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A study was conducted of two Missouri communities to
investigate neighborhood change between 1956 and 1966 and social '
cliques as possible emerging replacements for neighborhoods. Ozark,
in an economically disadvantaged southern part of the State, has
experienced drastic farm changes, from general to dairy farming and
later to enterprises more compatible with off-farm employment. The
majority of the people have become disassociated from farming as an
occupation and many others are marginally committed. In Prairie, most
changes were lmpr@vements in farming; the majority in the open
country are engaged in farming full time. In interviews in 1956 and
1966, farmers were asked questions eliciting the names of specific
persons with whom each farmer said he associated most closely, those
he regarded as best friends, and those from whom he obtained general
information about fa:ming and with whom he exchanged work. Changes
were assessed by examining shifts in membership within social cliques
and neighborhoods and from one to another and social association and
friendship. The shift from neighborhood to clique association did not
occur in Prairie, but both social association and farming
informational exchange became more diffuse. In Ozark, a shift
occurred at the expense of neighborhood membership, but the shift to
affiliation with neither a neighborhood nor social clique was even
greater. The changes support the view that social clique formation is
the product of a differentiation of interest occurring within the
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CHANGING NEIGHBORHOOD AND CLIQUE STRUCTURE IN TWO MISSOURI
COMMUNITIES, 1955-66%

I. Issues and Rationale

gists bégamé almost a dead issue by the mid-1950's, when an era of
ﬂeighbqrhégd studies came to an end. Most sociologists seemed quite
willing to assume the eventual, if not cur:eﬁtidemise of neighborhoods

as meaningful sociological units in rural society, Slocum and Case (1953)
found that local people could delineate neighborhoods, but that the resi-
dents included did not regard themselves as members. Jehlik and Wakeley
(1949) found neighborhoods in Hamilton County, Iowa of declining impor-
tance, while Jehlik and Losey (1951) concluded from an Indiana study
that neighborhoods had beer. supplanted as meaningful areas of together-
ness. Except for Christiansen (1957), who was concerned with‘the be-
havioral correlates of persons living in neighborhoods, these studies
marked an end to rural neighborhood studies as such.? At the same time
Loomis and Beegle (1950, 134w171) were extolling cliques as emerging
informal social groups beyond the family in rural society as being of
mogt importance, A Dyess County, Mississippi study was-citad as an
example of the great influence tnat cliques have on the important deci-
sions that people make. Miller and Eeggle-(1947), despairing at the

ability of even experts to find neighborhoods in Livingston County,
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Michigan concluded that "anyone can find friendshig and mutual aid groups”
in all parts of the county. Loomis and Beegle further insisted that
social cliquesg were the mosgt important locality groups through which
change agents should work, in contrast to recommendations a 3ecade earlier
that neighborhnods were the most appropriate units. (Musser, 1947 and
Rogers, 1960, P, 74.)

Yet, throughout this entire period (roughly 1451 to date), diffusion
researchers using heighbarhméﬂs as independent variables repeatadly found
that they had a tendency to localize interpersonal communication about
farming (Lionberger and Coughenour, 1957; Bruton, 1970). Marsh and
Coleman (1954 and 1956) and Young (1959) emphasized the aifferential rate
at which farmers living in different neighborhoods adopted new farm prac-
tices and the influence that neighborhood norms had on technological com=
petence of farmers sought as sources of farm information.

Our study marks a return té néighbérhﬁcés and neighborhood change
as focal entities for considerations and social cliques as possible
emerging replacements for neighborhoods. We first ask several quéstions
about the existance of neighborhoods and social c¢ligues in thevtwa Mig=-
souri communities at the two points in time, 1956-1966 éné the changes
that éeeurzed in these informal sécial groups over the ten-year period.
Answers to these questions are followed by hypothesized explanations and
empirical evidence bearing on wﬁy these changes may have accufréd;

II, The Research Base

{
taged southern part of the state and another (Prairie) in northwest Missou=-

ri,wliere conditions are favorable to farming, provided the data basz for the
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study. In Ozark, farmers had been forced to make a series of drastic
farm enterprise changes. which included shifts from general to dairy
farming and later to enterprises like feeéer pig and cattle prgductién
mo = compatable w'th off-farm employment., These gradually became an ac-
cepted, rather than a reluctantly made adjustment to the adverse economic
conditions in the community. No more than one-third of the open country
" residents {less in 1966 than 1956) %eré sufficiently cormitted to farm-
ing to meet the very modest 51,000 gross off-farm sales required for
imclusion in the sample. Thus, the great majority of the people living
in the open country had become completely disassociated from farming as
an occupation and many others were only marginally committed. The geo-
gzaghic-praximity of other local persons not included must be viewed and
understood as a limitation of the analysis and conclusions which follow,

This was all in great contrast to Prairié, where the vast majority
of people living in the .open country were exclusively engaged in farming
as a fulltime occupation. Farm enterprises had remained very stable for
several decades wiﬁh corn, hogs, beef cattle and more recently soybeans
as the chief farm commodities produced. Most changes the farmers had to
make were improvements in long-existing farm enterprises. True, the eco-
nomic base of the community, as in Ozark, was not sufficient te accomo-
date all of the sons and daughters of farwers who preferred to remain on
farms in the local community.

