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INTRODUCTION

The concepts of community attachment and community satisfaction have been investigated
by numerous researchers. Most investigators who examined one or both of these concepts
have generally treated community attachment and/or satisfaction as their dependent
variable(s) of primary interest in their research designs. The most common objective in their
studies was to identify determinates of community attachment and/or satisfaction. Although
justifiably worthy, most studies have suffered from confusion concerning levels of analysis,
have provided few definitive findings on the most important predictors of attachment and
satisfaction, and have produced little information on the implications of varying levels of
community attachment and/or satisfaction for individual- and community-level issues
(Theodori 2000). Furthermore, few researchers have articul ated a persuasive argument asto
why continued efforts to measure levels of community attachment and community
satisfaction are advantageous.

Roughly a quarter of a century ago, Goudy and Ryan (1982: 259) stated “littleis
known about the consequences of different levels of community attachment on either
residents or the community itself.” They declared that research was needed to examine how
community attachment contributed to factors such as quality of life, community decision-
making processes and development efforts, and the maintenance of community groups and
ingtitutions. The situation today, as manifested in the extant literatures on community
attachment and the related concept of community satisfaction remains very much the same.
If these concepts are to be viewed as meaningful and practical, then an understanding of the

relationship of community attachment and community satisfaction to individual- and



community-level issuesiswarranted. Only under this condition will the findings from such
work be beneficia for social scientists and policy makers.

The purpose of this study was to replicate and extend the research literature on
community attachment and community satisfaction. Specificaly, the following study

objectives were addressed:

1) To provide an increased understanding of the analytical distinctiveness between the
concepts of community attachment and community satisfaction.

2) Toempirically examine the effects of community attachment and community
satisfaction on individual well-being.

3) Toempirically examine the effects of community attachment and community
satisfaction on community-level action.

4) To usetheresultsto develop arefined model that will aid in designing new

approachesto rural community development.

METHODOLOGY

Study Site Selection

The first step of this research required the selection of case study sites. Study sites were
purposely selected using county- and place-level data available from the United States
Census of Population and Housing and the Texas State Data Center. Telephone
conversations with Texas Cooperative Extension personnel (i.e., District Extension Directors
and county Extension agents) as well as field observations also aided in the identification and

selection of study sites.



The study-site selection process began at the county level and narrowed to the
community level. First, U.S. Census of Population and Housing data and population
estimates available from the Texas State Data Center were used to empirically classify all
nonmetropolitan counties in Texas with respect to their history of population growth or
decline from 1980 to 1999. A map of this classification is provided in Figure 1.

Next, using Census data and Texas State Data Center popul ation estimates, all cities
and census defined places (CDPs) within each nonmetropolitan county were categorized in
terms of estimated population growth or decline from 1980 to 1999. This categorization

produced the following construct types:

1) Cities/CDPs estimated to increase in population from 1980 to 1999 located in
counties estimated to increase in population from 1980 to 1999.

2) Cities/CDPs estimated to increase in population from 1980 to 1999 located in
counties estimated to decrease in population from 1980 to 1999.

3) Cities/CDPs estimated to decrease in population from 1980 to 1999 located in
counties estimated to increase in population from 1980 to 1999.

4) Cities/CDPs estimated to decrease in population from 1980 to 1999 located in

counties estimated to decrease in population from 1980 to 1999.



Population Growth/Decline

B Growth 1980 to 1999
B Dccline 1980 to 1999
D Metropolitan County

Figure 1:
Estimated Population Growth/Decline From 1980 to 1999 in Texas Counties



In accordance with the research design, the goal was to select one study site from
each of the following construct types: (1) acity/CDP estimated to increase in population
from 1980 to 1999 located in a county estimated to increase in population from 1980 to 1999
and (2) a city/CDP estimated to decrease in population from 1980 to 1999 |located in a county
estimated to decrease in population from 1980 to 1999. Concomitantly, the intent was to
choose study sites that were similar in terms of their recent history of community agency.*

Based upon thisempirical classification, aswell asfield observations and telephone
conversations with Texas Cooperative Extension personnel, two sites were selected for in-
depth study (see Figure 2). The city of Stanton (located in Martin County) was chosen to
represent the first construct type (i.e., a city/CDP estimated to increase in population from
1980 to 1999 located in a county estimated to increase in population from 1980 to 1999).

The second construct type (i.e., a city/CDP estimated to decrease in population from 1980 to
1999 |ocated in a county estimated to decrease in population from 1980 to 1999) was
represented by the census defined place of Sanderson (located in Terrell County). Estimated
population increases from 1980 to 1999 in Stanton and Martin County were 10.3% and
16.4%, respectively. Population decreases from 1980 to 1999 in Sanderson and Terrell
County were estimated at 27% and 24.3%, respectively. Despite their differences with
respect to estimated patterns of population growth or decline over recent decades, both sites
were alleged to have manifested relatively high levels of community agency during that same

time period.?



o

Stanton

"‘
Sanderson

Figure 2: West Texas Study Sites



Selected 1997 Agricultural Characteristics

Table 1 shows selected 1997 agricultural characteristics of the two counties and the state of
Texas. Like Texas, Martin County experienced an increase in the number of farms and farm
acreage between 1992 and 1997 and, concomitantly, a decrease in the average farm size. The
opposite was truein Terrell County. The number of farms and land in farmsin Terrell
County decreased between 1992 and 1997, while the average farm size in the county
increased.

