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PERCEPTIQNS OF A" TRI-RACIAL COMMUNITY: ADULTS' vs. ADQLESCENTS

' -

» -

Al
-

: : ) AltHoqgh there has been an increasing interest in community .

. N

. L . .
sqgischtion, little attention has been pald to one important-social

' -

componéﬂ; existing in all cotimunities: " youth. There are both théer -
- a.
retical and practigal'reasons for focising research attention on o
) ‘ .
differential levels of sattsfaetion between resident youth and adults.

2 - . = -~ -

. Age, as a structural parameter, potentially‘oréanizeg behavioral inter-

W

actionﬁgacte;ns'and experiential phenqmeng, which.likély 1ead§ to

- ~d
differential interpretations of community circumsfangces. Related to
‘ > o p E

[4 » ~

the ‘concept of community, age differentials are related“to the per-
. . . +

lpetdétion, mainGénance,'and/of abandonment of communitigs. Conce;n G ¥ .
e -wi;h outmigration ‘95 youth, egspecially from southern fural cdmmunities;
_ .points! to/;he iﬁportan;e of prloring‘cdmmunityhfatisfaction of younéér t
' ! iéésidenis: T . '. . g ’ 1~ " .
. i C ; - ‘ oS,
. .. Tne present study explorgs the differential levels of satisfaction .
o gbetweeé adu1£;~an& adeﬂgspents with a number of ‘dimensions related ‘'to N
. \ 1!.commugity 11f8: services,‘recyeation,’soci ‘environment,-ffmily.situations, u
\4 eqc. Data are from two rgraI communities’in Sodthern Léuisiana, ‘characterized
* . - " . 4

by their t;i—raciél composition (Indian, White, Blaek). The sample includes

a random éample of high s§h001 and junior high school 'children, random

* samples of adults from each community,. and a matched sample of adpits "
. . . b . ‘. . iy N———
" and their adofescent offspring. Comparisons are made betweenh adults and .
- . “a :‘ . , e ' ‘
) i adolescents in geﬁergl, parénts and their offspring, and the general school
. ‘L * . -

population with thé student matched sample.




INTRODUCTION . . | . :

. -

Recently there has been a $rowing interest in the nature
and correlates of community satisfaction Thistresearch“interest‘

has been largely precipit%tedfby’the conviction that objective

. I /

indicators of quality of 1life are hot adequate in themselves to

accurately reflect subjective states bf individuals to whom the .
*

objective‘measures_$gpposedly refer. As, Berger (1’34) wams, ] ,

= Q

outsiders"%laims td knowledge of insiders worlds can be frought w1th

possibilities of éignificant error. Th#p 1is particularly relevant

for social indicator research which potentially Jhas direct idplications

" for polic deﬁisions : 7 o
’ y./, . N -,

> Relatgd to the problem of subjective realities in community.
research'is the issmesof "whose realities?" Warren (1975) suggests” that .

L

Jocal communitieS, despite our common-éense knog}edge, are on "all-7

of-a~piece' units, Rather, communities are comprised of a variety

oé subgroups with oft-times‘divergent bases for experiencing,and interpreting
community related pheﬁomena.‘ lhus, the problem of.community research N
’is noi only to explore the subjective worlds of residents, but td geldneate'

'garameters ;long which cognitive realities might be organized. \lhis;is

'a problem which ‘has not gone unrecognized; inﬁeed aggregating residents along "

- )

such structural dimensions as age, Sex, race, etc. has almost begome a
'

habituated reality for researchers. However, a large part of out

research tends to aggregéate along such linas more for matters of conveniqnce

than for theoretical,concerns.x Qur intention is to explore age differentiala

3

. as a parameter which haq theoretical and practical relevance for concerns with

%

community satisfaction. More specifically, we will systematically explore,

’“community perceptions of‘adolqgcents and adultg in two rural. communities.

—_ . -

)
7\ 0 N -
- CEEPEE Y .., R *
- . [
. .




'communities:' queraf empirical questions remain: (1) to what degfee

- .
.

Our focus on adult and adolgscent comunity perceptions is based upén

N
-

!
two related theoretical,issues. First, .age as a structural parameter

. - 4
potentially organizes behavioral interaction patterns. Most notable of the

-~ . L3

experiential differentials in the present sfhdy i1s the student status of ,

the adoléscents. Since our adoléscentf;ubjects are enrolled in either

‘junior*dr high schools, if can be assumed that a good deal of thgir peer

1}

This 1s not to:argue that adolescent ‘aged residents of communities are

B “ * : , . - ' -
likely to experience community related phenomena similarly to adults outside

-

ithteractions and activities cemter a};ynd school related behaviors.

the school setting. As is well known, a wide range of behaviors are differen-

.

tially available due to age (i.e., voting behavier, drinking, driving, etc.). )

- 1]
hi )

v 4
Given these assymptions, it would not be unusual to expect that aduvlts and

adglescents would evaluate their communities from diffeging perspectives

. .

and consequéntly wou18>ref1ect differing levels of satisfaction with their

’

* - ¢ - A3
do adults and adolescents differ 'in their evaluations of community situations?