The two trade area communities were cgerétianally defined in the
Galpin (1915) and gandarsan (1942, 283-2586) tiaéitian by detérminiﬁg the
trade area to which each of the farmers at the periphery most frequently
went for goods and services that they needed. Habits of frequenting the

community trade center over others were such that little difficulty was




encountered in determining who éh@ulﬂ be included and who should be ex=
cluded from the farmers interviewed. Except for refusals of less than 5
percent, all were interviewed, 238 and 227 in Ozark in 1956 and '66, re-
spectively, and ZiB and 174 in Prairie in 1956 and '6€, respectively.
Questions which served as the sociometric base for assessing the social
significance of neighborhoods and social cliques were those which elicited
the names of specific perscns with whom each farmer said he associated
mest closely, those he regarded as best friends, and those from whom he
obtained general inforwation about farming, and with whom he exchanged

work.,

IiIi Expectations and ME§§§§§7§§f§nalysis

Approaches to determining the - . ges in neighb@:h@éﬁ and clique
structure that had occurred startel with the number of neighborhoods
that existed in the two communities and the percent of farm operators
.who were members of neighborhoods and cliques at the two points in time.
Shiftz in membership within social cliques and neighbarhooﬂs'as well as
from cne to the other were noted. ThLe prime focus of attantion in as-
sezasing change was also on social association and friendehip relationships
among the farmers interviewed. Accordingly, the extent to which such
mentions either occurred and/or were reciprocated within and across social
clique and neighborhood lines was the predominant focus of atteﬁéi@n!
Acquigition of famm infarmaﬁian and work exchange was regarded essentially
as independent variables to explain neighborhood persistence, Since lo-
cality alone has a restraining influence on social iﬁtéﬁaﬁtiéﬁ; areas of
comparative size (geographic and residential) and location with reference

to the community center were delineated for comparative purposes., Care




was taken to retain as much continuity in control areas from 1956 to 1966

~asg possible. This allowed direct comparison of neighborhood containment

According to the contention of previous researchers that direct
questioning for delineating soeial cliques wguld not suffice, we used
social associate and best friend mentions as the pfimary data base. Con-
ceptually, cliques were regarded as agqregates of social associates who
presumably regarded each other as social equals (Fairchild, 1957) and
wera he;d together by common feelings @fzaffinity which included kinship
as one possibility. Operationally, the delineation procedure started
with a triad of close associate and best friend choices. Others were
added as own choice and/or the statement of others about who associated
with whom warranted. Doubtful cases were included or excluded on the ba-
sis Jf information supplied by knowledgeable local residents. A much
more detailed description of the delineation procedure is reported by
Bruten (1970, 46-47).

An implicit assumption in the delineation procedure was that if
neighbarhaads reall?baxistad as distinguishabie social entities, any
knowledgeable person living in the n21ghba;hagd could specify the geon=
graphle extent of thalr bﬁunaarias, and thus the persons who belcngéd

and those vho did not. The procedure was to ask locally knowledgeable

respondents to indicate on a road map showing occupied houses, the out=-

side extremities of the neighborhood. If two informants agreed on what
farmers should be included ani excluded, the delineation was acespted
without further question. If there were discrepancies additional infars
mation was sought as to who belonged and who didn't. As a further check

of this simple initial neighborhood delineation in 1966, each farmer




was asked to indicate to what neighborhood, if any, he belcngeé; The
net result was that no one was included in the original delineation by
the use of local judges that did not also say that he was a member of
the neighborhood. On the other hand, there were a few additional par-
sons who also said that they were members. Some lived immediately
peripheral to the boundary delineated by local informants, but some
lived ten or more miles distant. Peripheral persons were aadéﬂ, if by
so doing, outsiders were not also included‘in the expanded bounda.y and
if they could be included without gross gerrymandering of the neighbor-
hood boundary, Although direct verification was not possible, the in=
vestigators strongly suspected that distant affiliates were either per-
sons who had formerly lived in the neighborhood and moved away, or who,
as in one neighborhood, attended a church, which formed the chief inte=-
grating influence of the neighborhood.