Roughly 194,300 Texas farms produced approximately $13.8 billion worth of crops
and livestock in 1997. Despite the vast changes taking place in the agricultural industry,
agriculture has maintained its position as the second largest industry in the state of Texas. As
was true a the state level, the market value of agricultural products sold in Martin County
increased between 1992 and 1997. Terrell County witnessed a 22.2 percent decrease in the
market value of agricultural products sold. Average per farm market value of agricultural
products sold ranged from $54,119 in Terrell County to $113,116 in Martin County. Both
counties experienced an increase in the net cash return from agricultural sales between 1992
and 1997. Average net cash return from agricultural sales ranged from $4,086 in Terrell
County to $41,526 in Martin County. Martin County had roughly 39% of farms with sales

over $100,000 in 1997, while Terrell County had about 15%.
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Selected 2000 Sociodemographic Characteristics

Table 2 shows selected 2000 sociodemographic characteristics of the two study sites, their
respective counties, and the state of Texas. Asshown in Table 2, the population of Stanton
increased by 10.5 percent between 1980 and 2000, while the population of Sanderson
decreased by 30.6 percent during those two decades. The median age in Stanton was
approximately 30 years. In Sanderson, the median age was 43 years. In 2000, roughly one
third of the population in Stanton was under 18 years of age. Concurrently, about one fifth of
the population in Sanderson was over the age of 65. The percentage of individuals 25 and
over with a high school degree and the percentage of residents 25 and over with a college
degree were higher in Sanderson that in Stanton (each was lower than the state average,
though). With respect to gender composition and average household size, the two sites were
guite similar. However, inregard to racial distribution, Sanderson had alarger percentage of

whites (exceeding the state average by more than 15%).
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Selected 2000 Economic Characteristics

Table 3 shows selected 2000 economic characteristics of the two study sites, their respective
counties, and the state of Texas. Per capitaincomes were quite similar in both Stanton and
Sanderson (each was lower that the state average). Median household incomes, both lower
than the state averages, were higher in Stanton. Unemployment and poverty rates were

higher in Sanderson. The occupational distribution of workers was very similar in both sites.

12



‘abed 1Xau uo panunuod ajgel 310N

TSy 69V Y aA a4 8010} Joge| Uel[IAID Ul paAo|dwe USOM %
19 L9 €q 8¢ 61 pako|dwisun 8010} Joge| LeI[IAID o
_ 9010} Joge|
L8196 9¢ 9¢ e €6 URI|IAID Ul JBAO pue 9T suossed paAojdweaun
s 9010} Joge|
2LEVET'6 09¢ 99t 626 £08T URI[IAD U1 A0 P 9T suosd paAoidug
uewfodw3
0CT 8'T¢ 2T1e L'6T 61T Auenod mopeq satjiwey Jo 9
¥'ST 6'92 2'se 0¢e L'8T Ausnod mopeq suosied Jo 94
126'65$ v65'c2$ 612'V2$ 196',2$ o9c8'TES (Sfe|jop) wooul pjoyssnoy Ueips A
/T9'6T$ VIL'STS T2L'ST$ v€9'STS /V9'ST$ (Sse|jop) swooul elided jod
A1JoN0d pue awoou |

sexs | Auno) Auno)
J091E1S uos epues PiBL uoueIs une N Joyesipu|

Sexs | J0o1eIS 8y} pue SOMS ApNIS JO SOIS1e10e :eyD 91WoU0oT 0002 -666T PRIRRS €a|qe L



‘reaing snsua) 'S’ :82.N0S

buirow

cel eot 98 el rel elielew pue ‘uolrenodsuel) ‘uononpoud o
60T L9T 6CT 0T STT SoUeLBIU W pUe ‘U0NTRIIX® ‘UOINIISU0D %
L0 LT Z'S 9¢C 8'S Alsaio} pue ‘Bulysly ‘Buiwe) o,
22 8'¢e 7’02 Ve 6'TC 1oddns aAiRnS UIWPe pUe SSES %
9T 1 002 212 69T 90INJSS 9%
£'ee cle 0'€e €ve 8'TE leuossajo.d pue Juswefeuew o,
uo1rednanQ

,,wmmxﬁmm.g_.m uos Jepues \_A_%HMM uojueis mu_ﬂﬂo_\w Jojeolpu|

('Ju02) SeXd | J0a1eIS AU} PUE S3YIS APNIS JO SIIIS1IOR Ry JILOU0DT 000Z -666T POIBRS "€3|qe L



Data Collection

After selection of the two case study sites, focus groups were conducted in each locality to
gain insights into the ways area residents understand the concepts of community attachment
and satisfaction. In addition, community key informants were interviewed to help identify

the timely and salient local social, economic, political, and environmental issues.

Focus Groups

While the origins of focus groups are rooted in sociology, an overwhelming mgority of
current applications are in marketing research (Billson 1994; Kitzinger and Barbour 1999;
Marshall and Rossman 1999; Morgan 1988). The primary goa of afocus group is“to get
closer to participants' understandings of the researcher’ s topic of interest” (Morgan 1988:
24).

Focus groups usually consist of 7 to 12 persons, including a moderator who poses
guestions and prompts discussion when needed (Lamp 1994). Questioning in successful
focus groups should follow aloosely structured interview process (Kingry et a. 1990). This
format allows the facilitator to deviate from topics when necessary to explore emerging
issues of relevance and importance. Included among the major advantages of focus groups
are issues such as high face validity and the fact that they are relatively inexpensive to
conduct (Krueger 1988). Additionally, focus groups can provide results quickly and lay the
groundwork for future qualitative and quantitative studies.

Following specified protocols on the size of groups and the number of groups needed
(see Krueger 1988; Lamp 1994; Morgan 1988), two focus groups were conducted in each

study site. Focus groups were held in Stanton on November 13 and 14, 2000, and in
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Sanderson on November 15 and 16, 2000. Advertisements were placed in each community’s
local newspaper to recruit participants. Additionally, flyers advertising the focus groups
were posted at the local post offices. Interested individuals were instructed to contact their
county Extension agent (phone numbers were provided in the advertisements and on the
flyers). The county Extension agent took that interested person’s name and passed that
information on to the Principal Investigator (Pl). The Pl then contacted the interested person
by telephone and asked if he/she would be willing to participate in an informal meeting with
other arearesidents to discuss issues related to their community. Potential participants were
over-recruited by 20 to 25% to allow for “no shows” (Lamp 1994). A personalized letter of
invitation was mailed to each potentia participant one week before the scheduled session. In
addition, each potential participant was contacted by telephone afew days before the
scheduled meeting to remind them of the date and time. Each individual who participated in

the focus groups was financially compensated with $20.

