas, local agriculture, sources of

credit, water supply, availability of doctors and dentists, availability

of hospitals and clinics, nursing homes, and public libraries were

rated most frequently as good by all groups of audiences surveyed.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

I. BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

Extension work is "an out-of-school system of education in which

adults and young people learn by doing" (12:1).* Since Extension work

was funded by the Congress in 1914 with the passage of the Smith-Lever

Act, Community Resource Development (CRD) has become one of the important

Extension program areas (21:1). The other three Extension responsibil

ities are in the areas of agricultural production, home economics (for

the homemakers) and youth organization especially the 4-H program.

Traditionally, the Extension's CRD programs have been aimed at

rural communities. The CRD's broad objective is ". . . to improve

community services and institutions . . ." and ". . . to increase the

quality of life in rural America" (9:1). Various programs and acts

are implemented to stress the importance and to achieve the objectives .

of CRD. Programs such as the Land Use and Planning, the Rural

Development Program, the Rural Area Development Program, and the Rural

Development Act of 1972 (21:1) are tailored for this purpose.

Today, CRD has a wide range of activities in the areas of people

development, economic development, community organization and facilities,

and environmental improvement in rural and urban areas (19:1).

*Numbers in parenthesis refer to alphabetically listed items in
the Bibliography; those after the colon are page numbers.
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The constant changing of rural areas and the community itself

has brought many changes to Extension's CRD program. The urbanization

of rural areas and the migration of people affect the community in many

ways. The urban-rural migration is a new trend occurring in the United

States. This trend of rural migration is illustrated by a more rapid

growth in non-metropolitan areas than of metropolitan areas (2:44).

In a four year period, 1970 to 1974, the population of non-metropolitan

counties grew by 5.6 percent, whereas the growth rate was 3.4 percent

in metropolitan counties (10:50).

This rural living trend requires the improvement of rural life

styles (28:2). However, this rural renaissance trend is reversing back

to the higher growth of urban population than rural during 1980 to 1984

as found by the Census Bureau's latest study (25).

The rural and urban migration trend ultimately will combine rural

and urban communities to become a mass society. Improved linkages,

the breakdown of isolation and improved mass communication are the

other factors that will homogenize rural and urban communities (20:8).

In fact, the mass society in some parts of the United States

has become a reality. The merging characteristics of this mass society

are quite different from either rural or urban society. The rural-

urban differences in values (20:8), community relationships (20:259),

attitudinal, religious and behavioral differences have decreased or

nearly disappeared. But, what about differences in the areas of local

concern that once were characteristic of either rural or urban sub

culture? Are these indicators of the quality of life disappearing with
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the merging of values, relationships, attitudinal and behavioral

differences of rural and urban people?

This is the issue of this study, to find if there are any per

ception differences occurring in the areas of local concern between

Tennessee rural and urban communities, and if so, how they differ.

II. NEED FOR THE STUDY

Every county is unique, differing especially in community concerns

and problem areas. But, when the counties are divided into dichotomous

rural and urban sectors, their status of community problem areas may

be the same or differ significantly as perceived by community leaders.

Indirectly, this study will help local change agents share

experiences with other counties' agents which should be helpful in

planning future program strategy.

The comparison of 1979 with 1984 regarding 28 common community

problem areas as perceived by all 12 groups of leaders in rural and in

urban counties hopefully will assist agents in evaluating local CRD

programs. To some extent, this last part of the study helps to evaluate

the success of CRD programs and will provide a benchmark for evaluating

future programs.

III. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The general purpose was to identify differences and similarities

between Tennessee's rural and urban counties as to leaders' perceptions

of the quality of 32 selected community problem areas.



4

The more specific objectives were divided into four categories.

While the first three specific objectives were limited to data obtained

in 1984, the fourth and last objective was related to data obtained in

1979 and 1984. The specific objectives were to compare rural and urban

counties with regard to the ratings of 32 problem areas as perceived by:

1. All 12 groups of leaders,

2. Five groups of leaders belonging to Extension-related

audiences,

3. All of the non-Extension-related audiences.

The fourth objective was to compare 1979 with 1984 regarding 28 common

community problem areas as perceived by all 12 groups of leaders in

rural and in urban counties.

IV. LIMITATIONS

The scope of the first three objectives in this study was

limited to data gathered in the 1984 CRD statewide survey. The survey

was conducted by the Tennessee Agriculture Extension Service (TAES)

in the summer of 1984. The last objective of this study was related

to both the 1979 and 1984 CRD surveys.

There were 31 predetermined community problem areas in the 1979

CRD survey and 32 in the 1984 CRD survey. Selection of the problem

areas and development of survey checklists were done by specialists

at TAES. These community problem areas serve as measurements for

assessing the quality of life in a community (27:2).

The distinction of rural and urban counties in this study was

based on place of residence. They were assumed to be the same as



5

non-metropolitan and metropolitan counties as defined by the Standard

Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA). The terms rural-urban and non-

metropolitan--metropolitan were considered the same and can be used

interchangeable without serious misinterpretation (6:55).

In the 1984 CRD statewide survey, 22 SMSA counties were catego

rized as urban and 72 non-SMSA counties as rural. The urban counties

were: Anderson, Blount, Carter, Cheatham, Davidson, Dickson, Hamilton,

Hawkins, Knox, Marion, Montgomery, Robertson, Rutherford, Sequatchie,

Shelby, Sullivan, Sumner, Tipton, Union, Washington, Williamson, and

Wilson.

V. DEFINITION OF TERMS

1. Extension-Related Audience. The term is used in reference

to the five groups of county leaders which are working closely with

Extension Service in Community Development. The leaders' groups are:

County Agricultural Extension Committee, County Rural Development

Committee, Community Club President, Home Demonstration Club President,

and Senior 4-H Club President.

2. Community Resource Development (CRD). Is an Extension

educational process of working with people for the social and economic

benefit of the community.

3. Leaders. Selected people holding formal job responsibilities

who are responsible for decision making in their respective areas.

Their actions in some way affect the community in general.

4. Non-Extension Related Audiences. Refers to seven groups of

county leaders, which traditionally are not in a close working contact
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with the Extension Service. The seven groups of leaders include:

bankers, county government officials, merchants, ministers, newspaper

editors, school principals, and service club presidents.

5. Rural. Is defined as a geographical area which is not

located in a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area. Non-SMSA is also

called non-metropolitan area.

6. Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA). It is a

statistical standard designed by the Office of Management and Budget.

An SMSA includes: (1) a city with 50,000 residents and the county

in which the city is located, or (2) a city with at least 25,000

residents combined with the adjacent area or county of at least 50,000

or more in population.

7. Urban. A term used to define all geographical areas included

in SMSA. A SMSA member is also called a metropolitan area.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED STUDIES

Numerous studies have been done to explore rural and urban

differences in Community Resource Development. Most of the studies

reviewed in this chapter are related to the status of selected community

areas of concern as perceived by the residents or researched by the

authors. Only one study (Amonett), was found to be directly related

to the perception of community areas of concern by rural and urban

leaders.

The main purpose of this chapter is to review the perceptions

and the rating differences and similarities of selected CRD areas of

concern. To facilitate the review, this chapter is divided into the

following six sections:

1. Comparison of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to the

Status of Business, Industry and Employment.

2. Comparison of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to the

Status of Community Facilities and Services.

3. Comparison of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to the

Status of Family Living.

4. Comparison of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to the

Status of Health and Education.

5. Comparison of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to the

Status of Recreational and General Community Environment.

6. Comparison of Rural and Urban Counties as to their Sense of

Well-Being and Community Satisfaction.
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I. COMPARISON OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES WITH REGARD TO

THE STATUS OF BUSINESS, INDUSTRY AND EMPLOYMENT

Amonett (1:36-39) in a comparison study found that in 1979, local

Tennessee agriculture was rated good by leaders in both rural and urban

counties. In the areas of local industry, local stores, source of

credit, jobs availability and family income, there were significant

differences between leaders' ratings of rural and urban counties. Urban

counties were rated much higher than rural counties.

In a study to compare rural-urban differences in community

satisfaction, Johnson and Knop (15:544-548) found that urban residents

were more satisfied with shopping facilities and employment opportunities

than were the rural residents. They suggested that satisfaction was a

multidimensional variable.

The satisfaction of urban residents in the areas of shopping

facilities and employment opportunities was supported by Donald J.

Bogue and Calvin L. Beale (5:118). They reported that American

business focused more on metropolitan areas rather than non-metropolitan

areas. As a result, those areas of concern were rated much higher in

metropolitan areas.

Hayes and Dunkelberger (24:1-4) conducted a study to explore

the aspirations of rural youths in Alabama. They found that the majority

of their sample was employed. The occupations were broken down into

35.8 percent in professional, technical and managerial occupations,

30.0 percent in clerical and craftman jobs, 28.2 percent in low or

limited skill jobs, and 1.4 percent in farming.
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The trend of industry moving to rural areas has a lot to do with

the cheaper labor, lower taxes, and less rigid zoning laws, as reported

by Rogers and Burdge (20:390-391). They also suggested that rural

unemployment and underemployment were still the biggest problems since

mechanization took place on the farm.

Zuiches (10:62) reported that during 1950 to 1975 the difference

in the percentage of white-collar occupations between metropolitan

residents and non-metropolitan residents was slightly reduced.

In brief, the selected areas with regard to business, industry

and employment are perceived as less adequate in rural areas than in

urban areas. Even though there is a trend of industry moving to rural

areas, the problems of unemployment and underemployment are still

prevalent. The rural agriculture industry only employs a small

proportion of the rural labor force.

II. COMPARISON OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES WITH REGARD TO THE

STATUS OF COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES

According to Amonett (1:44-47), no differences occurred between

leaders' ratings of sewage disposal and transportation status in rural

and urban areas. Approximately the same percentage of leaders rated

the two areas as being good.

However, urban counties were rated higher than rural counties

in the areas of water supply, fire control, road maintenance, and

public buildings. The proportion of leaders who rated the areas as

being good were higher in urban than in rural counties.
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Furthermore, the highest percentage of leaders in urban counties

rated the status of water supply and fire control as being good, while

the highest percentage of leaders in rural counties rated them as being

fair. The status of road maintenance was rated poor in rural counties

and fair in urban counties.

In a study of rural government and local public services, Rainey

(10:36) found that inadequate manpower was the typical problem facing

rural law enforcement services.

Comparatively poor fire protection services also contributed

to higher fire losses in the rural areas than in urban areas. In

addition, the fire insurance premiums in rural areas were higher than

in urban areas to compensate for the greater fire risk.

Miller and Grader (18:489-504) in 1979 conducted a relationship

study between satisfaction and county spending preferences among

community leaders and community residents in rural Alabama. They found

that leaders and residents were at the same level of satisfaction in

the areas of water service and garbage disposal service. However, the

residents wanted the county to spend more on garbage disposal service

while the leaders wafited to spend more on law enforcement services.

This study showed that both leaders and residents were having difficulties

in establishing priority due to differences in satisfaction of the

local services.

Rogers and Burdge (20:39) reported that rural local government

services could be better if there were more cooperation between local

governments. They also reported that the typical rural local government

was resistant to change.



11

According to Dillman and Tremblay (8:115-129) the rural crime

rate was much lower than in urban areas. In 1974, 11 murder cases

occurred in metropolitan areas and only 8 in non-metropolitan areas

per 100,000 people. In non-metropolitan areas, aggravated assaults

numbered 112 while the number of robberies was 20, compared with 243

and 274, respectively in metropolitan areas. Urban areas also have a

high rate of property crime, such as burglary, 1arceny-theft and motor

vehicle theft. The police in rural areas were also more successful in

solving crimes compared to urban police.

On the whole, the status of some selected areas of concern with

regard to community facilities and services in rural areas is behind

its urban counterpart. Some of the reasons suggested are the lack of

manpower and inefficiency of local government.

III. COMPARISON OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES WITH REGARD TO

THE STATUS OF FAMILY LIVING

Amonett (1) found significant differences between the ratings

of rural and urban counties as to family living conditions, family

income and conditions of homes. For the three areas, the urban leaders

ratings of urban counties were higher than the rural ratings.

According to Carlson, Lasey and Lasey (6:70), a majority of

federal housing funds went to metropolitan areas while lower quality

housing was found in rural areas where 59 percent of rural housing had

inadequate kitchen facilities.

In a news article, Herbers (22:F1 and F6) reported that about

4.5 million rural houses were inadequate. Congress, which recently
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reduced the budget for Farmers' Home Administration by 41 percent,

literally cut needed rural housing aid. High interest rates, increased

prices of building materials, a depressed agricultural economy, and

increased foreclosure rates on home mortgages will create a wider gap

between rural and urban housing. In some parts of rural America, people

are living in mobile homes as an alternative to more expensive

permanent housing.

Fitzsimmons and Freedman (11:17) also reported that rural housing

was far behind its urban counterpart. Even though rural residents make

up only 26 percent of the United States' population, 44 percent of the

inadequate housing is located in the rural areas.

According to Dillman and Tremblay (8:115-129), even though non-

metropolitan home ownership was 70 percent compared to 60 percent for

metropolitan residents, their median property value was only $12,200

compared to $19,000 for metropolitan residents in 1970. Non-metropolitan

housing also faced overcrowding problems. There was an average of 3.32

people per house in non-metropolitan areas compared to 3.04 people per

house in metropolitan areas.

Beegle, Bryant and Hathaway (3:197-198) reported that the median

income of rural residents in the United States was below the median

income of urban residents. This pattern has persisted for several

decades without any changes. This difference was due to the low per

centage of persons employed and the low average income of rural residents.

The gap was greater and more obvious in the southern states.

Fitzsimmons and Freedman (11:17) reported that in the late 1970's,

rural residents' incomes were catching up with the income of urban
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residents. During that time, rural residents' incomes were about 80

percent of urban residents' incomes.

Surprisingly, Johnson and Knop (15:544-548) in their study found

that rural residents were more satisfied with their salary scale than

were the urban residents.

During the years 1950 to 1975, Zuiches (10:62) reported that

there was a slight reduction in median family income differences between

metropolitan and non-metropolitan residents in the United States.

As reported by Dillman and Tremblay (8:115-129) in 1969 the

average national family income was $9,590, with $7,615 for non-

metropolitan families and $10,406 for metro families.

Larson (10:104) reported that 75 percent of rural residents were

contented with their standard of living and housing situation. Sixty-

seven percent were satisfied with their family income and 82 percent

to 90 percent were satisfied with the work they were doing.

In 1967, Mugge and Eppley (4:46) reported that the United States'

urban residents received more child welfare services (86.6 percent)

than did rural residents (69.8 percent). The lack of public welfare

in rural areas was more critical for the minorities and poverty stricken

residents. They were often rejected or neglected by the welfare services.

On the whole, the situation of urban family living is far better

than its rural counterpart. One of the several mentioned areas with

regard to family living, the condition of houses, is more serious and

creates a real problem in rural areas.
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IV. COMPARISON OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES WITH REGARD TO

THE STATUS OF HEALTH AND EDUCATION

Amonett (1) found there was no significant difference between

leaders' ratings of public health facilities in rural and urban counties.

Of the rural counties, 46.4 percent of the leaders rated it as being

fair and 45.9 percent rated it as being good. Whereas, 49.7 percent

of leaders rated public health facilities in urban counties as being

good and 43.3 percent rated it as being fair.

Significant differences were found in the ratings of rural and

urban public libraries, education, school buildings, availability of

doctors and dentists, hospital and clinics and nursing homes. Leaders

rated all the six of these facilities higher in urban counties than

in rural counties.

Lupidi (24:2), in 1979 reported that according to the U.S.D.A.,

rural areas were in great need of public health services. In addition

to a high rate of work related accidents and lack of comprehensive

health care approaches, there were not enough physicians or health

facilities. Lupidi also found significant differences in health-related

perceptions between rural Appalachian and non-rural Appalachian

residents in Ohio. They differed in perception of health status,

preventive health practices, morbidity, and general health knowledge.

However, the differences were getting narrower.

Rogers (20:391) and Tweeter (26:26) agreed that health was a

major social problem in rural areas. According to Fitzsimmons and

Freedman (11:17), the per capita ratio of physicians in rural areas
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was only 40 percent of the urban per capita ratio. Farm workers were

more prone to accidents, while the health services and facilities were

inferior and in short supply compared to their urban counterparts.

Benjamin and Bright (25:5) in another study, found that significant

differences occurred between town and country residents in rural areas

in access to health care resources and time spent in obtaining medical

care. They found that a high percentage of country residents perceived

the high cost of transportation and lack of physicians were the major

barriers to health care.

Dillman and Tremblay (8:115-129) also reported that health care

in rural areas was inadequate in every aspect, whereas their need for

medical attention was much higher than that of urban residents. Rural

areas had a higher rate of chronic diseases, more sick leaves, greater

work related injuries, higher morbidity and mortality incidents. The

average trip to a doctor was 4.8 visits for non-metropolitan residents.

On the average, areas with a population of less than 10,000 people had

only one doctor per 2,103 residents for rural areas, whereas there was

one doctor for every 450 residents in a large metropolitan area.

In education,- Beegle, Bryant and Hathaway (3:144-145) reported

that rural residents were still behind urban residents in school enroll

ment. In educational attainment, in 1960, Bogue and Beale (5:102)

reported that urban adults averaged 11.1 years of schooling compared

to 9.5 years for rural non-farm adults and 8.8 years for rural farm

adults. In 1970, Sanders (23:103) reported that urban residents'

average years of schooling was 12.2 years, rural non-farm was 11.2 years
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and rural farm was 10.7 years. The data show that the rural-urban

differences in educational attainment have been getting narrower.