[

(2) what aspects of community are differgntiaily relevant to adults end
» ' ., .
adolescents? '(3) what are the socialization patterns or experiential
. N . '/.\
phenomena influencing differential perceptions?
Research comparing value and attitude patterns of youth and ‘adults *

hus reported mixed 1fndings. While Gottlieb-and Ramsye (1964); é;leman (1961), .

and Smith (1962) argué that stgnificant differences existtbetween adults and

\yoﬁth on a variety, of issues, other researchers have found J&ry little value ;

differentgation‘betweeﬁ young'bersons and their adubt counterparts (Sthwartz -

and Merten, 1967; Snyder, 1966). Focusing on rural youth and family orien-

.

tations, Bealer and Willits (1961) and Hough et al (1969) found very .
A , , . ,
ljttle difference. . /




- .

i

M . 4 ;’l‘f : ~
. ? ) The majority qf the stdéies dealing with differential attitudes ,

. .

or values have dealt with rather general issues (i.e., attitudes toward .-
’ ’ H

N . - / - '
- race, soclal aspirations, etc.) .There has been very little ipEerest in

perceptions of community from an’ age spécific.compara‘tive perspective.
’ R » . - J— - . : .
One exception is research conducted by one of the auth?rs on rural . - ..
- g s i R

Colorado communifies-which revealed distinct differences in level of

satisfactioh befween. adolescents and adults (Degeran, 1975). It was

, this ;esérach which pointed to the second imporEant theoretical\?ssue

, : w5 - :
3 . prompting the present research in Louisiana. . d
. N L 4
, This second theoretical concern involves the general concept of /

commuﬁity. On an abstract level, community.theories tend to emphasize

the perpetuation ang_gaintenance of bommunity over time where community is

conceptualized as preceding and_pérsisting beyond individual members.
' 4 i . ' ']
Central to this notion {is the process of socialization whereby younger

., Ppotential cémmumity attors internalize community values and norms as

» ’ 4
~ 14

they are passed from one generation to the next. , One - can assess community

i from’fo&q_processual dimensions ‘(1) initiatibn, (2) maintehance, (3) alteration,
+ ’ ‘ .

and (4) ‘abaridonment (Knop, 1975). ’ - .

'

"The p;esént emphasis on the divérgencé'of équéscent,and adult definitions

>
L

of.commﬁnity situation is especially relevant to the last three mentioned : /

’ .

B 0 L Lo y
components of ‘theoretical ;oncerﬂg Maintenance of community involves,
— — ¥ T
- amo other things, the ability of citizens to perpetuate ongoing patterns

ang_gelationships. Such a social pgocés§ requires tﬁe soclalization and .

integration of new members into Enq existing system and as sﬁqhﬁdepends

larﬁéfy'upon mptuai definitions’ of communiky situation. Divergent- ‘ .

- 8

perceptions, of course, may 'not necessarily disrupt communfty but rather

-

- - . .

— -

"~ be precursory to alteration of community situation. As old members Become
' S & -

|

|

. .
»
M .
. '
. + . !
2 ‘
N




,a . /"’C - ' . -
less active and inﬁluential in tne community, new medbers with varying . v

/
viewpoints become major actors’(assuming‘they do not deo?de to abandof the
5 ' R - .
present cbnpuné;y for alternative situatiéns) and through their definitions )

of community-%1tuation transfnna the community accordlngly e
‘. - ‘ »
’ The possibility of abandonment of community is a vgry practicak _

. -

F :  reason for-being concerned with~ adolescent as well as adult perceﬁtions.

Many smaller communities have experienced attritjon’ through outﬁignation

: o :
, of younger adults intent upon settling in more urban settings (Simon

and Gagnon, 1969; Fuguitt, 197E§A8eale, 1969,1972,1974.) Although much
of- the literature dealing with the decline of communities emphasizes economi®

-push” or puil factors, it i1s contended here that it is also important to

-~ . . - ’
“explore younger citizens'-definitions of their present community situation. ~

- - r

! - N
. P 3 - N ’
¢ . METHCDOLOGY ' .
-~ e

The ddta for this research was gathered during ‘the sutmer 1976 as a
part of a Title V Project in LOuisiana.' Two communlties were sampled for *
extehsive interviewing.” .The respondents were heads Of households or their
spouses (N -216) and junior high school and high Bchool students (N~192) .
-The survey focused ‘primarily on satisfaction with the: community,. community
| : .

services, leiSure time activities, housing, medical care, as well as on -

i . »

’

| ) acquiring information regarding work status, material possessions, and
hY ]

| ] ;participation fn organizations. o , .
| .. L _ ) ‘
The-adult sample was dqrived by dividing both communities into equal -
. - ‘
. population segments in- order tp obwadn a 50% household sample in the'smaller

comnunity a 25% sample in the larger community., The student sample was

randomly selected from junior and senior high schools‘in the area. Approx-

co imateiy ten percent of Students in these schools_wereqknterviewed. Our
LA Y - .o ' ' e