Key Informant Interviews

The utilization of key informants has long been central to the basic methodological
techniques used by anthropologists (Campbell 1955; Poggie 1972; Tremblay 1957; Y oung
and Young 1961). Asamethodologically acceptable and highly practical means of gaining
information, the key informant technique has become relatively common in organization
analyses (Seidler 1974) and community sociology (Krannich and Humphrey 1986). Key
informants provide important knowledge about community characteristics that cannot be
measured precisely with secondary data (Claude and Luloff 1995; Fetterman 1989; Krannich

and Humphrey 1983, 1986; Theodori et al. 1998).
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In May of 2001, interviews with key informants were conducted in both study sites.
The informants were surveyed with an instrument designed to identify timely and salient
local social, economic, political, and environmental issues. In both sites, the County Judge,
one County Commissioner, arepresentative of alocal community development group, and a
representative of alocal faith-based organization were interviewed. In these interviews,
respondents suggested others whom they considered (a) |eaders or persons knowledgeable
about the community and/or the local issues, and/or (b) instigators of particular actions
geared toward the economic and/or social development of the community. Theseindividuals
were contacted by telephone in advance and asked if they would be willing to be interviewed.

A total of eight key informants were interviewed in each site.

Household Survey

Focus group meetings and key informant interviews were conducted solely for the purpose of
collecting information on local issues. The information gathered in the focus group meetings
and the key informant interviews assisted in the development of a household questionnaire
that not only asked specific questions about community attachment, community satisfaction,
and community involvement, but also inquired into a variety of topics uncovered in the focus
groups and key informant interviews. Following amodified total design method (Dillman
1978), datawere gathered using mail survey techniques. During the spring of 2002, a survey
guestionnaire was mailed to a randomly selected sample of 498 households in Stanton and to
all 423 residential addresses on file with the United States Post Office located in Sanderson.®
To obtain arepresentative sample of individuals within households, a response from the adult

with the most recent birthday was requested. The survey instrument, organized as a self-
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completion booklet, contained 38 questions and required approximately 40 minutes to
complete. After theinitial survey mailout, a postcard reminder, and two follow-up surveys, a
46 response rate was achieved. Overall, this resulted in 428 completed questionnaires
between the two sites.

Comparison of selected sociodemographic and economic characteristics between the

sample and Census data are shown in Table 4.

Table4. Selected Sociodemographic and Economic Characteristics of the Sample and

Census Data
Stanton Sanderson

Census Sample Census Sample
Selected Characteristics Data Data Data Data
Median age (18 years and older) 432 49 512 58
% 65 years and older 14 25 20 35
% femae 53 59 51 57
% white 74 77 87 63
% 25 and over high school graduate 59 86 71 88
% 25 and over college graduate 10 25 17 32
M edian household income (dollars) $27,961  $40,025% | $23,594  $30,018°

& Median values were computed using the formula for the computation of the median from grouped data (see
Blalock 1972: 66-68).

ANALYSES

Objective 1: To provide an increased under standing of the analytical distinctiveness
between the concepts of community attachment and community satisfaction.

Review of the Community Attachment and Community Satisfaction Literature
Previous research on community attachment and community satisfaction has generally been
subsumed under alarger “quality of life” heading as both concepts are commonly used to tap
well-being. It isimportant to note, however, that researchers continue to struggle over and
debate issues surrounding what constitutes community satisfaction and attachment, how each

should be measured, and the degree to which each taps different quality of life dimensions
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(i.e., affective, behavioral, and cognitive) (Andrews and McKennell 1980; Campbell et al.
1976; Connerly and Marans 1985; Guest and Lee 1983a, 1983b; McKennell and Andrews
1980, 1983; St. John et al. 1986). Below the literature on the dimensions and indicators of

these concepts is summarized.

Dimensions and Indicators of Community Satisfaction
Despite Thorndike's (1939) early attempt to measure satisfaction, Davies (1945)
development of a scaleto rate attitudes of community satisfaction is generally regarded as the
beginning of sociological research on the topic. Since Davies (1945) initial work on the
concept, the community satisfaction literature has remained predominately atheoretical
(Allen 1990; Cook 1975; Deseran 1978; Shumaker and Taylor 1983). Empirical work on
community satisfaction from the mid-1940s through the decade of the 1970s primarily
focused on individuals' satisfaction with objective attributes of the environment, such as
community infrastructure (e.g., Davies 1945; Jesser 1967; Johnson and Knop 1970; Schulze
et a. 1963). Thiswork was rooted in the assumption that objective measures of local
conditions such as services, facilities, and opportunities would provide adequate indicators of
community satisfaction. Research on community satisfaction from the 1970s onward has
suggested that subjective indicators of satisfaction be added to conceptual models to account
for individual perceptions, attitudes, aspirations, and beliefs (Bardo and Bardo 1983;
Campbell 1972; Marans and Rodgers 1975; Russ-Eft 1978; Wilkening 1982).

Over the years, researchers have explored several dimensions of the concept of
satisfaction. They have examined measures of general satisfaction (Campbell et al. 1976;

Filkins et al. 2000; Rigby and Vreugdenhil 1987), domain-specific satisfaction (Campbell et
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al. 1976), satisfaction with the environment (Wasserman 1982), satisfaction with services
(Fried 1984; Molnar and Smith 1982; Murdock and Schriner 1979; Rojek et al. 1975; Stinner
and Toney 1980), interpersona satisfaction (Fried 1984; Miller and Crader 1979; Stinner and
Toney 1980), economic satisfaction (Miller and Crader 1979), residential satisfaction (Fried
1982, 1984), political satisfaction (Fried 1984), and social dimensions of satisfaction (Goudy
1977).