authors devised and applied a cohesiveness measure, which teok into
-account (1) the extent to which total associate and friendship chaiées
of the farmers interviewed were cantainéﬂ within own neighborheod or .
control grﬁup, as opposed to outside own group choices, and (2) the de-
gree to which reciprocated choices occurred (a) in siﬁﬁations where
inside-~group choices were greater than those to the outside (cohesion)
or (b) the reverse (repulsion), where reciprocation is computed for out-
group choices in situatiéﬂs where these exceeded in-group choices.?
This produced a cohesiveness - rgpulsian'measuré which ranged from a
plus 1 to ﬁinus 1. Zero cohesiveness répresentéd a situation where out-
ward choice exactly equaled in-group choices or where no choices vere

reciprocated; positive numbers, situations where choices of own group




members as associates exceeded choices of outsiders and a negative num-
ber, an inverse kind of cohesiveness, that might be called repulsion,

In interpreting scores, it must be recognized that a zero or slightly
minus figure could sgill be indicative of kind of within-group attrac-
tion, because the opportunity far out choice iz always §reatér than for
own=group choice, Thus, any lowering of outward choice and reciproca-
tion tendencies that occurred over that present in control groups of
comparable size and location, is a kind of cohesiveness that the instru-
ment deviged would report not as positive, but as somewhat less negative,
(i.e., less repulsive). The Emhesi§3ﬁéss changes that occurred in the.
two communities over time was regarded as an additional measure iﬂ depth
of the changes in social association which occurred over the ten-,ear
period.

The second general series of questions was directed to why neigh-
borhoods and cliques continued to exist ané/ér change during the ten-
year period. Two possibilities were posed with reference to neighbor-
hoods, namely (1) that they existed as a product of an associational
base provided by formal group participation or (2) that they mainly
existed as instruménﬁal mechanisms in support of the acéugaticn of farm=
ing. Participation scores were assigned to form a modified Chapin
(1947) scale with one point for group membership, two for occasional
attendance at meetings, three for regular atténdan\:ef four for committee
membership and five for being an officer, This Praviaei a measure for
assessing the incidence of formal group participation within and outside

social cliques and neighborhoods and thus the potential integrating ef-

fect that such participation had on neighborhoods and social cliques.

“Two indicators for testing the hypothesized "instrumental contribution
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to farming" explanation were provided by (1) who named whom as a source
of fa;m inf@rmati@ﬂg‘ani (2) with whom, if anybody, each farmer exchanged
work.

Although the approach to changing informal group structures in the
two communities was essentially empirical, certain conditions in regard
=0 stability and change were expected; namely,

1. sSome decline in neighbazhaad'meﬁbership and cohesion but with

a persistence of some neighborhoods, perhaps even with growth
in strength in some cases,

2. More persigtence of interpersonal acquisition of farm informa-
tion and work exchange than social association in neighborhoods.

3. BAn increase in clique membership roughly in proportion to the
decline in neighborhood membership.

4. Changes in both neighbafhécd and clique affiliation to bé great=
er in Ozark, in process of rapid transition to off-farm employ-
ment, than in Prairie where agriculture continued to be the
chief source of economic support. -

Iv. .Finaings
We sgtart with a defence of thg;ggmmunity concept as we lave used
it, which embodies the idea of community as a farm service center with
b
farmers living on isolated farmsteads in the surrounding country in
which d;stinetive kinds of social association and feelings of affinity
are assumed to develop, This idea, which surely must have been appro-
priate in times past, than now, has been the subject of increasing
questiaﬂ as to its applicability to a conciticn where many of the peo-
ple living in the open country are no longer farmers, and who in turn

have developed attachments which take them to a diversity of places for




a variety of reasons,

Yet, as we have already noted, knowledgeable persons living at the
periphery @f a community, had little trouble designating who frequented
the two community centers more for services and supplies than other cen-
ters. Also in support of a distinctiveness of the area delineated is
the fact that the great majority (54.7rpercent in Prairie and 92.4 per-
cent. in Ozark) of social association choices of persons Liviﬁg within
ore-fourth mile of the boundary of the two communities in 1966 turned
inward instead of a majority outward that would be expected by probabili-
ty alone, In Ozark and Prairie, as in many other Missouri communities,
the high éch@al distriet boundary elosely coincided with the community
trade area. Formation of such community areas was facilitated by the way
the 1931 School Law permitted, even encouraged, competition for high school
students in outlying areas and the way the 1948 School Law formalized
attendance areas into legalized school districts, often town centered

.as in Ozark and Prairie (Missouri Citizens Commission for the Study of
Education, 1952), Participation in attendant school activities provided

one more element that gave meaning to the area known as community.
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About the Changing Informal Social Structure