Dillman and Tremblay (8:115-129) also reported that educational

attainment by the most rural residents, which averaged 9.9 years, was

far behind that of urban residents. They also reported that the rural

high school drop-out rate between the age of 16 to 17 years was higher.

It was 15.2 percent for the rural residents, 13.6 percent for non-

metropolitan residents and 9.5 percent for metropolitan residents in

1970. Rural areas also were lacking in vocational and other post high

school educational opportunities.

In 1979, Sonderberg and Dunkelberger (24:5-11) conducted a study

in Alabama to compare metropolitan and non-metropolitan students by

achievement tests. They found a significant difference in cumulative

means scores between the two groups of students. Metropolitan students

scored higher than non-metropolitan students and the gap widened as

the grade levels increased. They also found that for both groups of

students the achievement scores were positively related to teacher's

salaries and school expenditure per student.

Hayres and Dunkelberger (24:1-4) in a study in rural Alabama,

learned from 280 youths averaging 29 years old, that only one quarter

had failed to complete some kind of post high school training. The

rest had been trained mostly in vocational and business schools or had

received a two-year associate degree.

Performance of rural school students was also reported to be

below urban standards by Fitzsimmons and Freedman (11:21) The

educational deficiency of rural students was found in every measure of
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educational skills. They also reported that minorities were the less

fortunate groups of students in rural areas. In 1975, 30 percent of

the black and Hispanic males in the United States were functionally

il1i terate.

In general, the problem of health is more serious in rural areas

than in urban areas. Even though health services in rural areas are

improving, specific services such as availability of doctors and

dentists, hospitals, clinics, and nursing homes are still lacking.

Education is better in urban areas than in rural areas. In every measure

of education, urban areas received significantly higher ratings.

V. COMPARISON OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES WITH REGARD TO THE

STATUS OF RECREATION AND GENERAL COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENT

With regard to recreational and general community environment,

Amonett (I) found significant differences between the leaders' ratings

of rural and urban counties as to general appearance of roads, parks

and streets, parks and playgrounds and recreational opportunities.

Urban counties were rated higher than rural counties in each of these

areas.

No significant differences were found between the ratings of

rural and urban counties as to land use planning and conservation of

soil, water and timber.

In general, Carlson, Lasey and Lasey (6:69-70) indicate that

rural areas have better environmental quality than urban areas. There

are more trees, open green spaces and accessible natural recreation sites,

whereas urban recreational activities are mostly done indoors.
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Dillman and Tremblay (8:115-129) also reported that rural areas

have better environmental quality than urban areas. The environment

is more beautiful and the air is cleaner. Urban residents have a greater

chance of being exposed to high levels of air and noise pollution.

Johnson and Knop (15:544-548) in their study of community

satisfaction found that the rural community was more satisfied with

their general geographical surroundings and with the local democratic

process than was the urban community.

Wilkening (10:20) reported that pollution occurring in rural

areas originated in urban centers. Urban industries and energy plants

essential to urban growth produced most of the rural environmental

problems.

Lowe and Pinkey (16:114-128), in a study to find rural-urban

differences in support of environmental protection, found that rural

residents were less supportive than urban residents.

In general, rural residents, as reported by Dillman and Tremblay

(8:115-129), have less leisure time. They reported that rural residents

only have 91 activity days per year for recreation compared to 97

activity days per year for urban residents. The recreational activities

of rural residents were mostly done outdoors, whereas urban residents'

recreational activities were mostly done in developed indoor facilities.

In summary, recreational and general community environment is

better in rural areas than it is in urban areas. However, rural

residents spent less time enjoying this advantage compared to the

time spent by urban residents.
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VI. COMPARISON OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES AS TO THEIR SENSE OF

WELL BEING AND COMMUNITY SATISFACTION

In general, Carlson, Lasey and Lasey (6:73) reported that rural

people were more satisfied with their community compared to urban people.

This was supported by Larson (10:104). He reported that rural residents

scored higher in level of satisfaction in the quality of life than urban

residents. More than 80 percent of rural residents were satisfied with

their quality of 1 ife.

Among the elderly residents, Hynson (13:64-66) found that the

rural elderly were more satisfied with their community, showing greater

general happiness and less fear than the urban elderly.

There were two dimensions of community satisfaction, according

to Miller and Crader (18:489-504); economic and interpersonal. They

found that in general rural residents showed a higher level of inter

personal satisfaction than urban residents. The interpersonal

satisfaction was related to self, family and friends, including beliefs

and values. On the other hand, economic satisfaction of urban residents

was higher than that of rural residents.

Among the rural residents, Jeser (14:56-59) considered that

"technical helping" professionals (lawyers, doctors and dentists) were

more satisfied than "social helping" professionals (teachers and

clergymen).

Community satisfaction was found to be related to community size

in few studies. Davies (7:246-255), Jesser (14:56-69) and Johnson and

Knop (15:544-548) found a positive relationship between community



20

satisfaction and community size. Davies also found that community

satisfaction was not related to sex and age, and only moderately re

lated to intelligence. Johnson and Knop concluded that urban

communities were more satisfied with their specialized services and

opportuni ties.

Dillman and Tremblay (8:115-129) reported that while a rural

American's quality of life was behind an urbanite's, as measured

objectively in the areas of economics, getting services and facilities,

it was actually better off as measured by material and social environ

ment. They also suggested that the rural quality of life was low and

inadequate compared to its urban counterpart.

In summary, rural residents are more satisfied with their

community than are urban residents. However, urban residents are more

satisfied with their economy and specific services and opportunities

than are rural residents. Even though rural quality of life when

measured objectively is lower than its urban counterpart, rural residents

are more satisfied with their community.
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CHAPTER III

METHOD OF PROCEDURE

I. POPULATION

The population of this study included county leaders belonging

to 12 groups of community leaders living in 94 Tennessee counties.

II. SAMPLE

The selected county leaders, their recommended sample size for

each county and the numbers of leaders responding for each leader group

are 1 is ted below:

1. Bankers (all, number of respondents 327),

2. County Agricultural Extension Committee (all, number of

respondents 338),

3. County Government Officials (judges and four officials,

number of respondents 337),

4. County Rural Development Committee (all, number of respon

dents 526),

5. Community Club Presidents (all, number of respondents 143),

6. Home Demonstration Club Presidents (all, number of

respondents 729),

7. Merchants (five representatives, number of respondents 278),

8. Ministers (five representatives, number of respondents 252),

9. Newspaper Editors (all, number of respondents 106),

10. School Principals (all, number of respondents 526),
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11. Service Club Presidents (all, number of respondents 335),

12. Senior 4-H Club Presidents (all, number of respondents 136).

There were 583 responses which were not identified. A total of 4616

questionnaires were returned from the 94 counties.

III. DATA COLLECTION

Data were collected from the leaders by the County Extension

agents through mail questionnaires in the summer of 1984 (see Appendix).

Complete questionnaires were returned to the appropriate county agents

and were then mailed to the District Supervisors. From there the

questionnaires were sent to the Agricultural Economic and Resource

Development Section of TAES for further processing.

Instrument

The 1984 CRD survey questionnaire was developed by specialists

at the TAES. There were 32 areas of local concern in the questionnaire.

The leaders were asked to rate each area on the scale of good, fair

and poor as they believed the average residents see the areas.

Data Processing

The data were processed by specialists in the Tennessee

Agricultural Extension Service and entered into the computer. The

data were then divided into rural and urban according to leaders'

counties of residence. Rural counties were those classified as non-

SMSA and urban counties as SMSA.
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Analysis

Comparisons were made between rural and urban county leaders'

ratings of 32 selected community problem areas by examining the numbers

and percentages of the ratings (good, fair and poor). The Chi-Square

Test was used to test the significance of the differences between the

ratings of rural and urban counties. Probability of achieving the

0.05 level was considered significant.
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CHAPTER IV

COMPARISON OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES REGARDING 32 COMMUNITY

PROBLEM AREAS AS PERCEIVED BY 12 GROUPS OF LEADERS

This chapter presents the findings of the study related to the

first specific objective, which was to compare rural and urban counties

with regard to the ratings of 32 problem areas as perceived by all 12

groups of leaders

The findings are presented in five sections according to the

five groups of community problem areas which are: (1) business, industry

and employment, (2) community facilities and services, (3) family living,

(4) health and education, and (5) recreational and general community

envi ronment.

Ratings of each community problem area reported in Table I were

done by all leaders in rural and urban counties. The purpose was to

compare leaders' ratings of rural and urban counties. The Chi-Square

Test was used to compare the significance of the differences between

the leaders' ratings (good, fair and poor) of 32 community problem areas

in rural and urban counties.

I. RATINGS OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES AS TO THE QUALITY OF

BUSINESS, INDUSTRY AND EMPLOYMENT

Six community problem areas are included in this section: (1)

jobs available, (2) job training and retraining, (3) local agriculture,

(4) local industry, (5) local stores, and (6) sources of credit.



 

 

TABLE I

LEADERS' RATINGS OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES REGARDING
32 COMMUNITY PROBLEM AREAS
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Rural Counties Urban Counties
Problem Areas N { N X

Business, Industry and Employment

Jobs Available
Good 270 7.8 187 17.2
Fair 1530 44.3 597 55.0
Poor 1658 48.0 301 27.7

To tal 3458 100.0 1085 100.0

X2 - 171.64 P - 0.000

Job Training and Retraining
Good 395 11.6 170 16.4
Fair 1554 45.6 569 55.0
Poor 1459 42.8 296 28.6

Total 3408 100.0 1035 100.0
X2 - 69.80 P - 0.000

Local Agriculture
Good 1934 56.0 633 58.8
Fair 1421 41.1 413 38.4
Poor 99 2.9 30 2.8

Total 3454 100.0 1076 100.0

X2 -2.72 P - 0.256

Local Industry
Good 957 27.6 473 43.7
Fair 1645 47.5 479 44.2
Poor 862 24.9 131 12.1

Total 3464 100.0 1083 100.0
X2 - 131.23 P - 0.000

Local Stores
Good 1144 33.0 603 55.6
Fair 1826 52.3 407 37.5
Poor 503 14.5 75 6.9

Total 3473 100.0 1085 100.0
X2 - 187.25 P - 0.000

Sources of Credit
Good 1873 54.8 639 60.7
Fair 1340 39.2 376 35.7
Poor 204 6.0 38 3.6

To tal 3417 100.0 1053 100.0
X2 - 15.81 P - 0.000

Community Facilities and Services

Fire Protection

Good 1386 40.1 575 58.8
Fair 1544 44.7 413 37.9
Poor 525 15.2 101 9.3

Total 3455 100.0 1089 100.0
X2 - 60.74 P - 0.000

Garbage and Trash Disposal
Good 1207 35.0 455 41.9
Fair 1577 45.7 473 43.6

Poor 670 19.4 158 14.6
Total 3454 100.0 1086 100.0

X2 - 22.37 P - 0.000

Police Protection
Good 1262 36.5 456 41.8
Fair 1763 51.0 534 49.0
Poor 431 12.5 100 9.2

Total 3456 100.0 1090 100.0

. X2 - 14.58 P - 0.001

Public Buildings
Good 1297 37.3 535 49.2
Fair 1840 53.0 491 45.2

Poor 338 9.7 61 5.6
Total 3475 100.0 1087 100.0

X2 - 55.01 P - 0.000

Public Transportation
Good 232 6.9 111 10.7
Fair 951 28.5 345 33.3
Poor 2160 64.6 580 55.0

Total 3343 100.0 1036 100.0
X2 - 30.09 P - 0.000
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Rural Counties Urban Counties

Problem Areas N X N X

Road Maintenance
Good 648 18.7 225 20.7

Fair 2107 60.9 605 55.6

Poor 1087 31.4 259 23.8

Total 3462 100.0 1089 100.0

X2 - 23.07 p - 0.000

Sewage Disposal
338 32.1Good 1134 33.7

Fair 1518 45.2 454 43.1

Poor 709 21.1 262 24.9

Total 3361 100.0 1054 100.0

X2 - 6.62 p - 0.036

Water Supply
660 60.2Good 2190 63.4

Fair 1001 29.0 344 31.4

Poor 265 7.7 92 8.4

Total 3456 100.0 1096 100.0
X2 - 3.53 p - 0.171

Family Living

Children's Day Care
40.1Good 877 26.3 421

Fair 1687 50.5 513 48.8

Poor 776 23.2 117 11.1

Total 3340 100.0 1051 100.0

X2 - 109.53 p - 0.000

Condition of Homes
Good 1186 34.4 564 52.4

Fair 2099 60.9 497 46.2

Poor 164 4.8 16 1.5

Total 3449, 100.0 1077 100.0

X2 - 121.65 p - 0.000

Family Income
262 24.3Good 321 9.3

Fair 2309 67.1 728 67.5

Poor 810 23.6 88 8.2

Total 3440„ 100.0 1078 100.0

X2 - 240.34 p - 0.000

Family Living Conditions
43.3Good 1041 30.2 465

Fair 2272 66.0 590 54.9

Poor 131 3.8 20 1.9

Total 3444 100.0 1075 100.0
X2 - 66.89 p - 0.000

Health and Education

Availability of Doctors and Dentists
Good 1869 54.0 811 74.1

Fair 1232 35.6 227 20.8

Poor 361 10.4 56 5.1

Total 3462, 100.0 1094 100.0

X2 - 140.10 p - 0.000

Availability of Hospitals and Clinics
Good 1926 55.4 771 70.9

Fair 1142 32.8 231 21.3

Poor 409 11.8 85 7.8

Total 3477 100.0 1087 100.0

X2 - 82.72 p - 0.000

Availability of Public Health Service
Good 1671 48.7 518 48.6

Fair 1584 46.1 491 46.1

Poor 179 5.2 57 5.3

Total 3434^ 100.0 1066 100.0

X2 - 0.03 p - 0.985

Education
52.2Good 1440 41.5 570

Fair 1695 48.8 471 43.1

Poor 336 9.7 52 4.8

Total 3471, 100.0 1093 100.0

x2 - 50.93 p - 0.000
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Problem Areas

Rural

N
Counties

t
Urban

N
Counties
(

Nursing Homes
Good 1877 54.7 558 52.6

Fair 1247 36.3 416 39.3
Poor 309 9.0 86 8.1

Total 3433 100.0 1060 100.0
X2 - 3.21 p - 0.201

Public Libraries
Good 1992 57.4 757 69.5

Fair 1157 33.3 282 25.9
Poor 322 9.3 50 4.6

Total 3471 100.0 1089 100.0

X2 - 57.05 p - 0.000

School Buildings
Good 1574 45.6 601 55.6

Fair 1506 43.6 439 40.6

Poor 373 10.8 42 3.9

Total 3453 100.0 1082 100.0
X2 - 61.94 p - 0.000

Recreational and General Conmunity Environment

Citizens Participation in Local Government
Good 480 13.9 216 20.1

Fair 1866 54.2 587 54.6

Poor 1100 31.9 273 25.4

To tal 3446, 100.0 1076 100.0
X2 - 31.73 p - 0.000

Community Organizations
48.6Good 1351 39.1 525

Fair 1701 49.3 488 45.1

Poor 402 16.6 68 6.3

Total 3454 100.0 1081 100.0
X2 - 43.38 p - 0.000

Conservation of Natural Resources
Good 783 22.9 273 26.1
Fair 2081 60.8 623 59.6

Poor 558 16.3 150 14.3

Total 3422 100.0 1046 100.0

X2 - 5.67 p - 0.059

General Community Appearance
Good 1036 30.0 443 41.2
Fair 2056 59.4 566 52.7

Poor 370 10.7 66 6.1

Total 3462, 100.0 1075 100.0
X2 - 56.14 p - 0.000

Land Use Planning and Zoning
Good 525 15.7 199 19.0

Fair 1855 55.5 611 58.2

Poor 964 28.8 240 22.9

Total 3344, 100.0 1050 100.0
X2 - 16.58 p - 0.000

Parks and Playgrounds
Good 1283 37.1 423 39.3

Fair 1267 36.6 478 44.0

Poor 913 26.4 182 16.7

Total 3463 100.0 1088 100.0
X2 - 44.76 p - 0.000

Recreational Opportunities for all Ages
Good 774 22.3 325 30.1

Fair 1399 40.3 508 47.0

Poor 1296 37.4 247 22.9

Total 3469 100.0 1080 100.0

X2 - 80.45 p - 0.000
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Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Jobs Available

Jobs available in rural counties appeared to be rated low. The

area was rated as poor by 48.0 percent of rural county leaders while

only seven and eight-tenths percent rated it as good. However, urban

counties were rated fair on jobs available. More than half (55.0 per

cent) of the leaders in urban counties rated the area as fair while

17.2 percent rated it as good.

Comparison by the use of the Chi-Square Test indicated that the

ratings of jobs available in rural versus urban counties were signifi

cantly different (p = 0.000). Urban counties were rated higher than

rural counties on the availability of jobs.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Job Training

and Retraining

Rural and urban counties were rated fair with regard to job

training and retraining. A majority of leaders in rural (45.6 percent)

and urban (55.0 percent) counties rated the area as being fair. Only

11.6 percent and 16.4 percent of rural and urban county leaders,

respectively, rated the area as good. Comparison by the Chi-Square

Test indicated that the ratings of job training and retraining in rural

and urban counties were significantly different. Urban counties were

rated higher than rural counties on job training and retraining.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Local Agriculture

Rural and urban counties were rated high on local agriculture.