’ 1
< . 2
. .
. ’
- [

"analysis for this paper includes all of the adultgrend Onfy those studénts

liv1ng ip the communitﬁeg studied (Student N-90)

B ~ 2
. Interviewers were selected fromvthe_commJnities in order to. overcome

4 3

. a variety of problems both on a general methodological level and relative

. . ) F .
to the particular setting. As Corden'(197§;85-137) argues, indigenous ,

intervlewers can faci]itate the communication process and maximize input .
‘ - i
.- from respondents. Although the{e.are shortcomings to insider interviews,

-~

given’ the nature of the community setting and“the particular types' of

h questions involved, it was decided that such a strategy would be prodvctive -

Another réason for the use of indigenous interviewers was that manj’persons"

in these communities.speak Cajun French, in which each of the interviewers
: “~ . ) - - - . .
} /
was proficient. Workshops were conducted in order to both train the inter-
- b. - .v
’ viewers in interviewing techniques and to check the adequacy of the interview

‘ schedule relative to cultural-linguistic deficiencies. Several of the women
selected as‘interyiewers had had prior field experience in the area anf

‘_', .‘ pg’vided invaluable suggestions for improving items on the questionnaire. .
“» - . . .
One further methodological technique should be mentioned.” Our approach

-
B
- Y

s,.~ to the adult citizens of these communities was to treat them as "ebnsultants
> o . 5

*

- * : ¥ .
as opposed to ''respondents" or "subjects."  We were able to pay each person
. C T . .
interviewed two dollars as compensatioh for his or her timéfand information.
Reactions from those whom were interviewed indicatcd that such an approach

-

had a great deal of appeal and we concluded

<' {

. may be at least partiaIIY'attributed to suc " approach. R

PR N «

t the very low turn-down rate -

The target communities are multi-racial communities An a rural non- _ f

farm area of Louisiana The,physical appearance of the communities vary /
. A} —_— LR

Iitt}v Tn vﬁmpnrison with other fishing, ortented vnmmunitie§ along the coast., !

The general settlement pattern of the communities is fuite varied. Whites,
. ‘e

- -




. ,
- ‘ C
’ ' . A < .

Blacks, and Indians 11ve together in various parts of the settlément

in a loﬁg.lihe of hbmés'stretching north to south%ﬁor about éight miles
- ] - . 5—" . . - . *
on bgth 8ides of two baydus, although téere is a tegdency for each

group to cluster in certainm;feagdbf the cohmunity: Most of the blacks

- ’

live 'in the extreme northern part of one community in.a settlement with
T - v ¥ S - e
its own name. The community with most of the business establishments °

and service§ is predominately white but with a substantial Indian and
t : ¢ (/C
' Black population. Ihe majority of the Indians in this area are the .
. - ' .

largest of “eight subcommunities.of the Houma Xribe which is the largest

‘“» - »

-Dependent Variable: Community Evaluation. The interview schedule

’

included twenty items related to specific aspecté of local community,

t

ranging from services tp'ngerpersénal qualities. These items were

-
-

selected from various earlier community satisfgction research efforts
.- . ]

! . o - .
(DeseraB, 1975; Steelman and Deseran, 1976; Marans and Rodgers, 1975).

¢ Residents rated the items.on a five-point scale from very good to Vvery

s - poor.: Reéponses were then subjected to principal component factor anal-
x . . . C -,
G~ ) ysis and verimax rotation in otder to delineate dimensions of community

evalu;tion scales. Without an extended discgssion of the problems
- ' .

+ * assoclated with such techniques (see Knop and Stewart, 1973), two faMor

. " “
patterns emerged which provided items (loading at .5000 or higher) for

s ’

) - . . . } » :
composite indexes of community evaluation -to be used in this study. “As

k4 M - ) .
- ' L d
. .

*

\ - a o - > /
tribe in Louisiana today. . >\*~. ’ .
3 - —o -
! : -
Sy ' N —
- VARIABLES , S )

b

-

>
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F

- was oherationa}ized by respondente' answers ﬁﬁ‘&uestions concerning tHe{; .

Lot . | .
. L4 -

can be seen 1n Table 1, the first set of 1téms are all, services . - 4.
.. . : . -
oriented and are labeled "services". The second set of items.is not

. * . . * ’ ,; - »
as easlly categorized, but we labeled them as* "community environmen}t”
~ ~ - . . - - .

because the three items encompass both the.social environment (agree - i

L o - ~

ment on’ community issues) and the physical environment which i{s closely

rélated to recreation with the'communit s discussed (hunting and fishing N

. are major pass times in the'area). Factor loadings were used to weight

item scores in the calculation of mean index scores for each resgondent.

Family Qituation. Evaluations of the respondents' family s tuation . .

} . . *

"have been included in this study as-a possible intervening factor \in

3

subject s evaluations of- community circumstances. Because of ‘our

interest in the differential perceptions of adults and adolescent‘, the

- .

family situation would appear to be centyal to both groups. This variable

\
\

s

} Y .
. estimation of their families' position on on_a 10 point scale (ladder).