Factors found to be related to community satisfaction included duration of residence
(Brown 1993; Campbell et al. 1976; Kornacki 1986; Marans and Rodgers 1975; Miller and
Crader 1979; Rojek et al. 1975; Speare 1974; Wasserman 1982), age (Campbell et a. 1976;
Filkins et al. 2000; Goudy 1977; Kornacki 1986; Marans and Rodgers 1975; Rigby and
Vreugdenhil 1987; Rojek et al. 1975; Speare 1974), income and occupational status
(Bradburn 1969), gender (Filkins et al. 2000; Schulze et al. 1963), education (Bradburn 1969;
Campbell et a. 1976; Marans and Rodgers 1975; Miller and Crader 1979), family size
(Miller and Crader 1979), migration attitudes (Schulze et al. 1963), migrant status (Stinner
and Toney 1980), intelligence test scores (Davies 1945), socia participation, residential
mobility, and residential satisfaction (Jesser 1967), home ownership (Kornacki 1986),
proportion of friends living in the community, proportion of adults known in the community,
and organizational membership (Goudy 1977), social/spiritua satisfaction (Filkins et al.
2000), and satisfaction with employment (Brown 1993; Filkins et al. 2000). Overdl, the
findings have been mixed as to the relative importance of these factors as community

satisfaction predictors.
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Dimensions and Indicators of Community Attachment

Following Kasarda and Janowitz’' s (1974) work on community attachment, the literature has
tended to cluster under two broad theoretical perspectives. Kasarda and Janowitz (1974
328) termed one theoretical perspective the linear development model “because linear
increases in the population size and density of human communities are assumed to be the
primary exogenous factors influencing patterns of social behavior.” This model, aso termed
determinist or Wirthian theory (Fischer 1976; Palisi and Canning 1986; Tittle 1989; Goudy
1990), is associated with the writings of Tonnies ([1887] 1957), Durkheim ([1893] 1984),
Simmel ([1903] 1950), Redfield (1930, 1941, 1947, 1950), and Wirth (1938).

The other theoretical perspective, generally known as the systemic model, is traceable
to the work of several Chicago school sociologists (Park and Burgess 1921; Park et a. 1967,
Thomas 1967). Thisearly ecological framework derived primarily from the direct
experiences of these authors with the rapid changes of urban Chicago. Under the systemic
(or compositional model, see Fischer 1976; Palisi and Canning 1986; Tittle 1989), the local
community, although affected by the structure of mass society, is viewed “as a complex
system of friendship, kinship, and associational networks into which new generations and
new residents are assimilated while the community passes through its own life-cycle”
(Kasarda and Janowitz 1974: 328).

Dimensions of community attachment that have been examined in previous studies
include community attitudes and sentiments (Austin and Baba 1990; Beggs et a. 1996;
Cowell and Green 1994; Goudy 1982, 1990; Guest and Lee 1983a; Kasarda & Janowitz
1974; St. John et a. 1986; Theodori and Luloff 2000), local social bonds (Austin and Baba

1990; Beggs et a. 1996; Cowell and Green 1994; Goudy 1990; K asarda and Janowitz 1974,
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Riger and Lavrakas 1981; St. John et al. 1986), community solidarity (Buttel et a. 1979),
interest in community (Theodori and Luloff 2000), physical rootedness (Riger and Lavrakas
1981; Taylor et a. 1985), social interactions, sense of fit in the community, or degree of
commonness (Brown 1993; O’ Brien and Hassinger 1992), community involvement and
community amity (Stinner et al. 1990), and reliability of neighborsin times of need, total
number of organizational memberships, and density of acquaintanceship (Barfield 1995).
Empirical examinations of the systemic model have emphasized the effects of
individual characteristics, such as duration of local residence (Austin and Baba 1990; Brown
1993; Goudy 1990; Kasarda and Janowitz 1974; St. John et al. 1986; Theodori and L ul off
2000), home ownership and race (Austin and Baba 1990), income and number of children
living at home (Riger and Lavrakas 1981), age and level of education (Riger and Lavrakas
1981, Stinner et al. 1990; Theodori and Luloff 2000), social interaction (Theodori and Lul off
2000), and marital status, presence of children, ages of children, and religious status (Stinner
et a. 1990) on community attachment. Similar to the findingsin the literature on community
satisfaction, research results have been mixed asto the relative importance of these variables

on community attachment.

Community Attachment and Satisfaction: Separate Yet Related Phenomena

Despite the lack of consensus on the measurement, dimensions, and indicators of community
attachment and satisfaction, several researchers (Connerly and Marans 1985; Guest and Lee
19833, 1983b; St. John et al. 1986) asserted that attachment and satisfaction, although

related, have different conceptual bases.
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Guest and Lee' s (198343, 1983b) work on neighborhood life demonstrated how the
concepts of satisfaction (evaluation) and attachment (sentiment) differ. Guest and Lee
(1983a) showed that while satisfaction and attachment were positively correlated, there were
noticeabl e differences in the subjective and objective predictors of each. These and other

results led Guest and Lee (1983b: 234) to conclude:

Satisfaction with an areais believed to reflect its utilitarian value for meeting certain
basic needs, such as adequate shelter and safety, while sentiment indicates a less

rational and more gut-level emotional feeling.

Paralleling Guest and Lee (19833, 1983b), Connerly and Marans (1985) asserted that
neighborhood satisfaction could be distinguished from attachment by the degree to which
each relates to the cognitive and/or affective quality of life components. Although neither
attachment nor satisfaction exclusively tapped either cognition or affect, attachment, for
Connerly and Marans (1985), was viewed as being an indicator of the affective quality of life
dimension, while satisfaction was viewed as being an indicator of the cognitive component.
Attachment indicated emotions (i.e., happiness, pleasure, feeling at home); a sense of
rootedness to a specific place was meant to be equivalent to community attachment.
Conversely, satisfaction implied an evaluative judgment of achievements and aspirations.

St. John et a. (1986) also pointed to the conceptual distinctiveness between
attachment and sati sfaction suggesting that attachment was a function of satisfaction. Intheir
study, St. John et a. (1986) compared the effects of satisfaction with specific neighborhood

attributes and integration into the neighborhood on neighborhood attachment. Their findings
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indicated that satisfaction or evaluation with neighborhood attributes was a significant
indicator of attachment, although integration into the neighborhood had a stronger effect.

Based on their results, St. John et a. (1986: 425-426) concluded:

... that the more socially integrated into a community people are, the greater their
attachment to it. However ... that evaluation of certain neighborhood or community

attributes also is an important determinant of attachment.

In short, these authors asserted that satisfaction, although correlated with attachment,
addressed evaluative factors, while attachment focused on sentiments. Thus, researchers who
have used the two concepts interchangeably without providing any theoretical justification
have added obscurity to a literature beset with confusion (see Beggs et al. 1996; Buttel et al.