The area was rated as being good by more than half of the rural county

leaders (56.0 percent) and urban county leaders (58.8 percent).
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Comparison by the application of the Chi-Square Test indicated

that the ratings of local agriculture in rural versus urban counties

were not significantly different (p = 0.256). Rural and urban counties

were rated equally high with regard to local agriculture.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Local Industry

Rural counties appeared to be rated fair on local industry. The

area was rated fair by a majority (47.5 percent) of rural county leaders.

However, urban counties were rated between high and fair on local

industry. Approximately the same percentage of urban county leaders

(44.0 percent) rated local industry as being good and fair.

Comparison by the Chi-Square Test indicated that the ratings of

local industry in rural and urban counties were significantly different.

Urban counties were rated higher on local industry than were rural

counties.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Local Stores

Local stores in rural counties were rated fair. The area was

rated as fair by more than half of rural county leaders (52.3 percent),

whereas 33.0 percent of the same audience rated the area as good.

However, urban counties were rated high on local stores. A majority

of leaders in urban counties rated the area as good (55.6 percent)

while 37.5 percent rated it as fair.

Comparison by the Chi-Square Test revealed that the ratings of

local stores in rural and urban counties were significantly different.

Urban counties were rated higher than were rural counties with regard

to local stores.
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Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Sources of Credit

Rural and urban counties were highly rated with regard to sources

of credit. The area was rated as good by a majority of rural and urban

county leaders (54.8 percent, rural; 60.7 percent, urban), whereas

39.2 percent and 35.7 percent of rural and urban county leaders,

respectively, rated the area as fair.

Comparison by the Chi-Square Test indicated that the ratings of

sources of credit in rural and urban counties were significantly

different. Urban counties were rated higher than rural counties con

cerning sources of credit.

Summary Findings: Business, Industry and Employment

Urban counties were rated significantly higher on five out of

six areas with regard to business, industry and employment. The areas

were; jobs available, job training and retraining, local industry,

local stores, and sources of credit. However, no significant

differences were found between rural and urban counties with regard

to local agriculture. Both counties were rated equally high on local

agriculture.

II. RATINGS OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES AS TO THE QUALITY OF

COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES

This section is divided into eight community problem areas with

regard to community facilities and services. The areas are: (1) fire

protection, (2) garbage and trash disposal, (3) police protection, (4)

public buildings, (5) public transportation, (6) road maintenance, (7)

sewage disposal, and (8) water supply.
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Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Fire Protection

Fire protection in rural counties appeared to be rated between

high and fair. About the same proportion of leaders in rural counties

rated the area as good (40.1 percent) and as fair (44.7 percent). On

the other hand, urban counties were rated high on fire protection.

More than half (58.8 percent) of the leaders in urban counties rated

fire protection as good while 37.9 percent rated it as fair.

Comparison by the Chi-Square Test indicated that the ratings

of fire protection in rural and urban counties were significantly

different (p = 0.000). Urban counties were rated higher than rural

counties for fire protection.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Garbage and

Trash Disposal

Rural counties appeared to be rated fair on garbage and trash

disposal. The majority of leaders in rural counties rated the area as

fair (45.7 percent) while 35.0 percent rated it as good. However,

urban counties were rated fairly high on garbage and trash disposal.

About the same percentage of leaders in urban counties rated the area

as being good and fair (41.9 percent, good; 43.6 percent, fair).

Comparison by the Chi-Square Test indicated that the ratings of

garbage and trash disposal in rural and urban counties were significantly

different. Urban counties were rated higher than rural counties on

garbage and trash disposal.
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Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Police Protection

Rural and urban counties In general were rated fair with regard

to police protection. The majority (51.0 percent) of leaders in rural

counties rated the area as fair while 36.5 percent rated the area as

good. The majority (49.0 percent) of urban county leaders rated the

area as fair and 41.8 percent rated It as good with regard to police

protection.

Comparison by the Chl-Square Test Indicated that the ratings of

police protection in rural and urban counties were significantly

different. Urban counties were rated higher than rural counties for

police protection.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Public Buildings

Rural counties were rated fair concerning public buildings. The

area was rated fair by more than half (53.0 percent) of rural county

leaders while 37.3 percent rated It as good. However, urban counties

appeared to be rated high with regard to public buildings. A majority

of urban county leaders (49.2 percent) rated the area as good while

45.2 percent rated It as fair.

Comparison by the Chl-Square Test Indicated that the ratings of

public buildings In rural versus urban counties were significantly

different. Urban counties were rated higher than rural counties on

publ1c buildings.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Public Transportation

Rural and urban counties were rated low on public transportation.

The higher percentages of leaders In rural and urban counties rated the
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area as being poor (64.6 percent, rural; 56.0 percent, urban).

Approximately 7 percent of rural county leaders and 10.7 percent of

urban county leaders rated public transportation as good.

Comparison by application of the Chi-Square Test indicated that

the ratings of public transportation in rural and urban counties were

significantly different. Urban counties were rated higher than rural

counties on public transportation.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Road Maintenance

Rural and urban counties were rated fair on road maintenance.

The majority of leaders in rural (60.9 percent) and in urban (55.6 per

cent) counties rated the area as being fair. Less than 20.0 percent

of rural county leaders and 20.7 percent of urban county leaders rated

road maintenance as good.

Comparison by the Chi-Square Test revealed that the ratings of

road maintenance in rural and urban counties were significantly different.

Urban counties were rated higher than rural counties on road maintenance.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Sewage Disposal

Rural and urban counties appeared to be rated fair with regard

to sewage disposal. The area was rated fair by 45.2 percent and 43.1

percent of rural and urban county leaders. About the same percentage

of leaders in both counties rated the area as good (33.0 percent).

However, the application of the Chi-Square Test indicated that

the ratings of sewage disposal in rural and urban counties were

significantly different. Rural counties were rated higher than were

urban counties on sewage disposal.
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Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Water Supply

Rural and urban counties were rated high on water supply. More

than half of rural and urban county leaders rated the area as good (63.4

percent and 60.2 percent, respectively). About the same percentage of

rural and urban county leaders rated water supply as fair and as poor.

Comparison by the Chl-Square Test Indicated that no significant

differences were found In the ratings of water supply In rural and urban

counties. Both counties were rated equally high with regard to water

supply.

Summary Findings: Community Facilities and Services

Urban counties were rated significantly higher than rural counties

on six areas with regard to community facilities and services. The

areas were: fire protection, garbage and trash disposal, police

protection, public buildings, public transportation, and road

maintenance. However, rural counties were rated higher than urban

counties on one area (sewage disposal). No significant differences

were found between the ratings of rural and urban counties on water

supply. Both counties were rated equally high with regard to water

supply.

III. RATINGS OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES AS TO THE QUALITY

OF FAMILY LIVING

In this section, findings are presented under four community

problem areas with regard to family living. The areas are: (1)

children's day care, (2) condition of homes, (3) family Income, and (4)

family living conditions.
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Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Children's

Day Care

Rural and urban counties appeared to be rated fair with regard

to children's day care. In rural counties, 50.5 percent of the leaders

rated children's day care as fair, whereas in urban counties 48.8 percent

of the leaders rated the areas as fair. Approximately 26.0 percent

and 40.0 percent of rural and urban county leaders rated children's

day care as good.

When the comparison was made, the Chi-Square Test indicated that

rural and urban counties were rated significantly different as to the

ratings of children's day care. Urban counties were rated higher than

rural counties concerning children's day care.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Condition of Homes

Rural counties were rated fair on condition of homes. The area

was rated fair by more than half (60.9 percent) of rural county leaders

while 34.4 percent rated the area as good. However, urban counties

were rated high on condition of homes. The majority (52.4 percent) of

urban county leaders rated the area as good while 46.2 percent rated

the area as fair.

Comparison by application of the Chi-Square Test indicated that

rural and urban counties were rated significantly different. Urban

counties were rated higher than rural counties on condition of homes.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Family Income

Rural and urban counties were rated fair with regard to family

income. The area was rated as fair in rural and urban counties by
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approximately the same percentage of county leaders (67.0 percent).

Less than 10 percent of rural county leaders and 24.3 percent of urban

county leaders rated the area as good.

However, the Chi-Square Test indicated that rural and urban

counties were rated significantly different. Urban counties were rated

higher than rural counties with regard to family income.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Family Living

Condi tions

Rural and urban counties were rated fair with regard to family

living conditions. More than half of rural county leaders (66.0 percent)

and urban county leaders (54.9 percent) rated the area as fair while

30.2 percent and 43.3 percent rated the area as good.

However, the application of the Chi-Square Test showed that the

ratings of family living conditions in rural and urban counties were

significantly different. Urban counties were rated higher than rural

counties on family living conditions.

Summary Findings: Family Living

Urban counties were rated significantly higher than rural

counties with regard to all four community problem areas included in

family living. The four community problem areas were: children's day

care, condition of homes, family income, and family living conditions.
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IV. RATINGS OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES AS TO THE QUALITY OF

HEALTH AND EDUCATION

In this section, the findings are reported in seven areas of

community problems with regard to health and education. The areas are;

(1) availability of doctors and dentists, (2) availability of hospitals

and clinics, (3) availability of public health services, (4) education,

(5) nursing homes, (5) public libraries, and (7) school buildings.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Availability

of Doctors and Dentists

Rural and urban counties were rated high with regard to avail

ability of doctors and dentists. The area was rated as good in rural

and urban counties by a majority of the county leaders (54.0 percent,

rural; 74.1 percent, urban), whereas 35.6 percent and 20.8 percent of

leaders in rural and urban counties rated the area as good.

Comparison by the application of the Chi-Square Test indicated

that the ratings of availability of doctors and dentists in rural and

urban counties were significantly different. Urban counties were rated

higher than rural counties on the availability of doctors and dentists.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Availability

of Hospitals and Clinics

Rural and urban counties were rated high with regard to avail

ability of hospitals and clinics. The area was rated as good by a

majority of leaders in rural and urban counties; however, a higher
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percentage of urban county leaders (70.9 percent) than rural county

leaders (55.4 percent) rated the area as good.

Comparison by the Chi-Square Test Indicated that the ratings of

rural and urban counties with regard to availability of hospitals and

clinics were significantly different. Urban counties were rated higher

than rural counties on the availability of hospitals and clinics.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Availability of

Public Health Services

Rural and urban counties tended to be rated high with regard

to availability of public health services. The area was rated as good

in rural and urban counties by approximately the same percentage of

county leaders (49.0 percent). The percentage of rural and urban county

leaders who rated the area as fair and poor were also approximately

the same.

The application of the Chi-Square Test indicated that no

significant differences existed between the ratings of rural and urban

counties regarding the availability of public health services (p = 0.985)

Rural and urban counties were rated equally high on the availability

of public health services.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Education

Rural counties tended to be rated fair with regard to education.

It was rated as fair by a majority (48.8 percent) of the county leaders

while 41.5 percent rated it as fair, urban counties however were rated

high on education. About half of the leaders in urban counties (52.2

percent) rated the area as good and 43.1 percent rated it as fair.
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Comparison by the Chi-Square Test indicated that the ratings of

education in rural versus urban counties were significantly different.

Urban counties were rated higher than rural counties with regard to

education.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Nursing Homes

Rural and urban counties were rated high on nursing homes.

The area was rated as good in rural and urban counties by a majority

of county leaders. About the same percentage of leaders in rural and

urban counties rated nursing homes as being good, fair and poor.

Comparison by the Chi-Square Test indicated that the ratings

of nursing homes in rural and urban counties were not significantly

different. Rural and urban counties were rated equally high with re

gard to nursing homes.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Public Libraries

Public libraries in rural and urban counties were highly rated.

The area was rated as good by a majority of rural and urban county

leaders. However, the ratings showed that urban county leaders rated

the area as good in larger proportion than rural county leaders with

regard to public libraries (69.5 percent, urban; 57.4 percent, rural).

Comparison by the application of the Chi-Square Test indicated

that there were significant differences between the ratings of public

libraries in rural and urban counties. Urban counties were rated

higher than rural counties with regard to public libraries.
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Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to School Buildings

Rural and urban counties appeared to be highly rated for their

school buildings. The majority of leaders In rural and urban counties

rated school buildings as good. However, a higher percentage of leaders

In urban counties rated the area as good (55.6 percent) than leaders In

rural counties (45.6 percent). About 44.0 percent of rural county

leaders and 40.0 percent of urban county leaders rated the area as fair.

Comparison by the application of the Chl-Square Test Indicated

that the ratings of school buildings In rural and urban counties were

significantly different. Urban counties were rated higher than rural

counties with regard to school buildings.

Summary Findings: Health and Education

Urban counties were rated significantly higher than rural counties

In five out of seven areas Included In health and education. The five

areas were: (1) availability of doctors and dentists, (2) availability

of hospitals and clinics, (3) education, (4) public libraries, and

(5) school buildings. On the other hand, no significant differences

were found between rural and urban counties In the areas of

availability of public health services and nursing homes. With regard

to these two areas, rural and urban counties were rated equally high

by the county leaders.

V. RATINGS OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES AS TO THE QUALITY OF

RECREATIONAL AND GENERAL COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENT

In this section, findings are presented under seven community

problem areas with regard to recreational and general community
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environment. The seven areas are: (1) citizen participation in local

government, (2) community organizations, (3) conservation of natural

resources, (4) general community appearance, (5) land use planning and

zoning, (6) parks and playgrounds, and (7) recreational opportunity

for all ages.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Citizen

Participation in Local Government

In general, rural and urban counties were rated fair with regard

to citizen participation in local government. Approximately the same

majority of rural and urban county leaders rated the area as fair (54.0

percent). However, the percentage of urban county leaders who rated

the area as good (20.1 percent) was higher than the percentage of rural

county leaders (13.9 percent).

Comparison by the Chi-Square Test indicated that the ratings of

citizen participation in local government in rural and urban counties

were significantly different. Urban counties were rated significantly .

higher than rural counties with regard to citizen participation in local

government.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Community

Organizations

Rural counties appeared to be rated fair in community organizations,

The majority of leaders in rural counties rated the area as fair (49.3

percent) while 39.1 percent rated it as good. On the other hand, rural

counties were rated high in community organizations. A majority of
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leaders in urban counties rated the area as good (48.6 percent) while

approximately 45.0 percent rated it as fair.

The application of the Chi-Square Test on the ratings of community

organizations in rural and urban counties revealed the ratings were

significantly different. Urban counties were rated higher than rural

counties on community organizations.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Conservation of

Natural Resources

Rural and urban counties were rated fair on conservation of natural

resources. More than half of leaders in rural and urban counties rated

the area as fair (60.8 percent and 59.6 percent, respectively) while

22.9 percent and 26.1 percent rated the area as good.

When the ratings were compared by the Chi-Square Test, no

significant differences were found between the ratings of rural and

urban counties with regard to conservation of natural resources.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to General

Community Appearance

Rural and urban counties were rated fair with regard to general

community appearance. More than half of rural and urban county leaders

rated the area as fair (59.4 percent, rural; 52.7 percent, urban), while

30.0 percent of rural and 41.2 percent of urban county leaders rated

the area as good.

Comparison by the application of the Chi-Square Test indicated

that the ratings of general community appearance in rural and urban
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counties were significantly different. Urban counties were rated

higher than rural counties with regard to general community appearance.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Land Use Planning

and Zoning

Rural and urban counties were rated fair with regard to land

use planning and zoning. More than half of rural and urban county

leaders rated the area as fair (55.5 percent and 58.2 percent,

respectively). However a slightly higher percentage of urban county

leaders than rural county leaders rated the area as good (19.0 percent,

urban; 15.7 percent, rural).

Comparison by the Chi-Square Test indicated that the ratings

of land use planning and zoning in rural and urban counties were

significantly different. Urban counties were significantly rated

higher than rural counties on land use planning and zoning.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Parks and Playgrounds

It appeared that rural counties were rated fairly high with

regard to parks and playgrounds. The area was rated as good and as

fair by approximately the same percentage of rural county leaders.

However, a slightly higher percentage of leaders in urban counties than

rural counties rated the area as good (39.2 percent, urban; 37.1 per

cent, rural ).

Comparison by the application of the Chi-Square Test indicated

that the ratings of parks and playgrounds in rural and urban counties

were significantly different. Urban counties were rated higher than

rural counties with regard to parks and playgrounds.
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Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Recreational

Opportunities for All Ages

Rural and urban counties appeared to be rated fair on recreational

opportunities for all ages. The area was rated as fair by the majority

of leaders in rural and urban counties (40.7 percent and 47.0 percent,

respectively), whereas 22.3 percent and 30.1 percent of rural and urban

county leaders rated the area as good.

Comparison by the application of the Chi-Square Test indicated

that the ratings of recreational opportunities for all ages in rural

and urban counties were significantly different. Urban counties were

rated higher than rural counties on recreational opportunities for all

ages.

Summary Findings: Recreational and General Community Environment

Urban counties were rated significantly higher than rural

counties in six community problem areas included in recreational and

general community environment. The six areas were: (1) citizen

participation in local government, (2) community organizations, (3)

general community appearance, (4) land use planning and zoning, (5)

parks and playgrounds, and (6) recreational opportunities for all

ages. However, rural and urban counties were not rated significantly

different with regard to conservation of natural resources.