Neighborhoods. One neighborhood (Angel's Hollow) of five in 1956

had disappeared in Prairie by 1966 and three out of an original eight
(Simmons, Sargent, and Union) had disappeared in Ozark by 1966, Alghough
one neighborhood in Prairie grew in strength, no new ones appeared in
either é@mmunityis Angel's Hollow persisted up to 1956 mainly bgcaase’

of its isolated river bluff location. This isolation was minimized in
the following decade when an all-weather road was built through the area.
In Qzark, Eargeant and Union were weak in 1956 with little of any spe=~
clal nature to hold them together, Thug their disappearance was expected,
Simmons, which reached its peak of development about forty years past,
could have then qﬁalified as a trade area community in the sense that we

are using it here. At this time, it had a doctor's office, a telephone

grocery stores and a school. Even though the area had decliﬁéd pre-
cipitiocusly to oblivion as-a neighborhocd in 1966, it neverfhéless ap-
peared to be a strong one in 1956, Although its peripheral iacati@n to
two other strong service centé:s, both of which had economically aggreg-
sive town fathers, surely operated to hasten its decline, Nothing nore
specific about its demise as a neighborhood is évailablé from this study.

Finally, inspection of the community -- neighborhood maps for the
two communities at the £wc points in time clearly reveals that the geo-
graphic area covered by the épecific remaining ones in Ozark decreased
substantially (see figures 1-4). On the other hand, there was little
change in the geographic area covered by those in Prairie.

The growth and decline of neighbarhbbds was further pursued by not-

ing the pEEGént of farm operators who were affiliated with neighborhoods
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in 1956 and in 1966 and £h§ degree to which their close associational
choices were confined to their own neighborhoods, compared to control
groups of a comparable size and location,

First, we note from Table 1 that the percent of farmers (including
those who were both neignborhood and clique members) living in neighbor-
hoods declined in Ozark from 52.6 percent to 23.3 percent but remained
essentially constant in Prairie at 47.7 percent and 48.8 percent, re-
spectively. In like manner in E:airie, the percentage of farmers who
were members of both neighborhood and cliques and who were members of
neither remained about the same @VE? the ten-year ﬁeri@di In contrast
the percentage of farmers who were members of neighborhoeds énly de-
clined very sharply in Ozark while those who weré members of neither
increased sharply.

Looking second at Table 4 we see that the containment of social
associational relationships wés muéh'higher for neighborhood than for
control. groups in Ozark, and that some increase iﬁ neighborhood
containment occurred over the ten-year period. At the same time, this
was accompanied by a decrease in the cantainmént in contrel groups,
which suggested a tighteging of within neighborhood association, despite
a decline in the number of neighborhoods thét occurred in the community.

In Prairie, soecial asscciatianalrehaieés became distinctly more
diffuse in both neighborhood and control areas, But there gtill was a

substantially greater containment within neighborhoods than within com- i
‘parable control groups. This, again, showed that neighborhoods were char=
acteristized by distinctive patterns of association. This same inclina-

tion to greater social associational containment in neighborhood than

control groups also was manifest in the all but four of the 21 specific




TABLE 1 PERCENT OF FARM OPERATORS CLASSIFIED BY
INFORMAL GROUP MEMBERSHIP IN OZARK AND PRAIRIE -- 1956-1966

~ Type of Informal : -
group membership e Ozavk Prairie

1956 1966 1956 1966
b ok % b
(n=238) (n=227) (n=218) (n=174)

A1l farm operators ~100.0 100.0 iDD_D 100.0

Neighborhoods only 28,2 13.2 21.1 23.0
Cliques only 1.3 22.0 22.0 21.2
Both | 24.4 10,1 26.6 25.8

Nejther

36.1 54.7 30.3 30.0
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TABLE 2 MEAN COHESIVENESS SCORE OF NEIGHBORHOODS
AND CONTROL GROUPS IN OZARK AND PRAIRIE, 1956-1966

" Cohesiveness Score
1956 1966

Community
_(areas)

Ozark ] _
Neighborhoods 0,22 0.17
Control groups ' 0.J1 =-0.07

Prairie
Neighborhoods 0.24 0.0
_Control groups _ -0.02 __ -0.1

{0
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neighborhood -- control group compariscns for both communities 1956

and 1966. TQD of these ex:eptians occurred in Ozark neighborhoods in
1956 that had disappeared in 1966. The other two occurred in 1966 in
Prairie where by éaditiaﬁal more subjective ariterié, the neighborhoods
appeared to be in a state of impending demise, if in fact Ehey'éxisted
at the time of the 1966 Sﬁudy in other than name only.

Cohesiveness of a neighborhood is still another matter. WNeighbor-

* hoods may exert a containing and facilitating influence on social asso-

regarded as the extent to whiéhéfellaw membérs are attracted to each
other associationally.

First in regard to the neighborhoods that persisted, cohesiveness
decreased only slightly in Ozark (.22 to .17) but greatly in Prairie
(.24 to .02). Even control groups in Ozark showed a borderline cohasive=
ness but much less than for neighborhoods.