1979; Fried 1982; Stinner et al. 1990; Wasserman 1982).

M easurement of Variables
Community Attachment
In previous research, items measuring sentiments and local social bonds have typically been
used to capture attachments to the community (Connerly and Marans 1985; Goudy 1977,
1990; Kasarda and Janowitz 1974; Riger and Lavrakas 1981; Theodori and Luloff 2000;
Theodori 2001). Similar items were used as measures of community attachment in this
paper.

One single-item measure asked: “How interested are you in knowing what goes on in

your community? For purposes of this report, responses were dichotomized as O (very
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disinterested, somewhat disinterested, neither disinterested nor interested, and somewhat
interested) and 1 (very interested). Throughout the report, this measure is referred to as
“interest in community.”

A second measure was a multi-item index composed of eleven items. Respondents
were asked to respond to the following statements. (a) “Overall, | am very attached to this
community;” (b) “I feel like | belong in this community;” (c) “ The friendships and
associations that | have with other people in this community mean alot to me;” (d) “If the
people in this community were planning something, I’ d think of it as something WE were
doing rather than THEY were doing;” (e) “If | needed advice about something, | could go to
someone in this community;” (f) “1 think | agree with most people in this community about
what isimportant in life;” (g) “Given the opportunity | would move out of this community;”
(h) “1 feel loyal to the people in thiscommunity;” (i) “1 plan to remain aresident of this
community for a number of years;” (j) “I liketo think of myself as similar to the people who
livein this community;” (K) “The future success of this community is very important to me.”
Response categories included (1) strongly agree, (2) agree, (3) disagree, and (4) strongly
disagree. After reverse coding of items“a’ through “f” and items “h” through “k,” a
composite community attachment score was calcul ated by averaging the scores for the
individual items. High scores reflected high levels of community attachment; low scores
indicated low levels. A principal-axis factor analysis with oblique rotation reveal ed that
these measures of community attachment were unidimensional and explained 55 percent of
the variance; Cronbach’s alphafor this scale was 0.93 (Table 5). Throughout the report, this

measure is referred to as “multi-item attachment scale.”
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Table5. Factor Loadingsfor Multi-ltem Attachment Scale | tems

Items Factor Loading
Overadl, | am very attached to this community. 0.84
| feel like | belong in this community. 0.86
The friendships and associations that | have with other peoplein this 0.72
community mean alot to me.

If the people in this community were planning something, I'd think of it 0.74
as something WE were doing rather than THEY were doing.

If I needed advice about something, | could go to someonein this 0.72
community.

| think 1 agree with most people in this community about what is 0.70
important in life.

Given the opportunity, | would move out of this community. 0.64
| feel loyal to the people in this community. 0.81
| plan to remain aresident of this community for a number of years. 0.66
| like to think of myself as similar to the people who livein this 0.79
community.

The future success of this community is very important to me. 0.66
Eigenvalue 6.49
% of cumulative variance 55.11
Cronbach’s apha 0.93

Lastly, athird item measured social bonds by asking respondents whether or not they
(2) strongly disagreed, (2) disagreed, (3) agreed, or (4) strongly agreed with each of the
following items concerning their family members and/or friends: (@) “1 know enough people
to help me with tasks or errands’; (b) I know someone who will take care of my house while
| am away”; (c) “If | am sick, | have someone to care for me’; and (d) “If | need arideto
some place, | have someone to take me.” A composite socia bonds score was cal cul ated by
averaging the scores for the individual items. High scores reflected high levels of social
bonds; low scoresindicated low levels. Throughout the report, this measure is referred to as

““social bonds.”
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Community Satisfaction

Community satisfaction was assessed with both a multi-item domain-specific satisfaction
scale and a single measure of general satisfaction. Respondents were asked to rate their
satisfaction with the following seven items: (a) “medica and health care services;” (b)
“opportunity to earn an adequate income;” (c) “senior citizen’s programs;” (d) “youth
programs;” (e) “local shopping facilities;” (f) “recreation facilities and programs;” and (Q)
“overdl physical appearance of the community.” Responses ranged from 1 (completely
dissatisfied) to 5 (completely satisfied). A composite domain-specific satisfaction score was
calculated by averaging the responses for the seven items. High scores reflected high levels
of domain satisfaction; low scoresindicated low levels. A principal-axis factor analysis with
obligue rotation revealed that these measures of community satisfaction were unidimensional
and explained 43 percent of the variance (Table 6). Cronbach’s alphafor this satisfaction
scalewas 0.83. Throughout the report, this measure is referred to as “satisfaction with

domains.”

Table6. Factor Loadingsfor Domain-Specific Community Satisfaction Items

Iltems Factor Loading
Medical and health care services 0.64
Opportunity to earn an adequate income 0.66
Senior citizen’s programs 0.62
Y outh programs 0.66
Local shopping facilities 0.68
Recreation facilities and programs 0.69
Overal physical appearance of the community 0.63
Eigenvalue 3.57
% of cumulative variance 42.79
Cronbach’s apha 0.83
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In a general measure, respondents were asked to indicate how satisfied, overal, they
were with lifein their community. Responses were dichotomized as O (very dissatisfied,
somewhat dissatisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, and somewhat satisfied) and 1 (very

satisfied). Throughout the report, this measure is referred to as ““overall satisfaction.”