Table Summary: All Leaders' Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties

Regarding 32 Community Problem Areas

Urban counties were rated significantly higher than rural counties

with regard to 26 out of 32 community problem areas selected in this
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Study. Rural counties were rated significantly higher than urban

counties on only one area (sewage disposal). However, no significant

differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban counties with

regard to five areas (local agriculture, water supply, conservation

of natural resources, availability of public health services, and

nursing homes).

All 12 groups of leaders surveyed rated local agriculture,

sources of credit, water supply, availability of doctors and dentists,

availability of hospitals and clinics, nursing homes, and public

libraries in rural counties as high; whereas, jobs available and public

transportation were rated low.

In urban counties, local agriculture, local stores, sources of

credit, fire protection, public buildings, water supply, condition of

homes, availability of doctors and dentists, availability of hospitals

and clinics, education, nursing homes, public libraries and school

buildings were rated high by all leaders surveyed; whereas, public

transportation was rated low.
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CHAPTER V

COMPARISON OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES REGARDING 32 COMMUNITY

PROBLEM AREAS AS PERCEIVED BY FIVE GROUPS OF

EXTENSION-RELATED AUDIENCES

The purpose of this chapter is to fulfill the second objective

of the study which was to compare rural and urban counties with regard

to the ratings of 32 problem areas as perceived by five groups of

leaders belonging to Extension-related audiences.

Extention-related audiences were classified into five classes;

(1) County Rural Development Committee, (2) Home Demonstration Club

Presidents, (3) Community Club Presidents, (4) Senior 4-H Club

Presidents, and (5) County Agricultural Extension Committee.

The comparison of community problem areas in rural and urban

counties as rated by Extension-related audiences were made by the

Chi-Square Test. A 5 percent level of confidence is accepted as being

significant.

This chapter is divided into the following five sections: (1)

business, industry and employment, (2) community facilities and services,

(3) family living, (4) health and education, and (5) recreational and

general community environment. Data are summarized in Table II.

I. RATINGS OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES AS TO THE QUALITY OF

BUSINESS, INDUSTRY AND EMPLOYMENT

Findings regarding six community problem areas with regard to

business, industry and employment are summarized in this section: (1)
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jobs available, (2) job training and retraining, (3) local agriculture,

(4) local industry, (5) local stores, and (6) sources of credit.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Jobs Available

Rural and urban counties appeared to be rated between fair and

poor by Extension-related county leaders as to jobs available. The

majority of rural and urban county leaders in each five audiences rated

jobs available as fair and poor, while less than 25.0 percent rated

the area as good.

The application of the Chi-Square Test indicated that the ratings

of jobs available in rural and urban counties by four county leader

groups (County Rural Development Committee, Home Demonstration Club

Presidents, Community Club Presidents, and County Agricultural Extension

Committee) were significantly different. Each of these county leader

groups rated urban counties higher than rural counties as to jobs

available. However, no significant differences were found in the

ratings of rural and urban counties by county leaders belonging to

Senior 4-H Club Presidents.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Job Training

and Retraining

In general, rural and urban counties were rated between fair and

poor on job training and retraining. A large proportion of Extension-

related rural and urban county leaders rated the area as fair and poor.

With the exception of urban county leaders belonging to Senior 4-H

Club President, less than 25.0 percent of all rural and urban county

leaders in each audience rated the area as good.
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The application of the Chi-Square Test indicated that the ratings

of job training and retraining in rural and urban counties were

significantly different in all five audiences. Urban counties were

rated higher than rural counties on job training and retraining by

Extension-related county leaders.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Local Agriculture

Rural and urban counties were rated high on local agriculture.

More than 50.0 percent of rural and urban county leaders in all five

Extension-related audiences rated local agriculture as good. Less than

5 percent of the county leaders rated the area as poor.

An application of the Chi-Square Test to these data indicated

that no significant differences existed in the ratings of rural and

urban counties with regard to local agriculture as rated by county

leaders belonging to all five Extension-related audiences.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Local Industry

Rural and urban counties were rated fairly high as to local

industry. A majority of rural and urban county leaders belonging to

each of the audiences rated the area as either good or fair. Less than

30.0 percent of rural and urban county leaders rated the area as poor.

When the Chi-Square Test was applied to the data, significant

differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban counties as

to local industry within four of the leaders belonging to Extension-

related audiences (County Rural Development Committee, Home Demonstration

Club Presidents, Community Club Presidents, and County Agricultural

Extension Committee). As rated by the four audiences, urban counties
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were rated higher than rural counties with regard to local industry.

However, no significant differences were found in the ratings of rural

and urban counties as to local industry within Senior 4-H Club

Presidents.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Local Stores

Rural counties in general were rated fair with regard to local

stores. A majority of rural county leaders belonging to all five

audiences rated the area as fair. However, urban counties were rated

high as to local stores. More than half of the urban county leaders

belonging to all five audiences rated the area as good, while less

than 10.0 percent rated it as poor.

When the Chi-Square Test was applied to these data, significant

differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban counties

within four of the audiences (County Rural Development Committee, Home

Demonstration Club Presidents, Community Club Presidents, and County

Agricultural Extension Committee) on local stores. Urban counties were

rated higher than rural counties with regard to local stores. On the

other hand, the ratings of rural and urban counties on local stores

as rated by county leaders belonging to Senior 4-H Club Presidents were

not significantly different.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Sources of Credit

Rural and urban counties were rated high on sources of credit.

The largest percentage of both rural and urban county leaders belonging

to all audiences rated the area as good.
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The application of the Chi-Square Test showed that the ratings

of rural and urban counties on sources of credit within four of the

audiences were not significantly different (Home Demonstration Club

Presidents, Community Club Presidents, Senior 4-H Club Presidents, and

County Agricultural Extension Committee). In contrast, the ratings

of rural and urban counties on sources of credit within one audience

were significantly different. Urban counties were rated higher than

rural counties on sources of credit as rated by County Rural Development

Commi ttee.

Summary Findings: Business, Industry and Employment

With regard to four out of six areas included in business,

industry and employment (jobs available, job training and retraining,

local industry, and local stores), urban counties were rated

significantly higher than rural counties. The ratings of these four

areas were found to be significantly different in rural and urban

counties within three or more groups of Extension-related county

leaders. However, no significant differences were found in the ratings

of rural and urban counties as to local agriculture and sources of

credit (no significant differences were found in more than three groups

of Extension-related audiences).

II. RATINGS OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES AS TO THE QUALITY OF

COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES

Eight community problem areas regarding community facilities

and services are included in this section. The areas are: (1) fire
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protection, (2) garbage and trash disposal, (3) police protection, (4)

public buildings, (5) public transportation, (6) road maintenance, (7)

sewage disposal, and (8) water supply.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Fire Protection

Rural and urban counties in general were rated fairly high on

fire protection. A majority of rural and urban county leaders belonging

to all five Extension-related audiences rated the area either as good

or fair. Less than 20.0 percent of the county leaders rated the area

as good.

When the Chi-Square Test was applied to these data, no significant

differences were found in rural and urban counties within four of the

Extension-related audiences (County Rural Development Committee, Home

Demonstration Club Presidents, Community Club Presidents, and Senior

4-H Club Presidents) with regard to fire protection. However, in one

Extension-related audience (County Agricultural Extension Committee),

urban counties were rated significantly higher than rural counties on

fire protection.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Garbage and

Trash Disposal

Rural and urban counties appeared to be rated fair on garbage

and trash disposal as rated by county leaders belonging to Extension-

related audiences. In general, the highest percentage of rural and

urban county leaders within each audience rated the area as fair, while

less than 25.0 percent rated it as good.
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The application of the Chi-Square Test showed that no significant

differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban counties on

garbage and trash disposal as rated by four of Extension-related

audiences (County Rural Development Committee, Home Demonstration Club

Presidents, Community Club Presidents, and Senior 4-H Club Presidents).

However, significant differences were found in the ratings of rural

and urban counties on garbage and trash disposal as rated by County

Agricultural Extension Committee members. Urban counties were rated

higher than rural counties as to garbage and trash disposal.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Police Protection

Rural and urban counties were rated fair with regard to police

protection. More than 50.0 percent of each audience rated police

protection in rural and urban counties as fair.

When the Chi-Square Test was applied to the data, no significant

differences were found (P>0.05) in the ratings of rural and urban

counties on police protection within all five Extension-related audiences.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Public Buildings

In general, rural counties were rated fair, while urban counties

were rated between high and fair with regard to public buildings.

Approximately more than half of the rural county leaders in all

audiences rated the area as fair; whereas, the majority of urban county

leaders in all audiences rated the area as good and fair. Less than

20.0 percent of each audience rated the area as good.

The application of the Chi-Square Test showed that the ratings

of rural and urban counties with regard to public buildings as rated
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by four Extension-related audiences were significantly different.

Urban counties were rated higher than rural counties on public buildings.

On the other hand, no significant differences were found in the ratings

of rural and urban counties with regard to public buildings as rated

by Community Club Presidents.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Public Transportation

Rural and urban counties were rated low on public transportation.

In almost all audiences, more than 50.0 percent of the county leaders

rated the area as poor while less than 20.0 percent rated it as good.

When the Chi-Square Test was applied to these data, no significant

differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban counties as

rated by four Extension-related audiences (County Rural Development

Committee, Home Demonstration Club Presidents, Community Club Presidents,

and Senior 4-H Club Presidents). However, significant differences were

found in the ratings of rural and urban counties by County Agricultural

Extension Committee members with regard to public transportation.

Within this audience, urban counties were rated higher than rural

counties as to public transportation.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Road Maintenance

Rural and urban counties appeared to be rated fair by Extension-

related audiences with regard to road maintenance. A majority of county

leaders in almost all audiences rated the area as fair.

The Chi-Square Test indicated that no significant differences

existed in the ratings of rural and urban counties as rated by these

Extension-related audiences: County Rural Development Committee,
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Community Club Presidents and Senior 4-H Club Presidents with regard

to road maintenance. However, significant differences existed in the

ratings of two audiences. Urban counties were rated higher than rural

counties as rated by Home Demonstration Club Presidents and County

Agricultural Extension Committee with regard to road maintenance.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Sewage Disposal

Rural and urban counties appeared to be rated fair as to sewage

disposal. The majority of all groups of leaders within the Extension-

related audiences rated the area as fair.

When the Chi-Square Test was applied to the data, no significant

differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban counties as

rated by three Extension-related audiences (County Rural Development

Committee, Community Club Presidents and County Agricultural Extension

Committee) with regard to sewage disposal. However, significant

differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban counties as

rated by two Extension-related audiences (Home Demonstration Club

Presidents and Senior 4-H Club Presidents) with regard to sewage disposal

Urban counties were rated higher than rural counties on sewage disposal.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Water Supply

In almost all Extension-related audiences, rural and urban

counties were rated high on water supply. The area was rated as good

by the largest percentage of county leaders while less than 10.0 per

cent rated it as poor (except 11.8 percent of rural Community Club

Presidents rated it as poor).
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The Chi-Square Test revealed that the ratings of rural and urban

counties were not significantly different within four Extension-related

audiences (County Rural Development Committee, Home Demonstration Club

Presidents, Community Club Presidents, and County Agricultural Extension

Committee) on water supply. Significant differences were found in the

ratings of rural and urban counties by Senior 4-H Club Presidents.

This audience rated rural counties higher than urban counties as to

water supply.

Summary Findings: Community Facilities and Services

Urban counties were only rated significantly higher (in three

or more Extension-related audiences) than rural counties with regard

to public buildings. However, on the other seven areas included in

community facilities and services (fire protection, garbage and trash

disposal, police protection, public transportation, road maintenance,

sewage disposal, and water supply), rural and urban counties were not

rated significantly different within three or more Extension-related

audiences.

III. RATINGS OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES AS TO THE QUALITY

OF FAMILY LIVING

The findings of four community problem areas with regard to

family living are reported in this section. The areas are: (1)

children's day care, (2) condition of homes, (3) family income, and

(4) family living conditions.
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Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Children's

Day Care

Rural and urban counties appeared to be rated fair on children's

day care. The majority of rural and urban county leaders in each

audience rated the area as fair with the exception of urban Home

Demonstration Club Presidents who rated the area as good and fair with

approximately the same percentage.

However, when the Chi-Square Test was applied to these data,

the ratings of rural and urban counties were significantly different,

in three of the Extension-related audiences (County Rural Development

committee. Home Demonstration Club Presidents and County Agricultural

Extension Committee) with regard to children's day care. Within these

three audiences, urban counties were rated higher than rural counties

on children's day care.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Condition of Homes

Rural counties were rated fair on the condition of homes, while

urban counties were rated moderately high. More than 50.0 percent of

rural county leaders in all five audiences rated the area as fair.

The majority of urban county leaders in each audience rated the area

as either good or fair. Less than 10.0 percent of county leaders in

all five audiences rated the area as poor.

An application of the Chi-Square Test indicated that the ratings

or rural and urban counties were not significantly different in three

audiences (County Rural Development Committee, Senior 4-H Club Presidents

and County Agricultural Extension Committee) with regard to condition
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of homes. However, no significant differences were found in the ratings

of rural and urban counties within two audiences as to condition of

homes. Urban counties were rated higher on condition of homes as rated

by Home Demonstration Club Presidents and Community Club Presidents.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Family Income

Rural and urban counties were rated fair on family income as

rated by Extension-related audiences. The largest percentage of county

leaders in each audience rated the area as fair, while less than 30.0

percent rated it as good.

When the Chi-Square Test was applied to these data, significant

differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban counties within

four of the audiences (County Rural Development Committee, Home

Demonstration Club Presidents, Community Club Presidents, and County

Agricultural Extension Committee) with regard to family income. Within

these four audiences, urban counties were rated higher than rural counties

on family income. No significant differences were found in the ratings

of rural and urban counties on family income as rated by Senior 4-H

Club Presidents.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Family Living

Condi tions

Rural and urban counties were rated fair on family living

conditions. The majority of rural and urban county leaders in each

Extension-related audiences rated the area as fair while less than 10.0

percent rated it as poor.
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The Chi-Square Test indicated that the ratings of rural and

urban counties were not significantly different as to family living

conditions by four audiences (County Rural Development Committee,

Community Club Presidents, Senior 4-H Club Presidents, and County

Agricultural Extension Committee). However, significant differences

were found in the ratings of rural and urban counties as to family

living conditions by Home Demonstration Club Presidents. In this

audience, urban counties were rated higher than rural counties as to

family living conditions.

Summary Findings: Family Living

Urban counties were rated significantly higher than rural counties

(significantly higher in three or more audiences) on two of the four

areas included in family living by county leaders belonging to Extension-

related audiences. No significant differences were found in the ratings

of rural and urban counties on condition of homes and family living

conditions by Extension-related audiences.

IV. RATINGS OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES AS TO THE QUALITY

OF HEALTH AND EDUCATION

The ratings of seven community problem areas regarding health

and education are summarized in this section. The areas are: (1)

availability of doctors and dentists, (2) availability of hospitals

and clinics, (3) availability of public health services, (4) education,

(5) nursing homes, (6) public libraries, and (7) school buildings.
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Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Availability of

Doctors and Dentists

Rural and urban counties were rated high on availability of

doctors and dentists. A large proportion of rural and urban county

leaders In each audience rated the area as good while less than 15.0

percent rated It as poor. However, the percentage of urban county

leaders who rated the area as good was higher than the percentage of

rural county leaders In four of the five audiences.

When the Chl-Square Test was applied to the data, significant

differences were found In the ratings of rural and urban counties

within four audiences as to availability of doctors and dentists.

Urban counties were rated higher than rural counties on availability

of doctors and dentists as rated by County Rural Development Committee,

Home Demonstration Club Presidents, Community Club Presidents, and

County Agricultural Extension Committee. On the other hand, no

significant differences were found In the ratings of rural and urban

counties on availability of doctors and dentists as rated by Senior

4-H Club Presidents.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Availability of

Hospltals and C1Inlcs

Both rural and urban counties were rated high on availability

of hospitals and clinics. However, more than 65.0 percent of urban

county leaders In each audience rated the area as good while the

percentage of rural county leaders who rated the area as good was

slightly lower. Less than 15.0 percent of each audience rated the

area as poor.
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An application of the Chi-Square Test showed that the ratings

of rural and urban counties were significantly different in three of

the five audiences. The ratings of urban counties were higher than

rural counties with regard to availability of hospitals and clinics

as rated by Home Demonstration Club Presidents, Community Club Presidents

and County Agricultural Extension Committee. However, no significant

differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban counties on

availability of hospitals and clinics as rated by County Rural

Development Committee and Senior 4-H Club Presidents.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Availability

of Public Health Services

Rural and urban counties were rated moderately high on avail

ability of public health services. A majority of rural and urban county

leaders in each audience rated the area as either good or fair. Less

than 10.0 percent of county leaders in each audience rated the area

as poor.

When the Chi-Square Test was applied, no significant differences

were found in the ratings of rural and urban county on availability

of public health services as rated by three audiences (County Rural

Development Committee, Home Demonstration Club Presidents and Community

Club Presidents). However, significant differences were found in the

ratings of rural and urban counties within two audiences. Rural

counties were rated higher than urban counties as rated by Senior 4-H

Club Presidents; whereas, urban counties were rated higher than rural
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counties as rated by County Agricultural Extension Committee with re

gard to availability of public health service.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Education

In general, rural and urban counties were rated moderately high

on education. The largest percentage of rural and urban county leaders

in each audience rated the area as either good or fair. Less than

20.0 percent of the same audience rated the area as low.