. ‘\'

where 10 equals the "best possible life for your family"‘and 1 represents \\\

the "worst possible life' fq) your family. . We asked respondents to "_ "
- —_ ‘ .,

answer this question for the present, 5 years ago, and five years in the

[ N - -

future. - "™ S

House Satisfaction. ' Respondents were asked to evaldé;e their dwelldng

v .

L

on a five poipt scale (1= v%ry satisfied to 5= very dissatisfied). As
‘with family situation, it was felt that one's sésisfaction with his or her

dwelling might be an lmportant interviewing factor (Marans and Rodgers,

-

1975), Also, house situation'is an aspect of one's 1life space which is _

v . N -




o . e a v - .

.* commoh across age groups,'thereby.providing an additional sourc@ of *

: inforwation regarding divergent evaluations 1ointly experience aspects

of community living. - K ' ’ _— SR
N ] Y - < -
. » N ", M . -

P
h . "

-Independent Variables: Age and Race Although there are a‘variet} R 'y

of .potentially important variables associated with evaigations of, . .

* “‘\ ¢ - \
community and fam ;y situations, our present focus is upon age:and -

[ . ~

race. Age, as mentioned, has -been dicho‘tdnized into adult *d /
. adolescent cq’Lgories (Adult mean agg\ 39. 84, adolescent mean age =
“,}13 86). Race, although comprised of three identifiable groups ( white,

‘& Indian, and Black) has been dichotomized as white and‘non—white ‘in order )
i | 3 ~ - ! " i (i

to maintafﬁ“sﬁfficient cell frequencies. Also, there is justification 1

for combining these two groups since they are both considered to be

~

3
"minority'" groups ih the comqunitieSa (Stanton, 1971; Roy, f959 Fischer,

v L]

1968) . . ,
" ) — ) . . ' ‘* ) e ' '
. [ ] . . . . ‘“’ .
ANALYSIS AND RESULTS . . : ’ . , 3
+
The analysis of the data presented in this paper is concerned”only’ .
1] . . ' » L

with the main effects of age and race ®n community and family evaluations.

. - R
7

" As such, we emphasize the preliminary nature of our findings and realize

that further analysis is required for { more comLiete assessement of the '
. \ 1.

. data. T-Tests have been used to explore the difference§lin;mean scores
- . * » - - hd

' ‘
. of the dependent variables. . B ) . . .

N . . | ] o
The major effect of age groups on cammunity evaluation scales is - co

" > y AN L -

immediately evident. (,Table 2). Adolescent scotres are consistently and .
, Q‘ e —rcar . ¢ 7
. . . : ‘ s
- ] .




+ LX)

o .
significantlyéhigher than adult séqmgs fdr bothjcommunity serq}ces and

-

community environment antrolling for rate reveals that while both
[} L4 ’ - t
. mon- -white and white respondents diverge along ﬂpe\gtneq, tpe non-white

subJects tend to be more perceptually separated than the white §ubjec:s U

YT TN ——— - —— . ’ ————————————————————— ;'-""
, . ] = ‘ - . _
. . ’ TABLE 2 ABOUT. HERE o ’ =
a Ca ,
e e e ———— e [ - — s e e —— * .
.
. , . The différences b&tween age groups'fé} each §f the items on the ,

. B . g
"
f -

S ' \J . : o
initial community gvaluation scalé (Tables 3a and 3b"furgher substantiates

N . . a-;
* . the findings noted on Table 2. While only four of the 20 ftrems do not h

. yield statistically Significant differences in mean scores for the non- .

AN white subjects, 10 of the items are not differontiated sipnificantly T . .
. . . .

between adults dand adoloscents for the white.respdndentq This indicates

hJ
\ ¢ " P

' : that the’ non-white oommudity ﬁembers contributed more to the noted over-

>
R N , 9 s ‘

‘all community perceptual differences- than - the white members Howeyer,

-
|
-

it;is apparent that there is mére convergence than divergeﬁpe between

-

>races in terms of community evaluative patterns of adulsts and adolescents. - .
{
And it 1s alse evident that the adolescents are much more positive in .
R
V] T .
their evaluative respoﬂses to their community siﬁuation than aduits.

(Aithodgh not. reported here, our anly§is reveals no significant dfffer-

¢ - ‘ . I rhs

ences between races on community.evaluation items). N
- . . ., .
« I B Tt ST T e R %—
/. / TABLES 3a AND 3b ABOUT HERE - .
4 — ' ) *
! e e ac e e ———— B 2 e e e o o e e —— — ——— R . s
. N ' ' ' ‘ ,
. ) e . .
. - ¢ 4‘. . . - Z
. . . . ' . . ‘.
’- > . . \
* . 12 . - ‘
Al
P * i 1y P , »




) . . .
\ a . ' ¢ M R > - ¢

, 'Turning%attention toAévaluation of family‘s'ituatidn and drwelling

-

‘. . (Table 4y, it is interest‘,ing to note that there is very 1itt1e differ- ‘ .
) entiation between group mean scores. 'l'he ogly statistically significant

a 'résult is for' the total sample on suhject EStima.tions of family sitdation -

& L . -

fi e years in thé future (T=2 0260, pP< . 05). Nopé of the tests for differ-

ences between age groups show significant variatiorrs within the racial

categories. - v - 1. <) - . ) s

oo t R o —
. a \ .