Indicators of Community Attachment and Community Satisfaction
Building upon previous research, nine individual-status variables that have been associated
with levels of community attachment and community satisfaction were included in the

analyses. They are asfollows:

e Age
0 Agewasmeasured in years.
e Education
0 Education was coded as follows: (1) less than high school; (2) high school
equivaent; (3) some college; (4) college degree; and (5) training beyond
college.
e Income
0 Income was measured by the following 10 categories: (1) less than $9,999;
(2) $10,000 to $19,999; (3) $20,000 to $29,999; (4) $30,000 to $39,999; (5)
$40,000 to $49,999; (6) $50,000 to $59,999; (7) $60,000 to $69,999; (8)
$70,000 to $79,999; (9) $80,000 to $89,999; and (10) $90,000 or more.
o Gender

0 Gender was dummy coded (1 = male; 0 = female).
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e Race
0 Racewas dummy coded (1 = white; 0 = other).
e Marital Status
0 Martia Status was dummy coded (1 = married; O = not married).
e Length of Residence
0 Length of residence was measured in years.
e Home Ownership
0 Home ownership was dummy coded (1 = own home; 0 = do not own home).
e Employment Status

0 Employment status was dummy coded (1 = employed; O = not employed).

Statistical Procedures and Results

Independent Sample t-tests

Independent sampl e t-tests were employed to ascertain the extent to which the study sites
differed in regard to the measures of community attachment and community satisfaction and
theindicator variables. Asnoted in Table 7, there were no differences between the two sites
with respect to level of education, gender, length of residence, home ownership, or any of the
measures of community attachment. However, in terms of community satisfaction, Stanton
residents expressed statistically significantly higher levels of satisfaction with domains and
overal satisfaction. Stanton residents aso had higher levels of income than residents of

Sanderson and were more likely to be younger, white, married, and employed.
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Table7. T-testsfor the Community Attachment, Community Satisfaction, and

Indicator Variables

Study Site
Variables Sanderson Stanton
Community Attachment
Interest in community 4.483 4.445
Multi-item attachment scale 3.045 3.118
Social bonds 3.283 3.304
Community Satisfaction
Satisfaction with domains 2.077 *xk 2.790
Overall satisfaction 3.654 *xk 4.341
Indicator Variables
Age 57.424 *xk 51.450
Education 2.920 2.730
Income 4.470 *x 5.240
Gender (1 =male) 428 410
Race (1 = white) .633 *x .769
Marital status (1 = married) .618 ** .739
Length of residence 29.475 30.997
Home ownership (1 = home owner) .830 .883
Employment status (1 = employed) 528 * .644

* p<0.05, ** p< 0.0L;, *** p < 0.001.

Pearson’s Bivariate Correlations

Pearson’ s bivariate correl ations were used to examine the associ ations between the

community attachment and community satisfaction items. In both Sanderson and Stanton,

the three measures of community attachment were positively and significantly associated

with the two measures of community satisfaction. Pearson’s correlations in Sanderson

ranged from 0.145 (the correlation between “interest in community” and “ satisfaction with

domains’) to 0.562 (the correlation between “multi-item attachment scale” and “overal

satisfaction”). In Stanton, the associations ranged from 0.292 (the correlation between

“interest in community” and “satisfaction with domains’) to 0.662 (the correlation between

“multi-item attachment scale” and “overall satisfaction”). Based upon the weak to moderate
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associations, it is proposed that community attachment and community satisfaction must be

viewed as separate yet related phenomena.

Table 8. Pearson’sBivariate Correlation Matrix (Sander son)

1 2 3 4 5

Community Attachment
1. Interest in community

2. Multi-item attachment scale  .303**
(n=180)

3. Social bonds 137 S572**
(n=195) (n=176)

Community Satisfaction

4, Satisfaction with domains .145* A26**  237**
(n=184) (n=164) (n=178)

5. Overdl satisfaction .160* 562**  429%*  454**
(n=201) (n=180) (n=194) (n=183)

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01

Table9. Pearson’sBivariate Correlation Matrix (Stanton)

1 2 3 4 5

Community Attachment
1. Interest in community

2. Multi-item attachment scale  .414**
(n=204)

3. Social bonds 262**  5B1**
(n=222) (n=204)

Community Satisfaction

4. Satisfaction with domains 292%*  615%*  377**
(n=197) (n=185 (n=195)

5. Overall satisfaction 208**  622** . 353**  572**
(n=223) (n=204) (n=221) (n=197)

** p< 0.0L.
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Bivariate and Multiple Correlation/OLS Regression

The associations between the indicator variables and community attachment and community
satisfaction were assessed using bivariate correlations and multivariate ordinary least squares
(OLS) regression techniques. The bivariate correlations and OLS regression results are
reported in Tables 10 through 19. In each Table, the bivariate correlations are shown in the
column labeled “Bivariater.” Model | in each Table reveal s the multivariate regression of
the respective community attachment and community satisfaction measure on the indicator
variables. Thismodel displayed the net effects of age, education, income, gender, race,
marital status, length of residence, home ownership, and employment status.

Two-way interaction terms were then created between each of the indicator variables
and checked for statistical significance. Nonsignificant interaction terms were removed one
at atime based upon their p-values (each time the highest p-value was removed first). All
interaction terms that reached statistical significance were added to the equation (Model I1).
All models containing statistically significant interactive effects were solved for each of the
two-way interactions in the equations using selected values for the variables (the other
variables in the models were set equal to their mean values). These estimated scores are

shown in Tables 10a, 113, 12a- b, 13a-d, 14a-f, 15a- e, 16a- ¢, 17a- c, 18a, and 19a.
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Table 10. Regression of “Interest in Community” — Sanderson

Bivariate Model I Model 11
Variable r b b
Main Effects
Age -.102 -.001 -.002
Education -.050 -.082 -.094
Income -.007 -.002 -.001
Gender (1 = male) - 171%* -315% 128
Race (1 = white) -.030 .027 .080
Marital status (1 = married) 077 124 164
Length of residence -.048 -.002 .006
Home ownership (1 = home owner) 057 233 173
Employment status (1 = employed) 153 311 292
Interactions
Gender x Length of residence -.015%*
Constant 4.488%H* 4.396%**
R’ .075 114
n =164

*p <0.05; *** p <0.001.



Table 10a. Estimated Scoresfor “Interest in Community — Sanderson” Solving for the
Gender by Length of Residence I nteraction

Gender Length (in years)

5 10 15 20 25
Female 4.464 4.469 4474 4.479 4.484
Male 4517 4.447 4.377 4.307 4.237




Table 11. Regression of “Interest in Community” — Stanton

Bivariate Model I Model 11
Variable r b b
Main Effects
Age .038 -.003 .009
Education -.030 .020 024
Income 027 -.001 -.004
Gender (1 = male) -.097 -.168 -.176
Race (1 = white) -.055 -.050 -.012
Marital status (1 = married) 127 297* .286*
Length of residence .158* .007* 033 %*
Home ownership (1 = home owner) .029 -.096 -.105
Employment status (1 = employed) -.133 -.253 -.296*
Interactions
Age x Length of residence .000*
Constant 4.450%** 3.826%**
R’ .087 116
n=174

*p <0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p <0.001.