The more diffuse associational sitﬁatién in Prairie was further
demonstrated by the sharp decline in neighbarha@dmcahesivénéés and the
almost repelling kind of social associational inclinations of farmers
living in céntﬁal groups in 1966; almost as if pétsans at some distance
were more acceptable as s@ciai associates than those close at hand,

Eut.in Ozark, the number of neighborhoods and ﬁé:eént @flﬁarméfs
who were neighborhood members declined substantially, bﬁt their éahasiVEs
ness showed only a modest decrease.

Social Cliques. Referring again to Table 1, we observe that percent

of farm operators.who were clique members decreased slightly in. Ozark
from 35.7 to 32.1 percent (again with farmers who were. members of both

neighborhoods combined), but remained essentially stable in Prairie, with
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48.6 and 47.0 percent, respectively. As with the ‘"neighborhoods

only" category, in Prairie, those who were members of only sccial cliques
remained about constant. This was-élsa true of those who wereimembérs of
both.

percentage of farmers who were members of cliques only and a sharp decline
in the percent who were éembe:s of both., This suggested a tendency to
increased differentiation in informal group association. Alse with more
farmers affiliated with neither neighborhoods or social cliqueg in 1966
than 1956, the possibility of a trend to gfeater.saéial isolation was
posed. This will be examined later.

Neighborhood-Clique Affiliation Overlap

The essence of issues posed here is the nature of the relationship
betw;en neighbaﬁhmcas and cliques., With cliques being selective of per-
s@ns‘an a special interest basis in an increasingly differentiated society,
it héé been sometimes held that they are supplanting neighborhoods as in-
formal groups next in signifiéanée‘beyand the family (Loomiz and Besgle,
1950, 187-188), Aeéar&ing;g, it might be expected that dispossessed

neighborhood members would become affiliated with social cliques., Also

 tion of interests and social assasiati@n of local residents in contrast
to decline as a result of local residents moving away, a social clique
residual may be expected to persist as part of what was once a neighbor-
hood, assumed to be assaciationaliylinclusive of all people within its
boundaries.
In looking at what happened in:the two communities over the ten-year

period, we are again reminded that stability of clique and neighborhood
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attachments in Ptgirie was too high to make aﬁy inferences about changes,
But this situation was arasticaily different in rapidly chaﬁgiﬁg Ozark.
Here both number of neighborhoods and percentage of farmers living in
them declined sharply as did the pércent of farmers who were members of
both neighborhoods and social cliques. 'Canversely,‘the Per;éﬂt of farm-
ers who were members of cligues only increased at almost an identical
rate, Thus, quite aside from the process by whicﬁ these shifts occurred,
a distinct tendency to greater differentiation of informal social group
association was clearly evident, i.e., to eithér neighborhoods or cliques.

Even though shifits to membership in cliques only was clearly evident,
there were aven'greater shifts to disassociation from both. rThus we re=
turn to the possibility of a tendency to social isolation even .though
lack of memDEfship-in-either a neighborhood or social group could not be
taken as primée facie evidence of such isolation.

First, we might ask whether tﬁe,disp@ssessea farmers were named as
frequently as social assacia;es as those who wére members of gither‘a
neighbarhaéd or social élique énd gecond, whether they in turn ﬁaﬁea
as many other farmers as social associates as their neighborhood and social
clique affiliated counterparts. The answer wés that tha_férmars who were
members of heither wefe named far less frequently than those who were af=-
filiated with either a neighborhood or social cliqﬁe, median mentions bhe=
ing 1.74 and .32, respectively. Iﬁig tenaency to iszolation was further
indicated by the fact that only 13;7lperca§t af the former, but, 39;27
percent of the lattér were mentioned by ﬁg one. For inclinations to name
others as éiQSE social-agsociates the same kind, but smaller, difference
was also Eresen;,

Q - A second possibility was that farmers who were not a member of either




15
a ﬁeighbﬁrhc@d or social clique (both defined on the basis of association
among farmers alone) had become increé;ingly affiliated with the non-farm
residents in the cammﬁnity of whom there were many; perhaps two to each
farmer. Since these non-farm residents were not interviewed, no informa-
tion on reciprocation of choices from them was a?éilable; But, a look at
whom these non-neighborhood or clique affiliated farmers named as associ-
ates showed that £hey were still very highly oriented to fellow farmers.

Seventy-four percent named more farmers than non-farmers as close social

‘associates. At the game time, with less than five percent naming no one,

few were completely isolated sovially, at least from their own point of
view. Yet, in the final analysis, the weight @f.the evidence was in support
éngréater social -dissassociation of férmars who were members of either a
elique or néighbgzhéaé from their fellow fazﬁers than the farmers who were
affiliated with either one or the gthef or both.