s i : N g ) , - ' - ' . ~'f(.
Inspection_)of the mean‘s'ccres in ‘Tahle,lo indicate th?’tﬁ altheugh there L .o |

N B 5 — + e . . . :
are no major différences ‘between_age groups for family rand house evalua-
. "Ztions, there ar: differehce; across racial groppinggs.f""fhe tesul/tﬁ of - s

4 _ E tests of differences be tween whité and non-white >;:'ores' for these items ‘
' (Table 5) reveals that the white subjects tended to be much more 0pti,;nistic )
- , about thelr past and present- family situations \and their houses than the A .
o ' ‘non-white subjects. This difference is most marked for the adﬁlts in : i

\ o A

the sample regarding family situM and for the adolescents regarding 10""
. i

3 house evaluq:ion. - » , o
. . ’ M ' ’- ) ' ' - S ~ ‘
' . N L] 3 * ~
‘ DISCUSSION. ‘ Core , ) Y
2o The major gonclusfon ‘which -can be drawn frow this initial analysis - . .
. . . . ’ R . ) . 'P, )
X 1s that adplts_‘and adolescents do npt necessarily evaluate aspects of
* 7 their rcormnunities similarly, ‘Furthermore, at* least Yor the conmunities ,'
: s _ ‘ o N
N . studied, ‘adolescent evaluative responses.are much more positiye than .

’ .- adulfr responsges. This npted difference is more extreme for non~white * )

N
. - oA .

PP
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I'd
.

~ 7

‘Iedgp" (Beryer and Luckmann, 1966) is qualifatively different, from an

.

o - | . SR ‘
,idents than white residents. These nqted divergencies only appiy

"

to those ¢ommunity aspects which are removed from the immediate living R

[y
’e ‘ -

experienies of residents and, apparently do not occueror at least two

.

aspects explored here. (family situation and dwelling satis faction): '

These findings raise some interesting questions. g ) _\ )

- . ‘

“The observation of differences in community perceptions across age-

. . . ? . .
groups is‘not puzzliflg in itself. Aspects qf community (schools, physical

s . B . " i
* . - - N - *

environment, jobs, etc.) impinge upon residents diffetentially. .For example,

an adolesdent s experiences with job opportunities or medical-or healtF

A1 - v

care facilities are undoubtedly qualitatively different than an adult -

' experiences. In- essence, dmensions of community "reality" an"differen— :

L4 \ »
tially ‘experienced along the age: structural parameter, “The meaning of job- .

‘g \ -
opportunities, for example, may be muth different for the adolescent in

‘high ‘school who is peing taught thdt mobility is a 'natural phenomena"
than for the person who has been working and first-handedly knows that
mobility is dependent upon a’ variety of educational arid opportunity factors

Another possible“factor can be argued in terms of differentia1" -

. . . .
associational patterns. The contextugl experience of being in school and

associating with adolestent peers likely evokegsadifferent world view:
3 ,\ ’ - . . 7 r
constructions than odcur in occupational or neighborhood friendship gettings
/ b -
of adgwts, Thus, it may be that the adolescent's

v

"social stock of know-

adult's, at 1east"piative to community factors. thr0ugh alternative soc-

1alizing squrces (Curtis, 1974)
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In line with this reasoning, the noted differences betveen racial o

groupés(in terms of perceptions of family situation and housing situation) ’
. suggest thatwphenomena experienced Jointly across age groups (i e., house,
- LN YA
family) may dif%er for each racial group. This differencerma§5be a

;eflection of general cultural differences in evaluating life circumstances,

- ‘“*tor a reflection of some objective differences in ‘evaluating 1ifc circumstances

~— - L4
or a reflection of some obJective differences in evaluating life (Itcumstances

. Because the racial differerces noted between the community evaluation'items

are negligible, we cannot assume tthat all evaluative responses are culturally
. ’ B 4 - .

biased, therefore it seems likely that the evaluative responses to familv and
housé are reflections of objective factors. In this particular research site,

N for txample, it was found (and reported elsewhere) that objective indicators

)

1

of housing:quality’yere signif&cantry lower for the non-white subjects

(Stokley and Deseran, 1977), . ,
, : ‘ /
& These findings, although suggest& that community realities are’
. . .
differentiated along ‘age amd racial parameters, arq&far from conclusive.
It remains to be discovered why the adolescent subpopulation tends to view
- [ . ’

: their community situation much more postively than do'the adults, Similar

-

resedrch in Colorado rural communitigs (Deseran, 1975) revealed a wide

divergence between adults and adolescents, but in the opposite direction.
- A ]
. There, adolescents were generally very negative regarding their communities
- ) , C, .
while adulis’here very positive. Such divergence in findings may be a’

reflection of the particular circumstances of the communities themselves or

(

dn‘ to distinct-cultural differences, One. major cultural difference noticed by

L4 .
the authors is that family ties #n the Louisiana .communities were very close,

* . - v '
. &
-

. . ' . V <t .
} - - A M .. . *

1 .
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ocidl ’ - » o - .
especidlly for the Indian subpopulation. While @y of the Colorado
N Ic A ’ ’ -
Ldolescents were anxious to move'outyof their compurrities (for a variety .

f -

¥
.of reasons), very few of the Lou}siana adolescents indicated any desire.to

move to other areas (897 of the Louisiana adolescents indicated that they had

no intentions of moving from theﬁ%iam locale) .