Table 11a. Estimated Scoresfor “Interest in Community — Stanton” Solving for the

Age by Length of Residence Interaction

Age Length (in years)
5 10 15 20 25
25yearsold 4.098 4.263 4.482 4.593 4.758
35yearsold 4.188 4.353 4.518 4.683 4.848
45 yearsold 4.278 4.443 4.608 4.773 4.938
55yearsold 4.368 4.533 4.698 4.863 5.028
65 yearsold 4.458 4.623 4.788 4.953 5.118
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Table 12. Regression of “Multi-Item Attachment Scale” — Sanderson

Bivariate Model I Model 11
Variable r b b
Main Effects
Age 232%* .010%* 018%*
Education - 243%* - 118* - 355%*
Income -.032 .024 -.126*
Gender (1 = male) -.125 -.266* -.239*
Race (1 = white) -.103 .040 105
Marital status (1 = married) .008 .081 .069
Length of residence 326%H* .005 03 1%*
Home ownership (1 = home owner) 112 .031 -.008
Employment status (1 = employed) .001 230 174
Interactions
Age x Length of residence .000%**
Education x Income 046**
Constant 2.42]%%* 2.675%**
R 182 262
n=151

*p <0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p <0.001.



Table 12a. Estimated Scoresfor “Multi-ltem Attachment Scale — Sanderson” Solving
for the Age by Length of Residence I nteraction

Age Length (in years
5 10 15 20 25
25 yearsold 2.447 2.602 2.757 2.912 3.067
35yearsold 2.627 2.782 2.934 3.092 3.247
45 yearsold 2.807 2.962 3.112 3.272 3.427
55 yearsold 2.987 3.142 3.297 3.452 3.607
65 yearsold 3.167 3.322 3.477 3.632 3.787

Table 12b. Estimated Scoresfor “Multi-ltem Attachment Scale — Sanderson” Solving
for the Education by Income I nteraction

Education Income
< $9.999 $20,000 - $40,000 - $60,000 - $30,000 -
’ $29,999 $49,999 $69,099 $89,999
L essthan 4.272 4112 3.952 3.792 3.632
high school
High school
or 3.963 3.895 3.827 3.759 3.601
equivalent
Some 3.654 3.678 3.702 3.726 3.750
college
College 3.345 3.461 3577 3.603 3.809
degree
Training
beyond 3.036 3.244 3.452 3.660 3.868
college

38




Table 13. Regression of “Multi-Item Attachment Scale” — Stanton

Bivariate Model I Model 11
Variable r b b
Main Effects
Age 182% .002 012%*
Education -.144 -.062 -.323%*
Income 101 .030 -.194*
Gender (1 = male) 015 -.077 -.060
Race (1 = white) 152 239* 247*
Marital status (1 = married) .025 .022 1.299%**
Length of residence 274 .008* -.008
Home ownership (1 = home owner) .088 -.001 064
Employment status (1 = employed) -.118 -.034 383
Interactions
Age x Marital status -.019*
Education x Income 047%*
Income x Length of residence 003 #*
Marital status x employment status -.566*
Constant 2.630%** 2.979%#*
R’ 134 221
n =160

*p <0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p <0.001.



Table 13a. Estimated Scoresfor “Multi-ltem Attachment Scale— Stanton” Solving for
the Age by Marital StatusInteraction

Age Marital Status
Not married Married
25 yearsold 2.793 3.257
35yearsold 2913 3.187
45 yearsold 3.033 3.117
55yearsold 3.153 3.047
65 yearsold 3.273 2.977

Table 13b. Estimated Scoresfor “Multi-ltem Attachment Scale — Stanton” Solving for

the Education by Income I nteraction

Education Income
< $9.999 $20,000 - $40,000 - $60,000 - $80,000 -
' $29,999 $49,999 $69,999 $89,999
L essthan 3411 3.293 3.174 3.055 2937
high school
High school
or 3.135 3.111 3.086 3.061 3.037
equivalent
Some 2.859 2.929 2.998 3.067 3.137
college
College 2583 2747 2910 3.073 3.237
degree
Training
beyond 2.307 2.565 2.822 3.079 3.337
college
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Table 13c. Estimated Scoresfor “Multi-ltem Attachment Scale— Stanton” Solving for
the Education by L ength of Residence Interaction

Income Length (in years)
5 10 15 20 25
< $9,999 3,052 3,027 3.002 2977 2952
$$220é?§§9' 2,952 2,957 2,962 2,967 2,972
ﬁgf’é’é’g' 2851 2,886 2921 2,956 2,991
$$6§é?§§9' 2751 2816 2881 2,946 3011
%g?é’é’g' 2,651 2746 2841 2,936 3,031

Table 13d. Estimated Scoresfor “Multi-ltem Attachment Scale— Stanton” Solving for
the Marital Status by Employment Status I nteraction

Marital Status

Employment Status

Not Employed Employed
Not Married 2.851 3.234
Married 3.197 3.014
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Table 14. Regression of “Social Bonds” — Sanderson

Bivariate Model I Model 11
Variable r b b
Main Effects
Age 037 .002 -.016
Education -.142 -.097 -.553*
Income 067 .037 .044
Gender (1 = male) -.043 -.120 -.090
Race (1 = white) -.088 .008 1.753*
Marital status (1 = married) .034 .027 -.560
Length of residence 170* .003 .003
Home ownership (1 = home owner) 071 .076 .895%*
Employment status (1 = employed) .099 210 -.582
Interactions
Age x Education O11%*
Age x Race -.021*
Education x Race -.265%
Education x Marital status 180*
Education x Home -.249%
Education x Employment 268%*
Constant 3.031%** 3.703%%*
R 077 209
n=157

*p <0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p <0.001.