When the Chi-Square Test was applied to these data, significant

differences were found in the ratings of four audiences with regard

to education. County leaders belonging to County Rural Development

Committee, Senior 4-H Club Presidents and County Agricultural Extension

Committee rated urban counties higher than rural counties with regard

to Education. No significant differences were found, however, in the

ratings of rural and urban counties on education as rated by Home

Demonstration Club Presidents and Community Club Presidents.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Nursing Homes

Rural and urban counties were rated high on nursing homes.

Almost all county leaders in each audience rated the area as good, while

less than 20.0 percent rated the area as poor.

When the Chi-Square Test was applied to the data within all five

audiences, the ratings of rural and urban counties with regard to

nursing homes were not significantly different.
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Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Public Libraries

Rural and urban counties were rated high on public libraries.

A high proportion of rural and urban county leaders in each audience

rated the area as good, while less than 10.0 percent rated it as poor.

When the Chi-Square Test was applied to these data, no

significant differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban

counties on public libraries as rated by three audiences (Community

Club Presidents, Senior 4-H Club Presidents and County Agricultural

Extension Committee). However, the ratings of two audiences were

significantly different. Urban counties were rated higher than rural

counties on public libraries as rated by County Rural Development

Committee and Home Demonstration Club Presidents.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to School Buildings

In general, rural and urban counties were rated moderately

high with regard to school buildings. The majority of rural and urban

county leaders in each audience rated the area as either good or fair

while less than 15.0 percent rated it as poor.

When the Chi-Square Test was applied to the data, significant

differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban counties'

school buildings. Urban counties were rated higher than rural counties

on school buildings as rated by County Rural Development Committee,

Community Club Presidents and County Agricultural Extension Committee.

No significant differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban

counties' school buildings as rated by Home Demonstration Club Presidents

and Senior 4-H Club Presidents.
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Summary findings: Health and Education

Urban counties were rated significantly higher than rural

counties on four of the seven problem areas included in health and

education as rated by Extension-related audiences. On the four areas

(availability of doctors and dentists, availability of hospitals and

clinics, education, and school buildings), the ratings of urban county

leaders were significantly higher than rural county leaders in three

or more audiences. However, no significant differences were found in

the ratings of rural and urban counties with regard to availability

of public health services, nursing homes and public libraries. The

ratings of rural and urban county leaders were not significantly

different on the three areas as rated by three or more audiences.

V. RATINGS OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES AS TO THE QUALITY OF

RECREATIONAL AND GENERAL COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENT

Findings regarding seven community problem areas are summarized

in this section: (1) citizen participation in local government, (2)

community organization, (3) conservation of natural resources, (4)

general community environment, (5) land use planning and zoning, (6)

parks and playgrounds, and (7) recreational opportunities for all ages.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Citizen

Participation in Local Government

Rural and urban counties were rated fair on citizen participation

in local government. A majority of county leaders in each audience

rated the area as fair while less than 25.0 percent rated it as good.
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The application of the Chi-Square Test revealed no significant

differences in the ratings of rural and urban counties on citizen

participation in local government by four of the five Extension-related

audiences (County Rural Development Committee, Community Club Presidents,

Senior 4-H Club Presidents, and County Agricultural Extension Committee).

Significant differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban

counties with regard to citizen participation in local government by

Home Demonstration Club Presidents. This audience rated urban counties

higher than rural counties as to citizen participation in local

government.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Community

Organi zations

Rural and urban counties appeared to be rated moderately high.

The highest proportion of county leaders in each audience rated the

area as good or fair in either rural or urban counties, while 15.0 per

cent or less rated the area as poor.

An application of the Chi-Square Test indicated no significant

differences in the ratings of rural and urban counties on community

organizations by four of the five audiences (Home Demonstration Club

Presidents, Community Club Presidents, Senior 4-H Club Presidents and

County Agricultural Extension Committee), while significant differences

were found in the ratings of County Rural Development Committee.

Leaders in this audience rated urban counties higher than rural counties

as to community organizations.
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Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Conservation

of Natural Resources

Rural and urban counties were rated fair on conservation of

natural resources. More than 50.0 percent of the county leaders in

each audience rated the area as fair in rural and urban counties.

The Chi-Square Test revealed no significant differences in the

ratings of rural and urban counties with regard to conservation of

natural resources by all five Extension-related audiences.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to General Community

Appearance

Rural and urban counties in general were rated fair on general

community appearance. About 50.0 percent or more of county leaders

in each audience rated the area as fair in rural and urban counties.

When the Chi-Square Test was applied to these data, significant

differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban counties on

community appearance by three of the five Extension-related audiences

(County Rural Development Committee, Community Club Presidents and

County Agricultural Extension Committee). Each of these audience

rated urban counties higher than rural counties as to community

appearance. No significant differences were found in the ratings of

rural and urban counties by Home Demonstration Club Presidents and

Senior 4-H Club Presidents.
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Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Land Use

Planning and Zoning

Rural and urban counties were rated fair on land use planning

and zoning. A majority of county leaders in each audience rated the

area as fair in either rural or urban counties while less than 25.0

percent rated the area as good.

An application of the Chi-Square Test revealed no significant

differences in ratings of rural and urban counties on land use planning

and zoning by all five audiences.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Parks and

PIaygrounds

Rural and urban counties tended to be rated between high and

fair. A higher proportion of county leaders rated the area as either

good or fair in each audience in either rural or urban counties.

When the Chi-Square Test was applied, significant differences

were found in the ratings of rural and urban counties by three of the

five audiences (County Rural Development Committee, Community Club

Presidents and County Agricultural Extension Committee). Each of these

audiences rated urban counties higher than rural counties on parks

and playgrounds. No significant differences were found in the ratings

of rural and urban counties on parks and playgrounds by Home Demonstration

Club Presidents and Senior 4-H Club Presidents,
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Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Recreational

Opportunities for all Ages

Rural and urban counties appeared to be rated between fair and

poor on recreational opportunities for all ages. A majority of county

leaders in each audience rated the area as fair or poor in either rural

or urban counties.

When the Chi-Square Test was applied, significant differences

were found in the ratings of rural and urban counties on recreational

opportunities for all ages by four of the five audiences. Each of these

audiences (County Rural Development Committee, Home Demonstration Club

Presidents, Community Club Presidents, and County Agricultural Extension

Committee) rated urban counties higher than rural counties as to

recreational opportunities for all ages. No significant differences

were found in the ratings of Senior 4-H Club Presidents.

Summary Findings: Recreational Opportunities for all Ages

Urban counties were rated significantly higher than rural

counties on three out of seven areas included in recreational oppor

tunities for all ages as rated by Extension-related audiences. On each

of the areas (general community appearance, parks and playgrounds and

recreational opportunities for all ages), three or more audiences

rated urban counties significantly higher than rural counties. No

significant differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban

counties on citizen participation in local government, community

organizations, conservation of natural resources, and land use planning

and zoning (not significantly different in three or more audiences).
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Table Summary: Five Groups of Extension-Related Leaders' Ratings

of Rural and Urban Counties Regarding 32 Community Problem Areas

Rural and urban counties were rated significantly different by

three or more groups of leaders belonging to Extension-related audiences

on 14 out of 32 community problem areas. Urban counties were rated

higher than rural counties on each of the 14 areas.

Review of Table II, page 47, revealed that local agriculture,

police protection, conservation of natural resources, land use planning

and zoning, and nursing homes were the only problem areas not rated as

significantly different in rural and urban counties by all five groups

of leaders belonging to Extension-related audiences. Whereas, job

training and retraining was the only area rated significantly different

in rural and urban counties by all five groups of Extension-related

leaders.

One group of Extension-related leaders (Senior 4-H Club

Presidents) tended to rate rural and urban counties as not significantly

different in the highest number of community problem areas. These

groups of leaders' ratings on 26 community problem areas were not

significantly different.

County Agricultural Extension Committee members in rural and

urban counties had the greatest differences in their ratings. This

group of Extension-related leaders rated rural and urban counties

significantly different on 19 community problem areas.
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CHAPTER VI

COMPARISON OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES REGARDING 32 COMMUNITY

PROBLEM AREAS AS PERCEIVED BY NON-EXTENSION-RELATED LEADERS

The purpose of this chapter was to compare rural and urban

counties with regard to the ratings of 32 problem areas as perceived

by county leaders belonging to all of the non-Extenslon-related

audiences.

Responses from seven groups of county leaders were combined Into

one group referred to here as non-Extenslon-related leaders. The seven

groups of county leaders were: (1) bankers, (2) county government

officials, (3) merchants, (4) ministers, (5) newspaper editors, (6)

school principals, and (7) service club presidents.

This chapter Is divided Into five sections, according to the

groupings of the community problem areas. Data are summarized In

Table III. The Chl-Square Test was used to test the significance of

the differences In the ratings of rural and urban counties by all of

the non-Extenslon-related audiences.

I. RATINGS OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES AS TO THE QUALITY OF

BUSINESS, INDUSTRY AND EMPLOYMENT

Findings regarding six community problem areas are summarized

In this section: (1) jobs available, (2) job training and retraining,

(3) local agriculture, (4) local Industry, (5) local stores, and (6)

sources of credit.
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TABLE III

NON-EXTENSION-RELATED LEADERS' RATINGS OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES
REGARDING 32 COMMUNITY PROBLEM AREAS

Problem Areas
Rural
N

Counties
t

Urban Counties
N {

Business, Industry and Employment

Jobs Available
Good 119 7.3 78 15.6

Fair 764 46.9 272 54.3
Poor 745 45.8 151 30.1

Total 1628 100.0 501 100.0

X2 - 54.73 P - 0.000

Job Training and Retraining
Good 182 11.3 73 14.9
Fai r 752 46.8 282 57.3
Poor 673 41.9 136 27.7

Total 1607 100.0 491 100.0

X2 - 32.13 P - 0.000

Local Agriculture
Good 932 57.2 285 57.0
Fair 650 39.9 202 40.4
Poor 47 2.9 13 2.6

Total 1629 100.0 500 100.0
X2 - 0.14 P - 0.934

Local Industry
Good 454 27.9 198 39.4
Fair 800 49.1 234 46.6
Poor 376 23.1 70 13.9

Total 1630, 100.0 502 100.0

X2 - 32.61 P - 0.000

Local Stores
Good 565 34.6 270 54.0
Fair 865 52.9 197 39.4
Poor 205 12.5 33 6.6

Total 1635 100.0 500 100.0
X2 - 63.17 P - 0.000

Sources of Credit

Good 944 58.3 297 60.5
Fair 583 36.0 176 35.9
Poor 93 5.7 18 3.7

Total 1620 100.0 491 100.0
X2 - 3.40 P - 0.183

Community Facilities and Services

Fire Protection
Good 729 44.7 302 60.2

Fair 713 43.7 162 32.3

Poor 188 11.5 38 7.6

Total 1630^ 100.0 502 100.0
X2 - 36.90 P - 0.000

Garbage and Trash Disposal
Good 633 38.8 227 45.3
Fair 740 45.4 211 42.1

Poor 258 15.8 63 12.6

Total 1631 100.0 501 100.0

X2 - 7.60 P - 0.022

Pol ice Protection

Good 686 42.1 243 48.6
Fair 782 48.0 223 44.6
Poor 163 9.9 34 6.8

Total 1631 100.0 500 100.0

X2 - 8.89 P - 0.012

Public Buildings
Good 651 39.7 243 48.3
Fair 858 52.3 234 46.5

Poor 132 8.0 26 5.2

Total 1641 100.0 503 100.0
X2 - 13.72 P - 0.001

Public Transportation
6.7 53 11.1Good 105

Fai r 447 28.5 159 33.2

Poor 1017 64.8 267 55.7

Total 1569, 100.0 479 100.0

X^ - 16.66 P - 0.000
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Problem Areas
Rural Counties
~n i—

Urban Counties
~r- X—

Road Maintenance
Good
Fair
Poor

Total

Sewage Disposal
Good
Fair

Poor
Total

Mater Supply
Good
Fair
Poor

Total

Family Living

Children's Day Care
Good
Fair

Poor
Total

Condition of Homes
Good
Fair
Poor

Total

Family Income
Good
Fair

Poor

Total

Family Living Conditions
Good
Fair
Poor

Total

Health and Education

Availability of Doctors and Dentists
Good
Fair
Poor

Total

Availability of Hospitals and Clinics
Good

Fair

Poor
Total

Availability of Public Health Service
Good
Fair
Poor

To tal

Education
Good
Fair
Poor

Total

310
852
464

1626
X2

618
708
278
1604

X2

1101
434

100
1635

X2 .

439
806
339

1584
X2

607
965

50
1622

X2

163
1094
371

1628
X2 .

524
1047
53

1624
X2 -

932
553
134

1625
X2

941

531
165
1637

X2

813
725
79

1617
X2

780
728
125
1633,

x2 .

19.1
52.4

28.5
100.0
13.97

38.5
44.1

17.3
100.0
7.10

67.3
26.5
6.1

100.0
3.73

- 41.81

57.5
32.4
10.1

100.0
- 29.69

50.3
44.8
4.9

100.0
1.14

47.8
44.6
7.6

100.0
• 13.60

P -

121
274
104
499

0.001

P -

174

210
112
496
- 0.029

315

150
37

502
0.155

24.3
54.9
20.8
100.0

35.1

42.3
22.6

100.0

62.8
29.9
7.4

100.0

27.7 194 39.3
50.9 245 49.6
21.4 55 11.1

100.0 494 100.0
37.57 P - 0.000

37.4 249 50.6
59.5 237 48.2
3.1 6 1.2

100.0 492 100.0
29.67 P - 0.000

10.0 108 21.8
67.2 342 69.1
22.8 45 9.1
100.0 495 100.0
77.99 P - 0.000

32.3 217 43.8
64.5 271 54.6
3.3 8 1.6

100.0 496 100.0
23.84 P - 0.000

57.7 370 73.7
34.0 110 21.0
8.3 22 4.4

100.0 502 100.0

P -

P -

0.000

356

109

36
501
0.000

238
232
28
498
- 0.565

281
202
21

504
0.001

71.1

21.8
7.2

100.0

47.8

46.6
5.6

100.0

55.8

40.1
4.1

100.0
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Rural Counties Urban Counties
Problem Areas N i N 1!

Nursing Homes
Good 969 59.6 277 56.5
Fair 565 34.8 ;70 34.7
Poor 91 5.6 43 8.8

Total 1625 100.0 490 100.0
X2 - 6.61 P - 0.037

Public Libraries
Good 94 3 57.9 322 64.5
Fair 528 32.4 155 31.1
Poor 158 9.7 22 4.4

Total 1629 100.0 499 100.0
X2 - 15.70 P - 0.000

School Buildings
Good 805 49.8 299 59.9
Fair 654 40.4 181 36.3
Poor 159 9.8 19 3.8

Total 1618 100.0 499 100.0
X2 - 25.66 P - 0.000

Recreational and General Community Environment

Citizens Participation in Local Government
Good 233 14.4 99 19.8
Fair 874 54.1 260 52.1
Poor 510 31.5 140 28.1

Total 1617 100.0 499 100.0
X2 - 8.94 P - 0.011

Community Organizations
Good 707 43.5 245 48.9
Fai r 767 47.2 224 44.7
Poor 150 9.2 32 6.4

Total 1624 100.0 501 100.0
X2 - 6.61 P - 0.037

Conservation of Natural Resources
Good 389 24.1 133 27.1
Fair 992 61.5 288 58.8
Poor 231 14.3 69 14.1

To tal 1612 100.0 490 100.0
X2 - 1.86 P - 0.395

General Community Appearance
Good 544 33.4 200 40.4
Fair 940 57.7 253 51.1
Poor 144 8.9 42 8.5

Total 1628 100.0 495 100.0
X2 - 8.32 P - 0.016

Land Use Planning and Zoning
Good 275 17.1 107 21.7
Fair 894 55.7 273 55.3
Poor 437 27.2 114 23.1

Total 1606 100.0 494 100.0
X2 - 6.75 P - 0.034

Parks and Playgrounds
Good 636 38.9 208 41.4
Fair 615 37.6 206 41.0
Poor 384 23.5 88 17.5

Total 1635 100.0 502 100.0
X2 - 7.97 P - 0.019

Recreational Opportunities for all Ages
Good 422 25.8 161 32.4
Fair 659 40.4 214 43.1
Poor 552 33.8 122 24.6

Total 1633, 100.0 497 100.0
X2 - 16.97 P - 0.000
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Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Jobs Available

Rural counties appeared to be rated fairly low on jobs available,

approximately the same proportion of non-Extension-related audiences

rated the area as fair and poor while less than 10.0 percent rated it

as good; whereas, urban counties were rated fair by more than half of

the county leaders (54.3 percent).

An application of the Chi-Square Test revealed significant

differences in the ratings of those two counties. Urban counties

were rated higher than rural counties on jobs available.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Job Training

and Retraining

Generally, rural counties were rated fairly low on job training

and retraining. Approximately the same percentage of non-Extension-

rel ated county leaders rated the area as fair and low. Urban counties

were rated fair; 57.3 percent of the county leaders rated the area as

fair.