About the Question of Why

Although there was a greater tendency for neighborheods to persist

in Prairie than in Ozark, there was a distinct decline in their cohesive-

ness and éant%inment of social association. In a sense, thisg brings us
back to conclusions of thé students of rural life twenty years past that
naigﬁbarhaads ware on a decline, and to those whgbagpeaieﬂ quite Wiiling
to disﬁiss them from further consideration. But a lingeﬁing persigstence
also suggests that there must be reasons why they havé'pérsistaaﬁ

Indeed with the migration of schacls,‘churchés; blacksmith shops,
gnst offices, grocery stores and ather sérvices to town, all of which
had served»aé an intégrating base to néighb@fhéad_eﬁistancé; one could well
wandér whether theré was anything left that could provide a sufficient °

integratlng base fnr th21r cantlnued exlstance Ruxal schools among the-

‘last tﬂ_mave tg.t@wn,,in the two cammunitiés pzéeéeaed quickly after




the §assége of the 1948. Missouri School Law, which virtually required
. rapid school consolidation. Also, nearly all open country churches, of

which there were several in Ozark 1956 had either disbanded or moved to

town by 1966. This had already occurred in Prairie by the time of the

first study.
What, then, could there be to .prolong the life of neighborhoods and
Perhaps ccntrlhute to their continued existence? We will ie;{amine two
passibilities; (1) that informal social associatien that accompanies paxr-
-ticipation in formally organized special intereést groups might serve as a
sufficient integrating base -- as at least one earlier student of rural
life seemed to suggest (Kolb, 1959, 62), and (2) that they exist mostly as
instrumental support mechanisms for farming as a way of life. If the
first is the case, we would expect formal social participation in neigh-~
berhoods to be greater than in aiﬁher cliques or among persons who were
not members of neighbmrhagds; also that informal social association tra-
dltlanal;y agsociated with chureh-1life lﬁ rural sac;ety, would be more
érevalent in n91§hbarhoadé than 1nfafﬁai aséée;étigﬁ assoclateﬂ Q;th thé
ésséntially secular special interest groups., For such a test formal so-
:iél participation ss@rés were divided into sacred, which was almgét,exé'
c¢lugively church, and seéula: which inéluﬂea a diversity of otheraspéciai
interest groups like parﬁiéipation in farm Elubs;!agricuiturél c@mmittéES,

parent teachers' associations and garden clubs.

Péséiblé Faiﬁa¥:§§§ﬁp73upport Eégé; éurning_naw ﬁa TablEVBF we
canvab;erve a géﬁeral téﬁﬂeﬁéy for inﬁreaseé‘farmalrsociai pértiéigatian
in both céﬁﬁunitiésraver thé teﬁsyéar pefiaai >This increase was greater,
1n Qzark for bath farmers 11v1ng ;n ne;ghborhoads and sacﬁél éllquas

Fnr those"
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living in bi:zth.,»pa:rtic:ipatian in fD;mal soclal groups was highest of all
in both years. But, there was no evidence that participation level in
formal social groups was any higher for neighborhood than for clique mem-
bers, In fact, the balance seemed to be slightly the reverse. One might
then suspect by thié aggregate type of analysis that pértizipati@n inf
formally organized social groups served almost equally as integrating
and/or facilitating mechanisms for neighborhoods and éacial cliques.

Bﬁt more definitive cues came from the way clique and-néighbarhaad
membarship.was associated with sacred and secular social Parti@iéatiant
AFCQréingly, from Table 3 we note that sacred social Earticipatién {almost
synonymous with chﬁrch) was about equally high for neighborhood members
only and members of both neighborhoods and cliques both in 1956 and 1966;
also that the greatest increase occurred in the '"neighborhood only" group.
This is gquite strongly in support of a continuing ;hur@h participation
.supgartrbase for neighborhoods in.DsaIE_ Although sacred social partici-
pation was distinctly higher for farmé&ggwha‘resided in ﬁaighbarhaadé
only -than in cliques ﬁnly-rand in turn highéf in ﬁﬁérbéth.géﬁegézy than

in the néi;ber -~ both ;955 and 1966, it was lowest of al}) for "clique
membe;s only" invL§55; Thus, it would seem that tﬁe informal acti%ities
asécciatéﬂrwith cﬁurch life may indeed facilitate the existence and sus-
tenance Df'neighbgrhéaas mostly and perhaps social.cliques to a degree
also depending on where the church is located, “i.e., in the cpen‘s@untry
éérvinéyarﬁery liﬁitea ségﬁénﬁ of the pagﬁiatién,'ar'ih town whgre it ié
_msie likely to draw people from a'&idé\géagfaghic ézéa._
sleé:ly sup§Qrtivé‘cf7sgéia15:liqu35;thanfnéighbc;hsﬂés; ihus;-in Ozark,

secular social participation was distinctly higher for both the clique -
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ers who were membe:s of only neighborhoods. Participation level in t
cllque only category was highest in both years and very distinctly so
1966, showing a tendency to greater secular formal group participatio

ocial cligques and thus perhaps also to formal graup,participatian as

i

facilitator of clique formation and maintenance.

