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This study examined relations between dimensions of community satisfaction and perceived 
quality of life among residents of a southeastern United States (US) community. A random sample 
of 250 persons was interviewed using the Community Satisfaction Scale and a measure of overall 
life quality. Two factors representing domains of community satisfaction, relevant to participants 
were positively and significantly related to perceptions of quality of life. Perceptions of care for 
community by others/instructions and belongingness/quality of community life were the best 
predictors. Results suggest the importance of social relations in community satisfaction and quality 
of life relationships. Implications for generalization of community satisfaction constructs across 
settings and co studies of planning and community change are discussed. 

Increasingly, social scientists are concerned with attitudes of persons toward their communities 
and perceptions of quality of life. Research in psychology (Heller, Rasmussen, Cook, & Wolosin, 1981), and 
sociology (Lee & Guest, 1983) has contributed to a better understanding of both constructs, and research 
has examined these concepts within the US culture and crossculturally (Bardo & Hughey, 1984; Davis & 
FineDavis, 1981). But relations between satisfaction with the community and perceptions of general life 
quality are not clear. One reason is lack of consensus on a framework for the definition of community 
satisfaction. The purpose of the present research is to describe one approach to the study of community 
satisfaction and to examine empirically how facets of community satisfaction relate to appraisals of 
quality of life.  

Over the years community satisfaction has been defined according to many criteria. One widely 
used approach, as noted in reviews by Ladewig and McCann (1980) and Marans and Rodgers (1975), 
focuses on aspects of the physical environment as operationalized by evaluations of delivery of 
community services and perceptions of housing quality and climate (Rojek, Clemente, & Summers, 1975; 
Wasserman, 1982). An alternative model of satisfaction with community emphasizes the role of social 
environments (Heller, et al., 1981; Keller, 1968). This sociocultural model acknowledges the importance 
of physical environment, but attitude toward community is considered in the context of individual 
expectations which are mediated by social interaction, culture, and time. Despite differences in both 
theory and method, there is increasing consensus among social psychologists that community satisfaction 
is a multidimensional construct (Ladewig & McCann, 1980).  

The present study adopts a sociocultural, multidimensional conceptualization of community 
satisfaction. From this perspective, satisfaction with community could be manifested differently within a 
particular community over time or between communities in a crosssectional analysis. 

Logically, satisfaction with community should be linked with individual perceptions of overall 
quality of life since, by definition (Arensberg, 1954), the community is the arena in which most life events 
are directly experienced. It is also in the community that individuals engage in most significant daytoday 
interactions and from which they draw many of their most significant norms, values, and beliefs (Karp, 
Stone, & Yoels, 1977; Feldman, 1979; Bardo, 1985). Relationships between perceptions of life quality and 
perceptions of the local community, however, are not fixed. For example, several recent studies have 
examined the factor structure of community satisfaction crossculturally (Hughey & Bardo, 1984; Bardo & 
Hughey, 1979). Although community satisfaction was relevant to community samples in both cultures (US 
and British), dimensionality of the concept varied greatly. These findings suggest that community 
satisfaction is settingspecific, so analyses of relationships between community and life satisfaction should 
employ dimensions of community satisfaction derived for a specific locale.  



Conceptual definition of quality of life is more widely agreed upon than community satisfaction. 
As typically defined, quality of life represents "the perceived discrepancy between aspirations and 
achievement" (Campbell, Converse, & Rodgers, 1976, p. 8). Global wellbeing then implies cognitive 
appraisal of life visàvis some individual standard. Research has shown that quality of life is related to 
appraisals of various domains of life including physical health, work, family, leisure activities, standard of 
living, stages in life cycle, and community satisfaction (Andrews & Withey, 1977). Satisfaction with 
community is one aspect of quality of life, but it is usually measured with reference to governmental 
services (e.g., roads, public schools, parks) and other aspects of physical environments. Social 
environments are largely ignored. 

A crucial question left unanswered concerns how quality of life might be related to a sociocultural 
conception of community. In the present study facets of community satisfaction derived within a specific 
cultural context (Hughey & Bardo, 1984) were examined for relationships to perceptions of overall quality 
of life. Four factors were identified as salient in earlier research, but there was virtually no research to 
suggest which dimensions would be most salient to quality of life so no specific hypothesis could be 
formulated. The question waswhat dimensions of community satisfaction would best predict overall 
quality of life? 

METHOD 
Data were collected in Knoxville, Tennessee, a city of approximately 300,000. Residents are 

employed in a variety of industrial, service, and educational settings. Structured interviews concerning 
attitudes toward community, personal characteristics of respondents and perception of overall quality of 
life were conducted with a sample of adult residents. Interviewers were trained according to standard 
interview procedures (Babbie, 1973). Interviews lasted approximately 20 minutes.  