An application of the Chi-Square Test indicated significant

differences in the ratings of rural and urban counties on job training

and retraining. Urban counties were rated higher than rural counties

on job training and retraining.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Local Agriculture

Both rural and urban counties were rated high on local

agriculture by non-Extension-related audiences. Approximately the same

percentage of county leaders rated the area as good (57.0 percent)

while about 3 percent rated it as poor in rural and urban counties.
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The Chi-Square Test indicated no significant differences in

the ratings of rural and urban counties on local agriculture as rated

by non-Extension-related leaders.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Local Industry

Rural and urban counties tended to be rated fair. A majority

of leaders in rural and urban counties rated the area as fair. A

higher percentage of county leaders in urban counties rated the area

as good than did county leaders in rural counties.

Comparison by the Chi-Square Test indicated that the ratings

of rural and urban counties as to local industry were significantly

different. Urban counties were rated higher than rural counties on

local industry as rated by non-Extension-related leaders.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Local Stores

Rural counties were rated fair on local stores; whereas, urban

counties were rated high. A majority of county leaders in rural and

urban counties rated the area as fair and good (52.9 percent and 54.0

percent, respectively).

An application of the Chi-Square Test showed significant

differences in the ratings of rural and urban counties. Urban counties

were rated higher than rural counties on local stores as rated by non-

Extension-rel ated leaders.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Sources of Credit

Rural and urban counties were rated high on sources of credit.

The highest percentage of county leaders in rural and urban counties
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rated the area as good, while less than 10.0 percent rated it as

poor.

Comparison by the Chi-Square Test showed that no significant

differences existed in the ratings of rural and urban counties. Rural

and urban counties were rated equally high as to sources of credit by

non-Extension-related leaders.

Summary Findings: Business, Industry and Employment

County leaders belonging to non-Extension-related audiences

rated urban counties significantly higher than rural counties on jobs

available, job training and retraining, local industry, and local stores.

However, no significant differences were found in the ratings of rural

and urban counties on local agriculture and sources of credit by non-

Extension-rel ated leaders.

II. RATINGS OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES AS TO THE QUALITY OF

COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES

This section summarized the ratings of rural and urban counties

on eight community problem areas as perceived by county leaders belonging

to non-Extension-related audiences. The areas are: (I) fire protection,

(2) garbage and trash disposal, (3) police protection, (4) public

buildings, (5) public transportation, (6) road maintenance, (7) sewage

disposal, and (8) water supply.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Fire Protection

Rural counties appeared to be rated moderately high as to fire

protection. Approximately the same percentage of leaders in rural
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counties rated the area as good and fair, urban counties were rated

high on fire protection. A majority, or 60.2 percent, of urban county

leaders rated the area as good. Fire protection was rated as good,

higher in urban counties than in rural counties.

An application of the Chi-Square Test indicated significant

differences in the ratings of rural and urban counties as to fire

protection. Urban counties were rated higher than rural counties on

fire protection as rated by non-Extension-related leaders.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Garbage and

Trash Disposal

Rural counties tended to be rated fair on garbage and trash

disposal. A majority of leaders in rural counties rated the area as

fair. Urban counties were rated fairly high. Approximately the same

percentage of leaders in urban counties rated the area as good and

fair. A higher percentage of urban county leaders than rural county

leaders rated the area as good (38.8 percent and 45.3 percent,

respectively).

When the Chi-Square Test was applied, significant differences

were found in the ratings of rural and urban counties with regard to

garbage and trash disposal. Urban counties were rated higher than rural

counties on garbage and trash disposal as rated by non-Extension-

rel ated leaders.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Police Protection

Rural counties appeared to be rated fair on police protection;

whereas, urban counties were rated high. A majority of leaders in
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rural and urban counties rated the area as fair and good, respectively,

the ratings showed that a higher percentage of leaders in urban

counties rated police protection as good compared to those of rural

counties.

When the Chi-Square Test was applied to the data, the ratings

of rural and urban counties were significantly different. Urban

counties were rated higher than rural counties on police protection

by non-Extension-related leaders.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Public Buildings

Rural counties were rated fair on public buildings. About half

(52.3 percent) of the county leaders rated the area as fair. Urban

counties were rated moderately high. About the same proportion of

leaders in urban counties rated the area as good and fair (47.0 per

cent) .

Comparison of the ratings by the Chi-Square Test revealed

significant differences in the ratings of rural and urban counties as

to public buildings. Non-Extension-related audiences rated urban

counties higher than rural counties with regard to public buildings.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Public Transportation

Both rural and urban counties were rated low on public transporta

tion. The highest percentage of leaders in rural and urban counties

rated the area as poor (64.8 percent, rural; 55.7 percent, urban).

However, a slightly higher percentage of leaders in urban counties

rated the area as good than rural counties (11.1 percent and 6.7 percent,

respectively).
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An application of the Chi-Square Test revealed significant

differences in the ratings of rural and urban counties as to public

transportation. Urban counties were rated higher than rural counties

on public transportation by non-Extension-related leaders.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Road Maintenance

Rural and urban counties were rated fair on road maintenance.

More than 50.0 percent of leaders in rural and urban counties rated

the area as fair. However, a higher percentage of leaders in urban

counties than rural counties rated road maintenance as good.

An application of the Chi-Square Test revealed significant

differences in the ratings of rural and urban counties on road

maintenance. Non-Extension-related leaders rated urban counties higher

than rural counties as to road maintenance.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Sewage Disposal

Rural and urban counties appeared to be rated fair on sewage

disposal. A majority of leaders in rural and urban counties rated

the area as fair (44.1 percent and 42.3 percent, respectively).

However, the percentage of rural county leaders who rated the area

as good was slightly higher than the percentage of urban county

leaders (38.5 percent, rural; 35.1 percent, urban).

When the Chi-Square Test was applied to these data, significant

differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban counties on

sewage disposal. Urban counties were rated higher than rural counties

on sewage disposal as rated by non-Extension-related leaders.
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Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Water Supply

Rural and urban counties were rated high on water supply. The

highest percentage of leaders in rural (67.3 percent) and urban (62.8

percent) counties rated the area as good while less than 10.0 percent

of both county leaders rated the area as poor.

When the Chi-Square Test was applied to the data, no significant

differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban counties on

water supply as rated by non-Extension-related leaders (p = 0.155).

Summary Findings: Community Facilities and Services

Leaders belonging to non-Extension-related audiences rated

rural counties significantly higher than urban counties on one (sewage

disposal) out of eight areas included in community facilities and

services. However, urban counties were rated significantly higher

than rural counties on six areas (fire protection, garbage and trash

disposal, police protection, public buildings, public transportation,

and road maintenance). The ratings of rural and urban counties on

water supply were not significantly different.

III. RATINGS OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES AS TO THE QUALITY

OF FAMILY LIVING

This section summarized findings from four community problem

areas with regard to family living as rated by non-Extension-related

leaders. The areas are: (1) children's day care, (2) condition of

homes, (3) family income, and (4) family living conditions.
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Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Children's

Day Care

Rural and urban counties were rated fair on children's day care.

A majority of leaders in rural and urban counties rated the area as

fair (50.9 percent and 49.6 percent, respectively). A higher percentage

of leaders in urban counties than rural counties rated the area as

good (39.3 percent, urban; 27.7 percent, rural).

Comparison by the Chi-Square Test indicated significant

differences in the ratings of rural and urban counties as to children's

day care. Urban counties were rated higher than rural counties on

children's day care as rated by non-Extension-related leaders.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Condition of Homes

Rural counties were rated fair on conditions of homes. The

highest percentage of leaders in rural counties rated the area as

fair (59.5 percent); whereas, urban counties were rated fairly high.

Approximately the same percentage of leaders in urban counties rated

the area as good and fair.

An application of the Chi-Square Test revealed significant

differences in the ratings of rural and urban counties as to condition

of homes. Non-Extension-related leaders rated urban counties higher

than rural counties with regard to condition of homes.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Family Income

Both rural and urban counties were rated fair with regard to

family income. A majority of leaders in both rural and urban

counties rated the area as fair (67.2 percent, rural; 69.1 percent.
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urban). However, a higher percentage of urban county leaders than rural

county leaders rated the area as good (21.8 percent and 10.0 percent,

respectively).

Comparison by the Chi-Square Test indicated that the ratings

of rural and urban counties on family income were significantly different.

Urban counties were rated higher than rural counties on family income

as rated by non-Extension-related leaders.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Family

Living Conditions

Rural and urban counties were rated fair on family living

conditions. The area was rated fair by a majority of leaders in both

rural and urban counties (64.5 percent and 54.6 percent, respectively).

However, a higher proportion of urban county leaders than rural county

leaders rated family living conditions as good (43.8 percent, urban;

32.2 percent, rural).

When the Chi-Square Test was applied to these data, significant

differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban counties with

regard to family living conditions. Urban counties were rated higher

than rural counties on family living conditions as rated by non-

Extension-rel ated leaders.

Summary Findings: Family Living

The ratings of rural and urban counties were significantly

different on each of the four problem areas with regard to family living.

County leaders belonging to non-Extension-related audiences rated urban
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counties higher than rural counties on children's day care, condition

of homes, family income, and family living conditions.

IV. RATINGS OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES AS TO THE QUALITY OF

HEALTH AND EDUCATION

The rating of seven community problem areas are included in this

section as rated by leaders belonging to non-Extension-related audiences.

The seven areas with regard to health and education are: (1)

availability of doctors and dentists, (2) availability of hospitals

and clinics, (3) availability of public health services, (4) education,

(5) nursing homes, (6) public libraries, and (7) school buildings.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Availability

of Doctors and Dentists

Both rural and urban counties were rated high on availability

of doctors and dentists. The highest percentage of leaders in rural

and urban counties rated the area as good (57.7 percent and 73.7 percent,

respectively). Less than 10.0 percent of each rural and urban county

leaders rated the area as poor.

When the Chi-Square Test was applied to the data, significant

differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban counties with

regard to availability of doctors and dentists. Non-Extension-related

leaders rated urban counties higher than rural counties as to

availability of doctors and dentists.



89

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Availability

of Hospitals and Clinics

Rural and urban counties were rated high on availability of

hospitals and clinics. A majority, or 57.5 percent and 71.1 percent

of rural and urban county leaders, rated the area as good.

An application of the Chi-Square Test showed significant

differences in the ratings of rural and urban counties. Urban counties

were rated higher than rural counties as to availability of hospitals

and clinics as rated by non-Extension-related leaders.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Availability

of Public Health Services

Rural and urban counties were rated fairly high on availability

of public health services. In both rural and urban counties, about

the same proportion of leaders rated the area as good and fair.

When the Chi-Square Test was applied to the data, no significant

differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban counties on

availability by public health services as rated by non-Extension-

rel ated audiences.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Education

Rural counties appeared to be rated moderately high on education.

Approximately the same percentage of leaders in rural counties rated

education as good (47.8 percent) and fair (44.6 percent). Urban counties

were rated high on education. More than half (55.8 percent) of the

leaders in urban counties rated education as good.
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Comparison of the ratings by the Chi-Square Test showed

significant differences in the ratings of rural and urban counties.

Non-Extension-related leaders rated urban counties higher than rural

counties with regard to education.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Nursing Homes

Rural and urban counties were rated high on nursing homes. A

majority of leaders in rural counties (59.6 percent) and in urban

counties (56.5 percent) rated nursing homes as good. Less than 10.0

percent of rural and urban county leaders rated the area as poor.

The application of the Chi-Square Test indicated significant

differences in the ratings of rural and urban counties with regard to

nursing homes. Rural counties were rated higher than urban counties

on nursing homes as rated by non-Extension-related leaders.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Public Libraries

Rural and urban counties were rated high on public libraries.

A high percentage of leaders in rural (57.9 percent) and urban (64.5

percent) counties rated the area as good while less than 10.0 percent

of leaders in each audience rated the area as poor.

Comparison of the ratings by the Chi-Square Test showed

significant differences in the ratings of rural and urban counties,

urban counties tended to be rated higher than rural counties on

public libraries as rated by non-Extension-related audiences.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to School Buildings

Rural counties were almost rated high on school buildings. A

slightly higher percentage of leaders in rural counties rated the area
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as good (49.8 percent) than fair (40.4 percent), urban counties were

rated high on school buildings, where the highest percentage of leaders

in urban counties rated the area as good (59.9 percent).

The Chi-Square Test showed significant differences in the

ratings of rural and urban counties as school buildings by non-Extension-

related audiences. Urban counties were rated higher than rural counties.

Summary Findings: Health and Education

The findings disclose significant differences in the ratings

of rural and urban counties on six areas regarding health and education

as rated by non-Extension-related audiences. On one area (nursing

homes), rural counties were rated higher than urban counties; whereas,

on the other five areas (availability of doctors and dentists,

availability of hospitals and clinics, education, public libraries,

and school buildings) urban counties were rated higher than rural

counties. No significant differences were found in the ratings of

rural and urban counties with regard to availability of public health

services.

V. RATINGS OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES AS TO THE QUALITY OF

RECREATIONAL AND GENERAL COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENT

The ratings of seven community problem areas with regard to

recreational and general community environment are summarized in this

section. The areas are: (1) citizen participation in local government,

(2) community organizations, (3) conservation of natural resources.
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(4) general community appearance, (5) land use, planning and zoning,

(6) parks and playgrounds, and (7) recreational opportunities for all

ages.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Citizen

Participation in Local Government

A majority of non-Extension-related audiences rated rural and

urban counties with regard to citizen participation in local government

as fair. About 54.0 percent of leaders in rural counties and 52.0 per

cent in urban counties rated the area as fair. However, a higher

percentage of urban county leaders rated the area as good compared to

rural county leaders (19.8 percent and 14.4 percent, respectively).

The Chi-Square Test showed significant differences in the ratings

of rural and urban counties on citizens' participation in local govern

ment. Non-Extension-related leaders tended to rate urban counties

higher than rural counties as to citizens participation in local

government.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Community

Organizations

Rural counties tended to be rated moderately high on community

organizations. The percentages of good (43.5 percent) and fair (47.2

percent) ratings of community organization by leaders in rural counties

were about the same, urban counties also appeared to be rated moderately

high on community organizations. The percentage of leaders in urban

counties who rated the area as good and fair were approximately
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the same. However, a slightly higher percentage of urban county leaders

(48.9 percent) than rural county leaders rated the area as good.

When the Chi-Square Test was applied to these data, significant

differences were found In the ratings of rural and urban county leaders

on community organizations (p = 0.037). Urban counties appeared to

be rated higher than rural counties with regard to community organizations

as rated by non-Extenslon-related leaders.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Conservation

of Natural Resources

Rural and urban counties were rated fair on conservation of

natural resources. A majority of leaders In rural and urban counties

rated the area as fair (61.5 percent and 58.8 percent, respectively).

Comparison of the ratings by the Chi-Square Test showed that

no significant differences existed In the ratings of rural and urban

counties on conservation of natural resources (p = 0.395). Non-

Extenslon-rel ated leaders rated rural and urban counties about equal

as to conservation of natural resources.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to General

Community Appearance

A majority of leaders rated rural and urban counties as fair

with regard to general community appearance. A majority, or 57.7 per

cent of leaders In rural counties and 51.1 percent In urban counties,

rated the area as fair while less than 10.0 percent of leaders In each

county rated the area as poor. A slightly higher proportion of leaders
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in urban counties than rural counties rated the area as good (40.4

percent, urban; 33.4 percent, rural).

An application to the Chl-Square Test showed significant

differences In the ratings of rural and urban counties with regard to

general community appearance. Urban counties were rated higher than

rural counties on general community appearance by non-Extenslon-related

1eaders.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Land Use

Planning and Zoning

In general, rural and urban counties were rated fair on land

use planning and zoning. More than half of leaders In rural counties

(55.7 percent) and In urban counties (55.3 percent) rated the area as

fair. However, a slightly higher percentage of leaders In urban counties

than rural counties rated the area as good (21.7 percent, urban; 17.1

percent, rural).

When the Chl-Square Test was applied to these data, significant .

differences were found In the ratings of rural and urban counties with

regard to land use planning and zoning. Non-Extenslon-related leaders

appeared to rate urban counties higher than rural counties on land

use planning and zoning.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Parks and

PIaygrounds

Rural and urban counties appeared to be rated moderately high

on parks and playgrounds. Approximately the same percentage of leaders

In each county rated the area as good and fair (38.0 percent, rural;
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41.0 percent, urban). Less than 25.0 percent of leaders in each county

rated the area as poor.

Comparison by the Chi-Square Test revealed significant differences

in the ratings of rural and urban counties with regard to parks and

playgrounds. Urban counties appeared to be rated higher than rural

counties on parks and playgrounds as rated by non-Extension-related

leaders.

Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties with Regard to Recreational

Opportunities for All Ages

Rural and urban counties appeared to be rated fair. About 40.0

percent and 43.0 percent of leaders in rural and urban counties rated

the area as fair. However, the percentage of leaders in urban counties

who rated the area as good (32.4 percent) was higher than those in

rural counties (25.8 percent).

An application of the Chi-Square Test showed significant

differences in the ratings of rural and urban counties on recreational

opportunities for all ages. Non-Extension-related leaders rated urban

counties higher than rural counties on recreational opportunities for

all ages as rated by non-Extension-related leaders.

Summary Findings: Recreational and General Community Environment

County leaders belonging to non-Extension-related audiences

rated urban counties significantly higher than rural counties on six

out of seven areas included in recreational and general community

environment. The six areas were; citizen participation in local

government, community organizations, general community appearance.
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land use planning and zoning, parks and playgrounds, and recreational

opportunities for all ages. However, no significant differences were

found in the ratings of rural and urban counties with regard to

conservation of natural resources by non-Extension-related leaders.