In Prairie, a slightly greater association of secular group Eart

pation sccurreﬂ w;th n21ghba:hc§d than w;th cllque membershlp in 1956
was very sha rgly ana dist tly reversed in 1§E§ with the highést inc:

@gcutring farffarme;s who were members of social éliéues'@nly (6.00) :
thase who wer=s members of both: saz;alléliéues aﬁd-néighbarhééds {(6.14;

These in turn were much higher than the 4.44 for those who were membea

f neither or neighborhoods only (4.20). Thus, also in Prairie seculs

[n]

social participation was more associated with clique than n21ghbarh§’

membefgﬁip,Vagain §:sfiding a potential maintenance and support base £

P3551ble Tnstrumental Earm SuPpmrt Basa. ‘The'seéénd Pcsed égpian

tlﬂn of thé perglstenée of nélghb@fhaads was that they exigtéalas inst
ments fur meetlng neeﬂs Qf farmers not ﬂthéIWlSé sugglleﬁg fgr examp;e
X:mutual aiﬁ and wgfk ex:hange. :;ikewise; fa:merg havé continued to rél
‘heavily on eaéh athar_as sources of farﬁ inférﬁatigni Probably again -

-meet infarmat;cnal neads, ‘not otherwise suppl;ea Thisg’ mlght well'inc;

apgllzat;nn, Lasal aéaptahllity ana saclal canséquencebinfarmat;g ,Si
1nfarmatign generally cannot be suppl;ed hg 1aea; res iréh'agenéies no
matter “how Well laaal adapti?e test;ng i=s déﬂ%.

TL can be further :eascned that farm talk and wark exchaﬁge WQulé

~§ers‘5t afté 13:31 gﬁgial asgaciatlén in ‘a neighb@:hﬂca ﬁeéseé,ﬁé exis
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‘had more across than w1th1n social assaciat;anal :elatlanshlps (Irish Grove

,and Rup S Grove) showed more containment for far talk than social

or to persist longer than distinctive social association. This would be

in accord with diffusion researzh findings that neighborhoods continue to

have a containing influence on interpersonal farm informational relation-

ships, at a time when neighborhoods as meaningful social associational
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cted by many students of rural life,

A test of the instrumental "farm support" theory for the continued
existence of neighborhoods would be whether in neighborhoods where social-
associate Cbﬁtaiﬂﬁéﬁﬁ is declining, farm-talk relationships contihue to
persist. A second test would be persistenice of work-exchange arrangements .
in neighborhoods to a greater degree than in matching control groups.

First we turn to within neighborhood and control group containment
of social association versus farm talk. From Table 4, we see that in
Ozark where neighborhood cohesiveness remained high; 1956-1966 social as-
sociational containment was higher than for farm talk in 1966, even though
in 1956 the reverse was true, But in Prairie, where neighborhoods were

losing their cchesiveness, farm talk persisted little more strongly than

]

social association; percentage containments were 65.4 and 52.1 percent,

respectively.
Relative persistence of each in weak neighborhoods and those which

disappeared over the ten-year period, provides an additional cue to social

association versus farm talk as a support base for neighborhoods. The

',éf farm talk

one neighborhood with a sufficient number of inte rpersonal ;elat;onshlps
had a hig

reported to permit comparison in Ozark (Simmons),
than social ass at;@nal containment in 1956. It was one of the four

neighborhoods that had disappeared by 1966. Two in Pr;a’irie in 1966 that
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association. The one distinct reversal was for Angel's Hollow in 1956,
where containment of social asscciaticﬁal choices was much higher than

for farm talk. However, Angel's Hollow was distinctive in its relative
isolation and its low number of "good farmers" available in the neighbor-
hood for consultation in comparison to other neighborhoods. Perhaps where
highly competent farmers are locally available, they are consulted, but
where they are not, local residents are likely to go to outsiders for

the information they neeﬂg‘ This we are assuming, may well be more de-
structive of neighborhood identity and interaction than outward social
association,

Work exchange information available only for 1966, showed that';@é
cal containment was high in both communities; a little higher than for
social association. The difference was about 2 percent in Ozark, and 9,7
percent in Prairie. Also in égark,'neighbarhaai versus control group
containment differences were much ﬁare for work exchange than for social
asgociation. These differences were 39.8 percent and 22.5 percent, respec-
tively. The high neighborhood containment of work exchange in comparison
to social association furthéftsupparts the farm instrumental support base
for neighborhood persistence.

In Prairie, work exchange was highly localized whether within own
neighborhood or control group. a little over 52 percent of the sccial
associate ;elaticnships in 1966 waré confined to neighborhoods, compared
to only 33.1 percent in eantrci groups -- a dlfference of 19 percent,

For work exchange, neighborhood confinement was 61.8 percent, but confine-

ment faf control groLps was also at a hlgh EL E percént The diffe:enéer

of an even 10 Percenﬁ was thus smaller than for social association.