Despite the need té further explote and assess the data on hand, it s

- ‘ - ¢
fairly evident that the determination“of community evaluative tesponses of
residents is not ea51ly Captured by unitary measures. Warren' s. suggestion,

~ -

“that communities are not "one-of-piete" uhits (Warren, 1975) is well

illustrated»by—this‘research. Age, as a major structural'parameter (Blau,.

l974), corresponds to major differentials in perceptions of community,

N

Assumptions that youth reflect the values and beIiefs of their elders in

- °

;rural settings (Chand et al, 1975), while perhaps valid foy some aspects
i ' .

of life experiences, should not be generalized'to all areas. Rural life,

3

although seemingly homogenous when\compared to the coqplexities of urhan
settings, evidently is*not cognitively constant across age groups. - It is

the task of the sociologist to recognizg potential Subgroups within
§ a LI

community settings whose realities may differ Siénificantl} from the .

4

representative residents, what Berger (1974) labels "cognitive minoritieé"l

i

This ig especially 1mportant when the data gathered by sociologists have _-

Jmplications for policy decisions which impinge upon real lives, Without

‘

attempting to step téo far beyond the confines of i limited study, it seems

*

safe to sa% that we must not-.make assumptions about peoplebé/;eliefs and
. ‘ |

perceptions without some notion of relevant structural dimensions along

which realities may be experience and constructed.

Lo
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. Community Items Selected for Commur.ity Evaluation Indexes
\ oy .o Table L. . .
Factor 1 (Services) o ) Factor 2 (Community gnvironment) -
c 7 Item -, . Loading Item d Loading
1. Oppor. for Higher Ed. . 8800 1. Recreation .5456
2. Med. Health Care . ) © .7160 " 2 Physical Environ. .7639 N K
3. Job Opportunities .6259 <) Agreement on .5888 ¥ '
. ] - ‘ Community Issues '
S IR I
4. Public Utilities 53470 | . o vt
5. Housing Provisions ' +8204, . T : ) ,
C -6.  Shopping Faeilities. .5805 L . .
. ~ - ' 4 - ¢ . . _

. T
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» Table 2. Results of T-Tests for Differences in Community
- Evaluation Scale Scores Betweeh Adylts and Adolescents by Race
- > ¢ R . Oy i
. . . . B X ¥
‘. , White Non-White o Total
‘. Adults - Adolesc. - Adults Adolesc. A Adults AdoTesc.
-i _ . _ T _ - T - ' _ . T
, * N “ ¢x , N x Score N, X N X Score N X N X Score
Community ‘Serviges 82 1.49 43 1.83 -4.82 [131 1.40 47 1.83 ~9.22 [213 1.43 90 1.83 -10.70
Scale Score\' *kkk o Kkkk - Kk kk
. » ~ _
Ay ﬁ ~ ‘ ’
Community Environ- 82 1.25 43 1.41 -2.82. 131 1.26 47 1.44 =4.09 J 213 1.26 90 1.43 - 496
ment Scale Scores o *k * kkk v *k ok

*\P«L .05 - - )