Sample 
Participants were randomly selected adults (N = 250). A multistage cluster household sampling 

procedure selected households within census tracts. The number of households selected within 
each census trace was proportional to number of households in the community. One hundred seventy
seven respondents 70% were women; 61% (151) were married, and 32% (80) were from white collar 
households. Age distribution of participants was: 30% (60) under age 20 yr., 24% (54) between 30 and 44 
yr., 31% (77) between 45 and 64 yr., and 15% (53) were over age 65 yr. The sample was likely over
representative of women. 

Measures 
Respondents completed a revised form of the Community Satisfaction Scale (Bardo & Hughey, 

1984) which contained 54 items measuring attitude toward community life plus additional items designed 
to measure economic wellbeing, evaluation of community services, and political efficacy. Respondents 
indicated agreement with items on a 5step scale: very true, true, undecided, untrue, definitely untrue. 
Rather than utilize all 54 items individually, they were grouped according to two scaling criteria and 
common factor analysis. To be included in the scale, the Pearson correlation of an item with total of items 
(itemtotal correlation) had to be at least .30, and inclusion of the item had to maximize the value of 
coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951). Items meeting these minimum criteria were factored by a principal 
axis solution followed by oblique rotation to simple structure.  

To measure perceived quality of life, Cancril's (1965) "ladder" scale was used. Interviewers 
showed each respondent a picture of a ladder with 11 rungs, and asked them to indicate where they 
would place themselves at three points in time. Instructions were: "Suppose we say that the top of the 
ladder represents the best possible life for you. Where on the ladder do you think you will be five years 
from now?" Respondents were then asked, "Where on the ladder would you say you stood five years 



ago?" Finally, they were asked, "And where do you feel you personally stand at the present time?" 
Responses were assigned values from 0 (the bottom rung) to 10 (the top rung). A composite score for 
overall quality of life was constructed by adding values for the three questions. In previous research by 
(Andrews & Crandall, 1976), the validity of this measure in relation to various life dimensions and other 
measures of quality of life was .70. 

RESULTS  
Community Satisfaction Scale 

Applying itemtotal and coefficient alpha criteria identified several items of the revised scale that 
did not meet criteria. The final scale consisted of 21 items that displayed itemtotal correlations of ≥ .34 
and coefficient alpha of .84. Items that did not meet criteria consisted largely chose measuring economic 
wellbeing, evaluation of community services, and political efficacy. For the present study, these items 
were considered not within the domain of community satisfaction.  

The remaining items were factored using iterative principal axis solution, varimax orthogonal 
rotation plus both promax and maxplane oblique rotation. (See Hughey and Bardo (1984) for complete 
description of factoring procedures, factors, and loading.] Community Satisfaction Scale factors used for 
the present research were: Alienation from Generalized Othersdefined by items such as "a lot of people 
think they are too nice for you here" and "people give you a bad name, if you insist on being different," 
Belongingness and Quality of Community lifedefined by items such as "I feel very much that I belong 
here" and "this is a very good place to live", Care for Community by Others and Institutionsdefined by 
items such as "no one seems to care much how the community looks" and "the city council gets very little 
done." and Friendliness, defined by "real friends are hard to find in the community." Three of the four 
factors were used to examine relations between community satisfaction and quality of life. The fourth 
factor Friendliness, was dropped from subsequent analyses on logical grounds because only one item 
loaded on this factor and friendliness seemed indistinguishable from the general alienation factor. Unit
weighted factor indexes were calculated for the first three factors; these were used as dimensional 
descriptors in the remaining analyses. 

Quality of Life 
The Quality of life scale was constructed by calculating an average score across the three items. 

As a group, respondents indicated moderate Quality of Life "five years ago" (M = 5.54, SD = 2.62), at 
present (M = 6.18, SD = 2.09), and five years hence (M = 7.12, SD = 2.09). This pattern of scores is typical 
for other groups studied (Cantril, 1965). Average scale score was 6.29 (SD = 1.76); coefficient alpha for the 
composite score used in the regression analysis was .65. 

Prediction of Quality of Life Scores 
The composite score was used in a stepwise multiple linear regression analysis to determine what 

dimensions of community satisfaction best predicted quality of life. Data in Table 1 indicated that 
satisfaction with community accounted for approximately 10% of variance in overall quality of life. All 
predictors were significantly correlated with the criterion at the zero order, only two accounted for 
significant proportions of variance in the composite quality of life score: Belongingness and Quality of 
Community Life and Care for Community by Others and Institutions. Alienation from Generalized Others 
did not significantly predict quality of life. The best predictor was the belongingness factor followed by 
care for community. The final multiple regression equation was Quality of Life = 9.16  .20 (Belongingness) 
 .17 (Care for Community). A positive relationship is indicated as Community Satisfaction Scale items are 
negatively scored.