Accordingly, work exchange, which was gengrally more localized in Prairie
than social association or farm talk was even more localized in neighbor-
hoods than in control groups. Tenuous as it is, evidence from work ex-
change relationships was generally %upgértive of the exi5£ence of neigh-
borhoods as facilitating mechanisms in meeting a continued work exchange
need amoné farmers.
V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Prairie lost one neighborhood out of six over the ten-year period,

but the percentage of farmers living in neighborhoods remained constant.
However, cohesiveness declined and both social association and informa-

tion exchange became more diffuse. In neighborhood control areas, it

m

was almost as if people living at a distance were preferred to thos
living close at hand.

Except for cﬁntinuéd high cohesiveness of social association of re-
maining neighborhoods in Ozark, neighborhood decline was evident whether
by number continuing to exist, percent of farmers contained therein or
geographic size.  Yet their continued social significance was indicated
by (1) universal feelings of neighborhood identification of those in-

cluded by definition of neighborhood boundaries by local residents and

(2) by a ﬂlstlnctly h;ghe; cantalnment of both social associ atianal and
farm informational choices in ﬁeighbarhaadg generally than in camgarablé
control groups.

No conclusion of a generally predicted shift from neighborhood to
Eliqug association, was present in Prairie. The proportion of farmers who
were clique and neighborhood members was so stable that EonélugiansAabautﬂ

- changes of this nature was impossible. Hawevér;'bgth's@cialrassaciaticniand

interpe:saﬁal acqulsltlan Df farm 1nfarmatlan bécame ‘more area dlffuse Qverthe

. j;—..',
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ten-year period and remaining neighborhoods became less cohesive. But in
~ Ozark, the agriculturally unstable community, there was such a shift guite
distinctly at the expense of neighborhocd membership, but the shift to af-
filiation with neither a neighborhood or social clique was even greater,

This posed a question of whether this loss of informal group member-
ship was indiéative of a tendancy to social isolation, or whether these
dispossessed persons were becoming socially aligned with the non-farm
families in the community, of which there were:many in Ozark. To the
extent that inferences may be drawn from whom they themselves named as
social associates, in 1966 we would have to conclude thét their own pre-
ference was distinetly to farmers ?athe: than to the non-farm elementlin
the community. However, there were few who named no one as an associate.

It appears that activities related to farming were more instrumental
in maintaining neighborhoods than social association, Neighborhoods re-
mained most stable -- with growth in at least one case -- where the strong
agricultural support base persisted. Also, the containment of farm infor-
mational relationships was higher than the social associational, again
suggesﬁive of the farm support base.

Participation in church related formal social groups was generally
- more prevalent among neighborhood than clique members, while participation-
in secular social groups was more highly associated with and presumably
supportive of social cliques. .Thus,'it would seem that traditional farm
ﬁalk and information talk was more supportive of neighbérha@a thén gocial
'ciiques but instrumen;al £§rmaily @rganizéé activities, 'mostly about mat-
' tefs related to farmlng == was mcst suppartlve af social cllques.

' The changes that occurr aﬂ- the twg cammunltles suppgrt tha v;ew

';that social cliquerfarmatianvigvthefgrsduct Qf—a'aiffé:entiatian of -
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interest occurring within the society with participation in secular social
groups operating in conjunction with and perhaps supportive of their exis-
ing neighborhoods as the predominant context in which social asseciation
occurs they had not reached this status in either community. A tendency
to greater social isolation as a product of the greater differentiation

in social association cannot he ruled out,




POOI'NOTES

3For a summary of the early studies, see Kolb, and desBrunner, A Study of
Rural Society, (1952, 159-180) or more recently a well documented treat-
ment by Slocum (1962, 370-391) or a general treatment by Smith and Zoph
(1970, 243-251). BAn independent and well documented summary of neighbor-
hood and community studies with projected trends was prepared by Kolb
(1959), one of the pioneers of neighborhood studies,.

2M Ca-Co
Coh = &3 * Caico
Whereas Ca: # of .choices among members of the in-group
'~ Co: # of choices going out to members of the out-group
M: # of reciprocated pairs )

In the case that Ca > Co, M indicates the amount of reciprocated
pairs within own group. While, in the case that Ca < Co, M indicates the
amount of reciprocated pairs with members of the cut-group. 1It, hence,
is obvious that Coh measures the degree of cohesiveness in the situation
that the tendency of -in-group choices is greater than that of out-group
choices, (Ca > Co), while Coh measures the degree of repulsion in the re-
verse situation (Ca<.Co). Coh is zero if either (1) there is no reci-
procated pair (M = 0) or (2) Ca = Co.

Spive farm operators in any delineated neighborhood area was taken as an
arbitrary minimum for qualification as a neighborhood for analytical pur-
poses in this study,
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