Table Summary: All Non-Extension-Related Leaders' Ratings of

Rural and Urban Counties Regarding 32 Community Problem Areas

Rural and urban counties were rated significantly different on

27 out of 32 community problem areas by all groups of leaders belonging

to non-Extension-related audiences. Urban counties were rated higher

than rural counties on 25 community problem areas; whereas, rural

counties were rated higher than urban counties on the other two areas

(sewage disposal and nursing homes).

Non-Extension-related leaders in rural counties rated local

agriculture, sources of credit, water supply, availability of doctors

and dentists, availability of hospitals and clinics, availability of

public health services, nursing homes, public libraries, and school

buildings as good; whereas, public transportation was rated poor.

Urban county leaders belonging to non-Extension-related audiences

rated local agriculture, local stores, sources of credit, fire

protection, condition of homes, availability of doctors and dentists,

availability of hospitals and clinics, education, nursing homes,

public libraries, and school buildings as good; while, public

transportation was rated poor.



97

CHAPTER VII

COMPARISON BETWEEN 1979 AND 1984 LEADERS' RATINGS OF RURAL AND

URBAN COUNTIES REGARDING 28 COMMUNITY PROBLEM AREAS AS

PERCEIVED BY 12 GROUPS OF LEADERS

The purpose of this chapter was to compare 1979 with 1984 re

garding 28 common community problem areas as perceived by all 12 groups

of leaders in rural and in urban counties.

The chapter is divided into five sections which include the

findings of 28 common community problem areas in 1979 and 1984. The

sections are: (1) business, industry and employment, (2) community

facilities and services, (3) family living, (4) health and education,

and (5) recreational and general community environment.

The Chi-Square Test was used to test the significance of the

differences between 1979 and 1984 ratings of rural and urban counties

on each of the 28 common community problem areas. Data pertaining to

Chapter VII are presented in Table IV.

I. COMPARISON OF 1979 WITH 1984 AS TO THE QUALITY OF BUSINESS,

INDUSTRY AND EMPLOYMENT IN RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES

Leaders' ratings of six community problem areas with regard to

business, industry and employment are summarized in this section: (1)

jobs available, (2) job training and retraining, (3) local agriculture,

(4) local stores, (5) local industry, and (6) sources of credit.

The findings are reported under two subsections: (1) ratings

of 1979 and 1984 rural counties with regard to business industry and
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employment, and (2) ratings of 1979 and 1984 urban counties with regard

to business, industry and employment.

Ratings of 1979 and 1984 Rural Counties with Regard to Business,

Industry and Employment

Rural counties were rated high in 1979 and 1984 on local

agriculture and sources of credit. The majority of rural county leaders

in 1979 and 1984 rated each of these areas as good. On the other four

areas (jobs available, job training and retraining, local stores, and

local industry), rural counties in both time periods appeared to be

rated fairly. Within each of these four areas, the majority of rural

county leaders rated the area as fair.

When the ratings of each six areas were compared between the

two time periods, the Chi-Square Test revealed significant differences

in four of the areas. Rural counties appeared to be rated higher in

1979 than 1984 in jobs available, job training and retraining, local

agriculture, local stores, and local industry. However, no significant

differences were found in the ratings of sources of credit. Rural

counties were rated equally high in 1979 and 1984 as to sources of

credi t.

Ratings of 1979 and 1984 Urban Counties with Regard to Business,

Industry and Employment

Urban counties were rated high in 1979 and 1984 on three areas

included in business, industry and employment. More than half of the

rural county leaders in both time periods rated local agriculture,

local stores and sources of credit as good; whereas, local industry
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was only rated high in 1979, as the majority of urban county leaders

rated it as good. Urban counties in 1979 and 1984 were rated fair on

the other two areas (jobs available and job training and retraining).

The application of the Chi-Square Test showed significant

differences in the ratings of 1979 and 1984 urban counties as to four

areas with regard to business, industry and employment. Urban counties

in 1979 appeared to be rated higher than in 1984 on jobs available,

job training and retraining, and local industry; however, urban counties

in 1984 were rated higher than 1979 on local stores. No significant

differences were found in the ratings of local agriculture and sources

of credit (p = 0.234 and p = 0.910).

II. COMPARISON OF 1979 WITH 1984 AS TO THE QUALITY OF COMMUNITY

FACILITIES AND SERVICES IN RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES

This section summarized the findings of seven community problem

areas included in community facilities and services. The areas are:

(1) fire protection, (2) garbage and trash disposal, (3) public

buildings, (4) public transportation, (5) road maintenance, (6) sewage

disposal, and (7) water supply.

The findings are reported under two subsections which are:

(1) ratings of 1979 and 1984 rural counties with regard to community

facilities and services, and (2) ratings of 1979 and 1984 urban counties

with regard to community facilities and services.
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Ratings of 1979 and 1984 Rural Counties with Regard to Community

Facilities and Services

Rural counties were rated fair in 1979 and 1984 in four areas

with regard to community facilities and services. A majority of rural

county leaders in 1979 and 1984 rated fire protection, garbage and trash

disposal, public buildings and sewage disposal as fair. However,

rural counties were rated high in 1979 and 1984 on water supply. On

the other two areas (public transportation and road maintenance), 1979

rural counties were rated fairly low due to the majority of rural

county leaders in each area rating them as fair and poor. However,

more than 50.0 percent of rural county leaders in 1984 rated public

transportation as poor and road maintenance as fair.

Comparison by the Chi-Square Test revealed significant

differences in the ratings of 1979 and 1984 rural counties on all seven

areas included in community facilities and services. It appeared that

rural counties in 1984 were rated higher than in 1979 on six problem

areas, which were fire protection, garbage and trash disposal, public

buildings, road maintenance, sewage disposal and water supply. Rural

counties in 1979 were rated higher than in 1984 on public transportation.

Ratings of 1979 and 1984 Urban Counties with Regard to Community

Facilities and Services

Urban counties in 1979 were rated as fair on six out of seven

areas included in community facilities and services (i.e., fire

protection, garbage and trash disposal, public buildings, public

transportation, road maintenance and sewage disposal). The majority
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of urban county leaders in 1979 rated each of the six areas as fair.

On the other hand, the 1979 urban counties were rated high concerning

water supply. A highest, or 62.6, percent of urban county leaders in

1979 rated the area as good. Rural counties in 1984 appeared to be

rated high on four of the seven areas (i.e., fire protection, garbage

and trash disposal, public buildings, and water supply). However, the

counties were rated fair on road maintenance and sewage disposal and

poor on public transportation.

The Chi-Square Test revealed significant differences in the

ratings of 1979 and 1984 urban counties on six problem areas. Urban

counties were rated higher in 1979 than 1984 on public transportation;

whereas, urban counties were rated higher in 1984 than 1979 concerning

fire protection, garbage and trash disposal, public buildings, road

maintenance, and sewage disposal. No significant differences were

found in the ratings of water supply (p = 0.055).

III. COMPARISON OF 1979 WITH 1984 AS TO THE QUALITY OF FAMILY

LIVING IN RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES

This section summarized findings from three problem areas with

regard to family living. The three areas which were common in 1979

and 1984 CRD surveys are: (1) condition of homes, (2) family income,

and (3) family living conditions.

Section III is divided into two subsections which are: (1)

ratings of 1979 and 1984 rural counties with regard to family living

and (2) ratings of 1979 and 1984 urban counties with regard to family

1iving.
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Ratings of 1979 and 1984 Rural Counties with Regard to Family Living

Rural counties were rated fair in 1979 and 1984 on all three

areas with regard to family living. Condition of homes, family incomes,

and family living conditions were rated as fair with the largest

proportions by rural county leaders in both time periods.

When the Chi-Square Test was applied to these data, significant

differences were found in the ratings of 1979 and 1984 rural counties

with regard to two problem areas. Rural counties in 1979 were rated

higher than rural counties in 1984 as to family income; whereas, rural

counties in 1984 were rated higher than in 1979 on condition of homes.

No significant differences were found in the ratings of 1979 and 1984

rural counties concerning family living conditions.

Ratings of 1979 and 1984 Urban Counties with Regard to Family Living

Urban counties in 1979 and 1984 were rated fair on family income

and family living conditions. The fair ratings of each area received

more than 50.0 percent of urban county leaders' votes in both time

periods. As to condition of homes, 1979 urban counties were also rated

fair, while 1984 urban counties were rated high. The largest percentage

of urban county leaders in both time periods rated the area as fair

and good, respectively.

Comparison by the Chi-Square Test showed significant differences

existed in two of the three areas. Urban counties in 1984 were rated

higher than in 1979 on condition of homes and family living conditions.

However, no significant differences were found in the ratings of 1979

and 1984 urban counties concerning family income.
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IV. COMPARISON OF 1979 WITH 1984 AS TO THE QUALITY OF HEALTH

AND EDUCATION IN RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES

Seven common community problem areas found in 1979 and 1984 CRD

surveys with regard to health and education are summarized in Section

IV. The areas are: (1) availability of doctors and dentists, (2)

availability of hospitals and clinics, (3) availability of public health

service, (4) education, (5) nursing homes, (6) public libraries, and

(7) school buildings.

The findings are reported under two subsections: (1) ratings

of 1979 and 1984 rural counties with regard to health and education

and (2) ratings of 1979 and 1984 urban counties with regard to health

and education.

Ratings of 1979 and 1984 Rural Counties with Regard to Health and

Education

Rural counties in 1979 tended to be rated fair on six out of

seven areas included in health and education, while on one area (public

libraries), the counties were rated high. On the other hand, rural

counties in 1984 appeared to be rated pretty high on all the seven

areas. The majority of rural county leaders in 1984 rated each of the

seven areas as good and fair.

The application of the Chi-Square Test showed significant

differences in the ratings of rural counties in 1979 and 1984 on all

seven areas. Rural counties in 1979 were rated higher than in 1984

on availability of doctors and dentists, availability of hospitals and
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clinics, availability of public health services, education, nursing

homes, public libraries, and school buildings.

Ratings of 1979 and 1984 Urban Counties with Regard to Health and

Education

Urban counties in 1979 and 1984 were rated high on three out

of seven areas with regard to health and education. On these three

areas (availability of doctors and dentists, availability of hospitals

and clinics, and public libraries), the highest percentage of rural

county leaders rated each of the areas as good. On the other hand,

urban counties in 1979 were rated moderately high on the other four

areas (availability of public health services, education, nursing

homes, and school buildings). Urban counties in 1984 were rated high

on nursing homes, school buildings, and education; whereas, the counties

were rated moderately high on availability of public health services.

Comparison between 1979 and 1984 urban counties by the Chi-

Square Test found significant differences on six of the areas. Urban

counties in 1984 were rated higher than in 1979 on availability of

doctors and dentists, availability of hospitals and clinics, education,

nursing homes, public libraries, and school buildings. No significant

differences were found in the ratings of availability of public health

services.

V. COMPARISON OF 1979 WITH 1984 AS TO THE QUALITY OF RECREATIONAL

AND GENERAL COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENT IN RURAL AND URBAN COUNTIES

Section V summarized findings of five community problem areas

with regard to recreational and general community environment. The
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five areas are: (1) community organizations, (2) conservation of

natural resources, (3) land use planning and zoning, (4) parks and

playgrounds, and (5) recreational opportunities for all ages.

The findings are reported under two subsections: (1) ratings

of 1979 and 1984 rural counties with regard to recreational and general

community environment and (2) ratings of 1979 and 1984 urban counties

with regard to recreational and general community environment.

Ratings of 1979 and 1984 Rural Counties with Regard to Recreational

and General Community Environment

Rural counties in 1979 and 1984 were rated moderately on three

areas included in recreational and general community environment. More

than 50.0 percent of rural county leaders in both time periods rated

each of these areas (community organizations, conservation of natural

resources, and land use planning and zoning) as being fair. Rural

counties in 1979 appeared to be rated fair on parks and playgrounds

and fairly low on recreational opportunities for all ages. On the

other two areas, 1984 rural counties tended to be rated moderately high

on parks and playgrounds, and moderately low on recreational opportunities

for all ages.

The application of the Chi-Square Test revealed significant

differences on four out of the five areas. Rural counties in 1979

appeared to be rated higher than rural counties in 1984 on conservation

of natural resources; whereas, rural counties in 1984 were rated higher

than in 1979 on community organizations, parks and playgrounds and

recreational opportunities for all ages. No significant differences
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were found in the ratings of 1979 and 1984 rural counties concerning

land use planning and zoning.

Ratings of 1979 and 1984 Urban Counties with Regard to Recreational

and General Community Environment

Urban counties in 1979 and 1984 were rated about fair on all

five areas included in recreational and general community environment.

The majority of urban county leaders in both time periods rated each

five areas as fair.

When the Chi-Square Test was applied to the data, significant

differences were found only in the ratings of 1979 and 1984 urban

counties on one area. Urban counties in 1979 appeared to be rated

higher than in 1984 on community organizations. No significant

differences were found in the ratings of 1979 and 1984 urban counties

on conservation of natural resources, land use planning and zoning,

parks and playgrounds, and recreational opportunities for all ages.

Table Summary: 1979 and 1984 Leaders' Ratings of Rural and Urban

Counties Regarding 28 Community Problem Areas as Perceived by all

12 Groups of County Leaders

Rural counties in 1979 and 1984 were rated significantly

different with regard to 25 our of 28 community problem areas. Rural

counties in 1979 were rated higher than 1984 on 8 of these 25 areas.

Five of the eight areas came in the category of business, industry and

employment (i.e., jobs available, job training and retraining, local

agriculture, local stores, and local industry). However, rural counties

in 1984 were rated higher than in 1979 on 17 community problem areas.
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A higher proportion of these 17 areas were in two categories (community

facilities and services, 6 areas; health and education, 7 areas).

Urban counties in 1979 and 1984 were rated significantly different

on 19 community problem areas by all groups of leaders surveyed. Urban

counties in 1979 were rated higher than in 1984 with regard to five

community problem areas (jobs available, job training and retraining,

local industry, public transportation, and community organizations).

Whereas, urban counties in 1984 were rated higher than in 1979 on 14

community problem areas. A majority of these 14 areas were in two

categories (community facilities and services, 5 areas; health and

education, 6 areas).
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CHAPTER VIII

SUMMARY

I. PURPOSE AND SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES

Purpose

The main purpose of this study was to identify differences and

similarities between Tennessee's rural and urban counties as to leaders'

perception of the quality of 32 selected community problem areas.

Specific Objectives

The specific objectives were divided into four categories.

While the first three specific objectives were limited to data obtained

in 1984, the fourth and last objective was related to data obtained

in 1979 and 1984. The specific objectives were to compare rural and

urban counties with regard to the ratings of 32 problem areas as

perceived by:

1. All 12 groups of leaders,

2. Five groups of leaders belonging to Extension-related

audiences,

3. All of the non-Extension-related audiences.

The fourth objective was to compare 1979 with 1984 regarding 28 common

community problem areas as perceived by all 12 groups of leaders in

rural and urban counties.
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II. METHOD OF INVESTIGATION

Population and Sample

The population of this study included 4616 county leaders

belonging to 12 groups of community leaders living in 94 Tennessee

counties. The sample and the recommended size from each county were

as follows: (1) Bankers (all), (2) County Agricul tural Extension

Committee (all), (3) County Government Officials (judges and four

officials), (4) County Rural Development Committee (all), (5) Community

Club Presidents (all), (6) Home Demonstration Club Presidents (all),

(7) Merchants (five representatives), (8) Ministers (five representatives),

(9) Newspaper Editors (all), (10) School Principals (all), (11) Service

Club Presidents (all), and (12) Senior 4-H Club Presidents (all).

Data Collection

Data were collected by mail questionnaire prepared by specialists

at TAES during the Summer of 1984. There were 32 areas of concern

included in the questionnaire (see Appendix). Respondents were asked

to rate each of the areas (good, fair and poor) as they perceived the

average residents see the areas.

Data Analysis

The 4616 returned questionnaires were processed and entered into

the computer by specialists at the Extension Education Department of

TAES. The data were analyzed on the basis of rating percentages be

tween rural and urban counties and their significance of the differences

were tested by the Chi-Square Test. Probability achieving the 0.05

level was considered significant.
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III. MAJOR FINDINGS

Findings are classified under four headings according to the

specific objectives of the study. The headings were major findings

regarding the ratings of rural and urban counties on 32 community

problem areas as perceived by: (1) all 12 groups of leaders, (2)

five groups of leaders belonging to Extension-related audiences, and

(3) all of the non-Extension-related audiences. The fourth heading

was major findings regarding 1979 and 1984 leaders' ratings of rural

and urban counties on 28 community problem areas as perceived by 12

groups of county leaders.

Major Findings Regarding the Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties on

32 Community Problem Areas as Perceived by all 12 Groups of Leaders

Business, industry and employment. The ratings of rural and

urban counties were significantly different on five of the six areas

regarding business, industry and employment. The areas in which the

ratings differed were: jobs available, job training and retraining,

local industry, local stores, and sources of credit. Urban counties

were rated higher than rural counties on these four problem areas.

No significant differences were found in the ratings of rural and

urban counties on local agriculture.