** P ¢ .01 . e . . . .
k%% P ¢ .001 S . ' : ’ )
*%x% - P ¢ ,0001 . e n .

/ 7 N i ) RN
- e v." ) . )
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Table 3a  Results for T-Tests of Dif.ferences Between -t
. Mean Community Item Scoras of Adults and Adolescents by Race . a
* - - . _ - ~'
0' e - -
" L WHITE ! ¢ NONWHITE g .
. COMMUNITY ITEMS 4, , | f;fi%??quszi_ 7<§DOLE§CENT§:_{ T M- ADULTP — l ADOLESCENTS _| 1 k ‘ < .
v ' ' . i N| 8D | X | N| SD X | SCORE N [sD . _X N SD X |  SCORE
+ | M S SN - s °, ? ‘ -
., Parish Government 168 1.09]3.00] 42| .67]3.48] 42.83#* 751 .92 2.96 | 4A .62 3.57 | -4, 28kkkx - .
Publig Schools 771 .95]3.38743[1.08]3.79] -2.38% 120 | .80} 3.42 1 46\ .66 3.70| -2,05™ » : "
.'Private Schools 211 1.34(.3.09/33/1.18]3.55] -1.30 29 1 .19 2.527 33 1,981 3,27{ -2,97%x% . | v
Opp. High Ed.+ 770 .98 2.52[ 431 .67[2.797] -2.94%% 109 .81 2.41 45 .82[2.99] -4.06*%**%x , . ST
Law Enforcement 781 1.1912.86[ 437 1.00[3.40 1 =2,50%* 1191 .9372.67 47 ; .88 3.70 | -6.52%**xx ! > . S i
Obed. Adults . (-78] .89[3.28[43] .91]3.14 .46 110] .86 2,97+, 47 .82] 3.13| -1.0 ) - )
. Obed. Young 75] J42]1.07[043] 421,177 -1.19 1061 .32 1.0671 47 .38] 1.151 -1.47 ‘ " B
) Road & Trans. ¢ 80 /. .32 .84142] .28] .89'- .80 130 [ .28 7 .81, 47 25| .98 -3.51%% | :
«~=" = Job Oppoktunifies+ 79 - .44 11,291 43] .4111.397 -1,22 126 | .38 1.19 47, .351.1.37 -2.81%% . o
Real Income 79| .61]1.67] 43| .48]1.66[, .09 128 1 .56 .. 1.51 46 | .43 | 1.80| —3.56%%* i \
Chu¥ches 76 74 3.82]43( .74 3.97. %.14 124 ,70] 3.73 47 ' .60 3.77[ - .34 ' -
Recreationt+ 791 .35] .99]43[..28] 1.11] -%.05% 126 1 .30, .95 47 [ .26 1.17] —4.59%**% .
~ Public Utilities+ - 82, .29] .96143[ .26[.1.101 -2.55%% 1311 ,23] .96 47 .21} 1.17] -3,83%** . N ‘ . . ,
Phys. Environ.++ 76! .61]1.77/41] .47}1.96] -1.81 128 .54 | 1.65 45 .50 1.98 ] -3,57%*% { P ‘
Housing+ * 60 .77[1.83138] .58 2,32.] -3,36%*%* 92 .63 1.70...43] .60 2.24 | -4,69%k** | .
Commty. Pride 73 1.2 [3.08[42] .92]3.79.] =3.45%%% 127 _ .88 3.28 | 47| .88 3.57| -1.94 . "y
‘Friendliness . 81, .88[3.85[43( .84[4.09]-1.47 128 1-.87 [ 3.53[ 47 ] .97 1 3.97 [ -2.92*% - ) g
Helpfulness 82 1-1.02]3.56[43] .98 3.60[ - .23 127 " .89 3.35 47 | .83 3.85] -3.39%*% ;- ) ’ .
Shep. Facilities+ 1827 40 .97 (43| .30[71.23] -4.00%**x 128 . .35] .95 ['47 [ .21 1.32] -8.45%**%x - S ‘ -
Agree. on Cmty. Issues++| 61| .36 | .881 38 .27 [ 1.18] -4.74*%%x% 80| .25] 1.06] 43 221 1,191 -2.81%* - ‘
Medical Care+ 80[' T 147 142 .54 2.05] =4.68%kk% 125] .56 ] 1.46 | 46 [ <351 2.06 | -8.39**x* : : :
< i 4 \ 4 4 ' ’
+_= Ttems for Community Services Index . . ;
< \ ’ . Q . »
++ = Items for Community Environment Index ~
* p<.05, ** peg.01, *** p«Q01, *k** pe 0001, .
/ .- e s
e SV - \ - e - ‘
N - . 2 :i ‘ ‘ ® s 1 . i » - » ‘ ’
Q ¢ . . . .. .
N




Comm. Issues ++

* P £.05, *x P ¢ .01, *% P ¢ .00, ik P g .0001.
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" Table'3b.  T-Test Result:s, for Differences Bktween '
Adolescertts and Adults for Community Evaluation |tems ) 4
R ., . Adults, , . Adolescents PR i ?
| tems TN SD b3 N ) ,SD X Score, o
S - 7 N
Parish’ Govt. 143 1.00  2.98 86 " .65 3.52 -k, Qg skt v
' L : : ; ;
Public ools 197 .86 3.39 89 © .89  3.74 -3.16%%
Private Schools 50+ 1.79 2.76 66 1.08 3.4 -3.07%%
Opp. High Ed. + 186 .89 2. L6 88 . .75 2,98 -, B2uxkt
- Medical Care + 204 .62 . 1.46 8 45 2.06  -9.21%
" Law Enforce. 197 1.0h. 2.75 90 95 3.56 . -6.27x%x
Law Obed. Adults 188 ° .88 3707+ . -90 ~.86 3.43 - .52 . ‘
> . . - » , ;
_ ¥ Law Obed. Young 181 .36 1.06 90 /;jf// 1.16 -1.90 %
) ‘
Roads & Trans. - 210 .‘30 .82 -89 .27, .94 -3,07%%
- ‘ ) ’
Job Opportunities +-205 - .4} 1.23 90 ° .38 1.38 -2.99 %%
Real fnc. | 207 .58  1.57— 89 .46 - 1.73 - -2.53*
Churches . 200 .72 3.76 90. 67 3.87 -1.8
) ) . ~ . . o —"‘\\—:/ -
Recu:eation ++ 205 .32 .97 - 90 27 1.14 -y, 73k
Pub. Uti]lties 2]3 .2'5 ,96 /__‘l 90 B .2[‘ 1.10 " —[“.S]:':n’t'.’:;’.:
. Phy. E‘nvi ron. ++ 204 .57 , 1.70 . 8é . QA I 1.97 ‘ -3.96%kNk
Housing + ¢ 152 .69  1.75 81" . .89 2.28  -5.82%wk
Comm. Pride 200 1.03  3.21 89 _ " .90". 3.67 -3, 67Huk
i ~ : N ,
Friendliness 209 .89  3.66- 90 191 4.03 -3, 36wk -
Helpfulness 209 .94 3.43 90 - _30 3.73 -2 i
Shop. Facilities + 210 .37 .96 9. .26 1.28 -8 42k
Agree;)ent on ' 141 .31 - .98 81 : 24 1018 (ST