To summarize, results for the prediction of Quality of Life showed that community satisfaction 
variables did significantly predict quality of life. Factors of community satisfaction germane to this sample, 
belongingness and care for community, were differentially related to quality of life. 

Table 1 
Multiple Regression Analysis Using Quality Of Life Score as Criterion and Three Dimensions of 

Community Satisfaction as Predictors 

Predictor r R R2 R2 
Increment 

P for R2 
Increment 

df 

Care for community by 
Others and Institutions 

.27 .27 .072 .072 8.45* 1,234 

Belongingness and Quality of 
Community Life 

.25 .31 .094 .023 5.85† 2,233 

Alienation from Generalized 
Others 

.23 .31 .094 .000 ‡ 

*p < .01. †p < .05. ‡Not in regression equation.

DISCUSSSION 
For persons in this sample, community satisfaction was relevant to perceived quality of life: 

empirically derived dimensions of community satisfaction predicted avowed life satisfaction. Although the 
magnitude of relations was not large (10% of variance in Quality of Life criterion), the results are consistent 
with previous attempts to relate the constructs (Campbell, et al., 1976). Despite similarities, our results 
place a somewhat different light on the topic. 

Most attempts to understand community satisfaction employ objective indicators or appraisals 
of the physical environment filtered by socialpsychological processes. The present data show that 
appraisal of social facets of community in and of themselves can predict a higherorder construct like 
quality of life.  

Two factors in the present solution significantly predicted of quality of life. A factor representing 
perceived responsibility of others and institutions for the community for relations with peers, employers, 
and institutions (local government) was the most germane aspect of community satisfaction related co 
overall quality of life in this sample. A second factor that rapped appraisals of belongingness and 
generalized evaluation of community also significantly predicted quality of life. For this locale, attachment 
to local area coupled with overall satisfaction were salient with regard to avowed life satisfaction. 
Interestingly, in previous research, similar factors emerged in a comparison of factor structures for 
community satisfaction in British and US communities (Bardo & Hughey, 1984), indicating some generality 
of these two predictive dimensions. 

The alienation factor in these analyses was not significantly related to overall life satisfaction. 
One explanation is based on the assumption that alienation from others was simply not an important 
factor in perceived relations between community satisfaction and quality of life. A more likely explanation 
involved covariations among the three factors employed as predictors. Examination of correlations 
among factors indicated substantial relationship between the alienation factor and other significant 
predictors of quality of life. Average intercorrelations among the factors was .54. Apparently certain 
aspects of alienation may have been tapped by ocher predictive dimensions in the equation.  

One variable that has often been related to life satisfaction involves the perceived quality of the 
physical environment. For members of this community, the Community Satisfaction Scale did not produce 
a physical environmental dimension, although it had in previous applications in other communities. Other 
research has empirically demonstrated its relevance for quality of life and community satisfaction 



(Campbell, et al., 1976; Lansing, Marans, & Zehner, 1974). However, from the sociocultural perspective 
(Gans, 1968), the finding should not be seen as contradicting prior research. Unlike many basic 
psychological traits and some attitude constructs, specific structural forms of satisfaction with one's 
community should be expected to vary across settings and within a particular setting across time. As the 
primary framework within which people live out their lives, communities are constantly subject co 
reevaluation and reinterpretation. This is not to suggest that all aspects of community are particularistic; 
much of the research in community psychology shows areas of generalizability. Within a particular 
community, however, the saliency of individual issues should vary within a matrix of background variables, 
including the community's history and current problems, which are used as evaluative standards. In any 
crosssectional research design, empirically derived indicators should reflect perceptions and 
interpretations of current issues as manifested within the community at the time of the study.  

A final practical implication of chis research concerns efforts to use variables such as community 
satisfaction and quality of life in applied settings, including planning of communities and assessment of 
largescale community change (Finscerbusch, 1980). In theses areas, assumptions of clear links between 
planning or assessment of physical variables and perception, values and behavior may not be correct. In 
light of the present data, the physicalecological determinists' view (Mumford, 1963) seems less 
appropriate than a strategy that accounts for mediation of events by social environments and stresses the 
importance of assessing change from the standpoint of perceptions, emotions, and behaviors specific to 
inhabitants of a particular setting ( Broady, 1969; Bardo, 1985). Although some crosssetting generality 
may exist, application of macrostrategies should be approached with caution. 
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