Community facilities and services. The findings indicate that

rural and urban counties' ratings on seven out of eight areas were

significantly different. Rural counties were rated higher than urban

counties on sewage disposal; whereas, urban counties were rated higher
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than rural counties on fire protection, garbage and trash disposal,

police protection, public buildings, public transportation, and road

maintenance. There were no significant differences in the ratings of

water supply between rural and urban counties.

Family 1iving. The ratings of rural and urban counties were

significantly different in all four areas with regard to family living.

Urban counties were rated higher than rural counties on children's day

care, condition of homes, family income, and family living conditions.

Health and education. Significant differences were found be

tween rural and urban counties' ratings of five out of seven areas

with regard to health and education. Urban counties were rated higher

than rural counties on all five areas (availability of doctors and

dentists, availability of hospitals and clinics, education, public

libraries, and school buildings). No significant differences were

found between rural and urban counties' ratings of availability of

public health services and nursing homes.

Recreational and general community environment. Rural and

urban counties differed significantly in their ratings with regard to

six out of seven areas included in recreational and general community

environment. Urban counties were rated higher than rural counties on

citizen participation in local government, community organizations,

general community appearance, land use planning and zoning, parks and

playgrounds, and recreational opportunity for all ages. No significant

differences were found in the ratings of conservation of natural

resources.
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Major Findings Regarding the Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties

on 32 Community Problem Areas as Perceived by Five Groups of

Leaders Belonging to Extension-Related Audiences

Business, industry and employment.

1. Significant differences were found in the ratings of rural

and urban counties with regard to jobs available, local industry and

local stores within each four of the five audiences. County leaders

belonging to the County Rural Development Committee, Home Demonstration

Club Presidents, Community Club Presidents, and the County Agriculture

Extension Committee rated urban counties higher than rural counties

on all three areas. However, no significant differences were found

in the ratings of rural and urban counties (belonging to Senior 4-H

Club Presidents) in the areas of jobs available, local industry and

local stores.

2. The ratings of job training and retraining in rural and

urban counties as rated by county leaders belonging to all five audiences

were significantly different. County leaders belonging to each

audience rated urban counties higher than rural counties as to job

training and retraining.

3. No significant differences were found in the ratings of

rural and urban counties concerning local agriculture in any of the

five groups of Extension-related audiences.

4. The ratings of sources of credit in rural and urban

counties by county leaders belonging to the County Rural Development

Committee were significantly different. Urban counties were rated
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higher than rural counties. However, no significant differences were

found in the ratings of rural and urban counties by county leaders

belonging to the other four audiences with regard to sources of credit.

Community facilities and services.

1. No significant differences were found in rural and urban

counties' ratings of fire protection, garbage and trash disposal, and

public transportation within each four of the audiences (County Rural

Development Committee, Home Demonstration Club Presidents, Community

Club Presidents, and Senior 4-H Club Presidents). On the other hand,

the ratings of urban counties by leaders belonging to the County

Agriculture Extension Committee were significantly higher than the

ratings of rural counties in all three areas.

2. The ratings of police protection in rural and urban counties

by leaders belonging to all five audiences were not significantly

different.

3. Except for the groups of Community Club Presidents, the

ratings of public buildings in rural and urban counties by each of the

other four audiences were significantly different. Urban counties were

rated higher than rural counties.

4. Significant differences were found in the ratings of rural

and urban counties on road maintenance within two of the five audiences.

County leaders belonging to Home Demonstration Club Presidents rated

rural counties higher than urban counties; whereas, county leaders

belonging to the County Agriculture Extension Committee rated urban

counties higher than rural counties with regard to road maintenance.
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No significant differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban

counties' ratings of road maintenance within the other three audiences.

5. The ratings of sewage disposal in rural and urban counties

within two audiences were significantly different. County leaders of

the Home Demonstration Club Presidents rated urban counties higher than

rural counties; whereas, rural counties belonging to Senior 4-H Club

Presidents rated rural counties higher than did urban counties. No

significant differences were found in the ratings of sewage disposal

in the ratings of rural and urban counties by leaders belonging to the

other three audiences.

6. County leaders belonging to Senior 4-H Club Presidents rated

water supply significantly different in rural and urban counties.

Rural counties were rated higher than urban counties on water supply.

No significant differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban

counties' ratings of water supply within the other four audiences.

Family 1iving.

1. Significant differences were found in the ratings of rural

and urban counties on children's day care within three audiences.

County leaders within the County Rural Development Committee, Home

Demonstration Club Presidents, and County Agriculture Extension

Committee rated urban counties higher than rural counties on children's

day care. No significant differences existed in rural and urban

counties' ratings of children's day care within the other two

audiences.
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2. There were significant differences in the ratings of rural

and urban counties' ratings of conditions of homes within two audiences.

County leaders within Home Demonstration Club Presidents and Community

Club Presidents rated urban counties higher than rural counties on

condition of homes. No significant differences were found in the

ratings of rural and urban counties by leaders belonging to the other

three audiences.

3. The ratings of family income in rural and urban counties

by leaders belonging to four audiences were significantly different.

County leaders within all four audiences rated urban counties higher

than rural counties on family income. No significant differences

existed in the ratings of rural and urban counties by leaders belonging

to Senior 4-H Club Presidents.

4. Significant differences were found in the ratings of rural

and urban counties on family living conditions by leaders belonging

to one audience. County leaders belonging to Home Demonstration Club

Presidents rated urban counties higher than rural counties on family

living conditions. No significant differences were found in the

ratings of rural and urban counties by leaders belonging to the other

four audiences.

Health and education.

1. County leaders belonging to four audiences rated rural and

urban counties on availability of doctors and dentists significantly

different. County leaders within the four audiences rated urban counties

higher than rural counties on availability of doctors and dentists.
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No significant differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban

county leaders belonging to Senior 4-H Club Presidents.

2. The ratings of availability of hospitals and clinics in

rural and urban county leaders belonging to three audiences were

significantly different. County leaders belonging to Senior 4-H Club

Presidents rated rural counties higher than urban counties' leaders;

whereas, county leaders within the County Agriculture Extension Committee

rated urban counties higher than the rural counties. The ratings of

rural and urban counties by leaders belonging to the other three

audiences were not significantly different.

4. The ratings of availability of public health services in

rural and urban counties within two audiences were significantly

different. The ratings of urban counties by leaders belonging to the

County Rural Development Committee, Senior 4-H Club Presidents, and

the County Agriculture Extension Committee were higher than the ratings

of rural counties within the same audiences on availability of public

health services. No significant differences existed in the ratings of

rural and urban counties by leaders belonging to the other two audiences.

5. No significant differences were found in the ratings of rural

and urban counties on nursing homes between leaders in rural and urban

counties within each of the five audiences.

6. Significant differences were found in the ratings of rural

and urban counties on public libraries between leaders in rural and

urban counties within two audiences. Urban leaders belonging to the

County Rural Development Committee and Home Demonstration Club

Presidents rated public libraries higher in urban counties than rural



121

counties. The ratings of rural and urban counties by leaders belonging

to the other three audiences were not significantly different.

7. County leaders belonging to two audiences rated school

buildings significantly different. County leaders belonging to the

County Rural Development Committee and the County Agriculture Extension

Committee rated urban counties higher than rural counties. No significant

differences were found in rural and urban counties' ratings of school

buildings within the other three audiences.

Recreational and general community environment.

1. Significant differences were found in rural and urban counties'

ratings of citizen participation in local government within one audience.

County leaders within Home Demonstration Club Presidents rated urban

counties higher than rural counties. The ratings of rural and urban

counties on citizen participation in local government within the other

four audiences were not significantly different.

2. Except for the County Rural Development Committee, no

significant differences were found in rural and urban counties' ratings

of community organization within the other four audiences. County

leaders belonging to the County Rural Development Committee rated

community organizations higher in urban counties than in rural counties.

3. No significant differences were found between rural and

urban counties' ratings of conservation of natural resources and land

use planning and zoning in any of the five audiences.

4. County leaders belonging to three audiences rated general

community appearance and parks and playgrounds significantly different

in rural and urban counties. County leaders belonging to the County
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Rural Development Committee, Community Club Presidents and the County

Agriculture Extension Committee rated urban counties higher than rural

counties on general community appearance and parks and playgrounds.

No significant differences were found in the ratings of rural and

urban counties on those two areas by leaders belonging to the other

two audiences.

5. Significant differences were found between rural and urban

counties' ratings of recreational opportunity for all ages within four

audiences. County leaders belonging to the four audiences rated urban

counties higher than rural county. No significant differences existed

in the ratings of rural and urban counties by leaders belonging to

Senior 4-H Club Presidents.

Major Findings Regarding the Ratings of Rural and Urban Counties

on 32 Problem Areas as Perceived by all Leaders Belonging to Non-

Extension-Related Audiences

Business, industry and employment. The ratings of jobs available,

job training and retraining, local industry, and local stores were

significantly different in rural and urban counties as rated by leaders

belonging to non-Extension-related audiences. Urban counties were rated

higher than the rural counties with regard to all four areas. No

significant differences were found between rural and urban counties'

ratings of local agriculture and sources of credit.

Community facilities and services. County leaders differed

significantly in their ratings of rural and urban counties on seven

areas with regard to community facilities and services. Urban counties
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were rated higher than rural counties concerning fire protection,

garbage and trash disposal, police protection, public buildings,

public transportation, and road maintenance; whereas, rural counties

were rated higher than urban counties on sewage disposal. No

significant differences were found in the ratings of rural and urban

counties on water supply.

Family 1iving. The ratings of all four areas with regard to

family living between rural and urban counties were significantly

different. Urban counties were rated higher than rural counties on

children's day care, condition of homes, family incomes, and family

living conditions.

Health and education. Significant differences were found in

the ratings of rural and urban counties on five areas included in

health and education. Urban counties were rated higher than rural

counties on availability of doctors and dentists, availability of

hospitals and clinics, education, public libraries, and school

buildings; whereas, rural counties were rated higher than urban

counties on nursing-homes. No significant differences were found

in the ratings of rural and urban counties on availability of public

health services.

Recreational and general community environment. The ratings

of rural and urban counties differed significantly concerning six areas

included in recreational and general community environment. Urban

counties were rated higher than rural counties on citizen participation
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in local government, community organizations, general community

appearance, land use planning and zoning, parks and playgrounds, and

recreational opportunity for all ages. No significant differences

were found In the ratings of conservation of natural resources In

rural and urban counties.

Major findings Regarding 1979 and 1984 Leaders' Ratings of Rural

and Urban Counties on 28 Common Community Problem Areas as Perceived

by all 12 Groups of County Leaders

Business, Industry and employment. Significant differences were

found In the ratings of 1979 and 1984 rural counties on five areas

Included In business, Industry and employment. Jobs available, job

training and retraining, local agriculture, local stores, and local

Industry were rated higher In 1979 than In 1984 by rural counties.

No significant differences were found In the ratings of 1979 and 1984

rural counties on sources of credit.

Urban counties In 1979 and 1984 differed significantly with

regard to four out of six areas. Urban counties In 1979 were rated

higher than In 1984 with regard to jobs available and job training and

retraining. However, urban counties In 1984 were rated higher than

In 1979 on local stores and local Industry. The ratings of two areas

(local agriculture and sources of credit) were not rated significantly

different between 1979 and 1984 urban counties.

Community facilities and services. The ratings of 1979 and 1984

rural counties were rated significantly different In each of seven areas
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included in community facilities and services. Rural counties in 1979

were rated higher than in 1984 on public transportation; whereas, rural

counties in 1984 were rated higher than in 1979 on fire protection,

garbage and trash disposal, public buildings, road maintenance, sewage

disposal, and water supply.

County leaders differed in their ratings of six areas with re

gard to community facilities and services between urban counties in

1979 and 1984. In 1979, urban counties' public transportation was rated

higher than in 1984; whereas, fire protection, garbage and trash

disposal, public buildings, road maintenance, and sewage disposal were

rated higher in 1984 urban counties than in 1979. No significant

differences were found in the ratings of water supply over the two

time periods.

Family 1iving. Leaders in 1979 and 1984 rural counties differed

in their ratings of two areas included in family living. Rural counties

in 1979 were rated higher than in 1984 on family income; whereas,

condition of homes were rated significantly higher in 1984 than in

1979. No significant differences were found between the ratings of

1979 and 1984 rural counties on the area of family living conditions.

On the other hand, the ratings of 1979 and 1984 urban counties

on two out of three areas were significantly different. Urban

counties in 1984 were rated higher than in 1979 on condition of homes

and family living conditions. No significant differences existed in

the ratings of family income in urban counties over time.
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Health and education. Significant differences were found in

the ratings of 1979 and 1984 rural counties in each of all seven areas

with regard to health and education. Leaders in rural counties rated

the areas (availability of doctors and dentists, availability of

hospitals and clinics, availability of public health services, education,

nursing homes, public libraries, and school buildings) higher in 1984

than in 1979.

Leaders in urban counties rated six of the seven areas signifi

cantly different in 1979 and 1984. Urban counties in 1984 were rated

higher than in 1979 on availability of doctors and dentists, availability

of hospitals and clinics, education, nursing homes, public libraries,

and school buildings. No significant differences were found in the

ratings of 1979 and 1984 urban counties on availability of public

health service.

Recreational and general community environment. The rural county

leaders' ratings of four areas with regard to recreational and general

community environment were significantly different in 1979 and 1984.

Rural counties in 1979 were rated higher than in 1984 with regard to

conservation of natural resources; whereas, rural counties in 1984

were rated higher than in 1979 on community organizations, parks and

playgrounds, and recreational opportunity for all ages. No signifi

cant differences were found in the ratings of land use planning and

zoning in 1979 adn 1984 rural counties.

There was only one area in which 1979 and 1984 urban counties

were rated significantly different. Urban counties in 1979 were rated
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higher than in 1984 on community organizations. No significant

differences were found in the ratings of conservation of natural

resources, land use planning and zoning, parks and playgrounds, and

recreational opportunities for all ages in the ratings of 1979 and

1984 urban counties.

IV. IMPLICATIONS

Based on the findings of the study, the implications listed

below were made;

1. Rural and urban counties were rated significantly different

on 27 out of 32 community problem areas by all 12 groups of county

leaders. Rural counties were rated higher than urban counties on only

one area (sewage disposal); whereas, urban counties were rated higher

than rural counties on the other 26 community problem areas. This

finding implies that the quality and the conditions of community

facilities and services were more adequate and in better conditions

in urban counties than in rural counties.

2. Rural and urban counties were rated significantly different

on 14 out of 32 community problem areas by five groups of leaders

belonging to Extension-related audiences (significantly different in

three or more groups of leaders). Urban counties were rated higher

than rural counties on each of these 14 community problem areas. This

finding implies that leaders belonging to Extension-related audiences

in rural and urban counties were less likely to differ in their

ratings of selected community problem areas. When they did differ,

most of them regarded urban counties in better state of condition than
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rural counties in terms of the quality and conditions of certain

community facilities and services.

3. Rural and urban counties were rated differently on 27

community problem areas by all groups of leaders belonging to non-

Extension-related audiences. Out of 27, only on 2 areas the ratings

of rural counties were higher than urban counties (sewage disposal

and nursing homes). The remaining 25 areas were rated higher in

urban counties by non-Extension-related leaders. These findings

imply that non-Extension-related leaders in rural and urban counties

had a greater tendency to differ in their perception of selected

community problem areas than Extension-related leaders. Urban

counties were rated higher than rural counties with regard to a

greater number of community problem areas as rated by non-Extension-

rel ated leaders compared to the ratings of Extension-related leaders.

Non-Extension-related leaders regarded the quality and the conditions

of community facilities in urban counties as better than in rural

counties.

4. Rural counties in 1979 and 1984 were rated different as to

25 out of 28 community problem areas by all groups of leaders surveyed.

In 1979, rural counties were rated higher than 1984 on eight areas;

whereas, in 1984, rural counties were rated higher than 1979 on 17

areas. These findings imply that a number of community problem areas

were improved interms of quality or condition from 1979 to 1984.

Apparently a majority of the improvements were made in the area of

health and education; whereas, no improvements were seen in the area

of business, industry and employment. Urban counties in 1979 and 1984
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were rated differently as to 19 out of 28 community problem areas by

all groups of leaders surveyed. Urban counties in 1979 were rated

higher than in 1984 on five areas; whereas, urban counties in 1984 were

rated higher than in 1979 on 14 areas. These findings imply that some

improvements in community problem areas in term of quality and

condition were made in urban counties, especially in the area of

health and education over the five year period. However, less improve

ment occurred in the area of recreational and general community

envi ronment.

V. RECOMMENDATIONS

Urban counties consistently were rated higher than rural counties,

as to the quality and condition of community facilities and services

by all leaders surveyed. Although more progress was made during the

past five years in rural counties than in urban counties, it is

suggested that the development gap between these two types of

counties is still prevalent. For socio-economic and political

stability, it is important to narrow the gap by speeding up rural

community development. Extension services could play an important

role by strenghtening their rural CRD programs by concentrating on

areas that need the improvement. More cooperation in efforts and

information by Extension services with other agencies which have

direct responsibility for the problem areas is recommended.
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VI. RECOMMENDATION FOR FURTHER STUDY

Hopefully this study will benefit future study in the community

development program. This study provides superficial information on

rural and urban counties' community needs for certain facilities and

services. It is suggested that future studies explore the specific

needs or problems that are indicated by the lower ratings in this study

in order to find a solution for improvement which would be beneficial

for CRD program planning. More objective and precise methods of

obtaining information should be used.
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