i
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Table 4.°Résults of T-Tests for Qi fferences in Perceptions of Adults and Adolescents of Family, 9 -
Situation's Presently, Five Years Ago,,':F-iv,e Years in the Future, and Satisfaction with House by Race ! N >
’ e . * : ’ Y
v White Non-White - Total . )
‘Adul ts “Adoles. Adylts Adoles. Adults Adoles. ' ‘
€ ] - . T - b . '— - — ‘ -
N )] N X %cgre | N X N—X"7T1 chre N X N X Schre . ,
. Present Family ’ e - ’ ‘ . . L
. Situation 80 7.60| 43 7.58 | .05 #417 6.46 |45 6.67 |-.53 | 207 6.90 1 88 . 7.11f-.7529
Family Situation . ‘ ] . ! 4 ) .
5 Years Ago 81 6.231'42 6.48 |-.54 123 4.93 |44 5.48 [ -1.22 204 5.45 | 86 5.97|-1.5361 m ’
. : . . ' - | . . , e
Family Situation VR N . ‘
i _ -In 5 Years " 72 '9.115 43 +8.49 1.5] 12Y  8.62 44 8.1 1.49 |1 193  .8.82 | 87 8.30 2.0260 = .
‘k Satisifac’t fon with - . R Lo ’ L
with House  ° 82 h.45|42 4.62 71‘.2079J 133 btk |47 4.26 |-.6983)l 215  4.26 | 89 Loa3l a6
. - > —
; xApE .05, - I T ;
. %% p & .01 ) - . .
. **%%_ p ¢ 001 - . = .
A - ¢ -
:‘ L 3 M - o, L e k i
® T “ . 5
® [
\‘ A - ! - * .
' . : . - ': \ ‘ .
L] 4‘4 + v s
. 5' ‘. - . A : -— . .
. .o
" 7&~~ ’ . £ N -~
L4 - . » ‘ A
- N \ i ’ i $
‘ * . . v . }" R Yy . \}':_ R
26 s - | - a 2 .
Lo . ’ ~ P ': ’ B . ‘ /
v N




4 ~ [N » \
- ’ . . . e !
- L] 1)
v v . —
- - h .
Ve i . N
. ) B V,
L} ' . ) . . C ’
- Table 3 *Results of%-‘l‘ests for Differences in Whiteé and Non-White - . R ‘ . . T .
. . Evaluations of Family Situation and House Satisfaction by Age Groups ’ @
- . . - , . \
ADULTS ' ADOLESCENTS [ TOTAL
o ) Whites Non-W T Whites | Non-W , T Whites Non-W . T ) {
. . ) N X N | X [ Scbre | N X N | ' Score | N X B Score -
R ' Y ¢ . ' -
Present Family . ' e ' ' . . : ‘ ~ . p
80 ] 7.60| 127 | 6.46 | =3,56%*% 43'7.58 | 45!16.67 | =2,28% 123 1 7.59 1 172 | 6.52 | ~4,28%k%%
Siguation - : 3 . ! -, ' -
" "Past FamiI'y ’ . A : 1. !r . -
.. 8116.23{ 123 4.93 =3.44%%% 1 [ 42 1°6,48 | 44 | 5.48 | -1,98 123 16.32,0 167 ' 5,07 | -4, 08%*kx%
Situation f : - ‘
N * j ‘..4 ' P l j ‘
Future Family {‘ i
, Y =~72|.9.15{ 121 8.62 | ~1.34 431 8,49 44 (8,11 ] - .99 115 | 8.90 ;| 165 8.45! ~1.47 . . 3
Situation \ T , . - - ’
. House - ¥ N = : =, . o
‘ ) 821,464,451 133 4,14 ‘-‘2. 18% . 421 4,62 47 ] 4,26 p=2535%% 124 | 4,44 | 180 , 4,14 | ~3,10%* < . o
Satisfaction = ) . : : ‘ ‘ - - ‘ -
4 e ‘ N
- . ) * . b PRt ) * ) 4
* p<.05, ** p<e, 01, '*k*k pe, 001, *kxx p<.001_. . ‘ \ |
// ‘\ - . * - -
- . ) ‘ _ ‘ . ’
.‘ B . ’ .
- - » ‘:;] “
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