Table 14a. Estimated Scoresfor “ Social Bonds— Sanderson” Solving for the Age by
Education Interaction

Age Education
Lessthan High school Some College Training
high school or college degree beyond
equivalent college
25
years 3.989 3.612 3.234 2.857 2.479
old
35
years 3.807 3.539 3.272 3.004 2.737
old
45
years 3.625 3.467 3.309 3.152 2.994
old
55
years 3.442 3.395 3.347 3.299 3.252
old
65
years 3.260 3.322 3.385 3.447 3.509
old

Table 14b. Estimated Scoresfor “ Social Bonds— Sanderson” Solving for the Age by

Race I nteraction

Age Race
White Other
25yearsold 3.463 3.023
35yearsold 3.420 3.189
45 yearsold 3.377 3.356
55 yearsold 3.334 3.523
65 yearsold 3.290 3.689
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Table 14c. Estimated Scoresfor “ Social Bonds— Sanderson” Solving for the Education
by Race Interaction

Education Race

White Other
L essthan high school 3.541 3.227
High school or equivalent 3.405 3.357
Some college 3.270 3.487
College degree 3.135 3.617
Training beyond college 3.000 3.747

Table 14d. Estimated Scoresfor “ Social Bonds— Sanderson” Solving for the Education
by Marital StatusInteraction

Education Marital Status

Not married Married
L essthan high school 3.67 3.267
High school or equivalent 3.500 3.300
Some college 3.353 3.333
College degree 3.206 3.366
Training beyond college 3.058 3.398

Table 14e. Estimated Scoresfor “ Social Bonds— Sanderson” Solving for the Education
by Home Owner ship Interaction

Education Home Ownership

Do not own home Own home
L essthan high school 2.888 3.534
High school or equivalent 3.054 3.451
Some college 3.220 3.368
College degree 3.386 3.285
Training beyond college 3.552 3.202




Table 14f. Estimated Scoresfor “ Social Bonds— Sanderson” Solving for the Education

by Employment Status I nter action

Education Employment Status

Not employed Employed
L ess than high school 3.603 3.289
High school or equivalent 3.405 3.359
Some college 3.208 3.430
College degree 3.010 3.500
Training beyond college 2.813 3571
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Table 15. Regression of “Social Bonds” — Stanton

Bivariate Model I Model 11
Variable r b b
Main Effects
Age -.077 -.006 016*
Education .085 .042 -.127
Income A91* .042 -.264%*
Gender (1 = male) -.029 -.101 -.173
Race (1 = white) 016 -.011 .089
Marital status (1 = married) A15 .022 058
Length of residence 144 010** .032%*
Home ownership (1 = home owner) .043 -.116 .084
Employment status (1 = employed) .035 -.059 1.112%*
Interactions
Age x Length of residence -.001*
Age x Employment -.024%*
Education x Income 059%*
Education x Length of residence -.007*
Income x Length of residence 005%**
Constant 3.152%** 2.840%**
R’ .088 255
n=173

*p <0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p <0.001.



Table 15a. Estimated Scoresfor “ Social Bonds— Stanton” Solving for the Age by
Length of Residence Interaction

Age Length (in years)
5 10 15 20 25
25 yearsold 2.952 3.024 3.096 3.167 3.239
35yearsold 2.907 2.928 2.950 2.972 2.994
45 yearsold 2.861 2.833 2.805 2777 2.748
55 yearsold 2.816 2.738 2.659 2.581 2.503
65 yearsold 2.771 2.642 2.514 2.836 2.258

Table 15b. Estimated Scoresfor “ Social Bonds— Stanton” Solving for the Age by
Employment Status I nteraction

Age Employment Status
Not employed Employed
25yearsold 3.014 3.526
35yearsold 2.881 3.153
45 yearsold 2.749 2.781
55 yearsold 2.616 2.408
65 yearsold 2.483 2.035

Table 15c. Estimated Scoresfor “ Social Bonds— Stanton” Solving for the Education by
Income I nteraction

Education Income
< $9.999 $20,000 - $40,000 - $60,000 - $80,000 -
’ $29,999 $49,999 $69,999 $89,999
L essthan 2.745 2.627 2,510 2.393 2.276
high school
High school
or 2.472 2.472 2.473 2474 2475
equivalent
Some 2.199 2.317 2.436 2.555 2,674
college
College 1.926 2.162 2.399 2.636 2.873
degree
Training
beyond 1.653 2.008 2.362 2.717 3.072
college
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Table 15d. Estimated Scoresfor “ Social Bonds— Stanton” Solving for the Education by
Length of Residence Interaction

Education Length (in years)
5 10 15 20 25
L ess than 2581 2588 2504 2,600 2,606
high school
High school
or 2.731 2.702 2.673 2.645 2.616
equivalent
Some 2881 2817 2753 2,689 2625
college
College 3.030 2.031 2832 2.734 2,635
degree
Training
beyond 3.180 3.046 2912 2.778 2.644
college

Table 15e. Estimated Scoresfor “ Social Bonds— Stanton” Solving for the Income by

Length of Residence Interaction

Income Length (in years)
5 10 15 20 25
< $9,999 2.045 1.884 1.723 1.562 1.401
$20,000 -
$29.099 2.416 2.305 2.194 2.083 1.972
$40,000 -
$49.999 2.787 2.726 2.665 2.604 2.543
$60,000 -
$69,999 3.158 3.147 3.136 3.125 3.114
$80,000 -
$39,999 3.529 3.568 3.607 3.646 3.685
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Table 16. Regression of “Satisfaction with Domains” — Sanderson

Bivariate Model I Model 11
Variable r b b
Main Effects
Age 155 O11%* 023%*
Education 071 -.005 -.231
Income 170% .052 -.107
Gender (1 = male) 057 -.028 .020
Race (1 = white) 034 -.024 .630
Marital status (1 = married) .065 021 149
Length of residence .061 -.001 -.012*
Home ownership (1 = home owner) 147 162 212
Employment status (1 = employed) -.007 .083 110
Interactions
Age x Race -.021*
Education x Income .046*
Race x Length of residence 016*
Constant 1.156%* 1.385%*
R .075 .160
n =148

*p<0.05;**p<0.01.



Table 16a. Estimated Scoresfor “ Satisfaction with Domains — Sanderson” Solving for
the Age by Race I nteraction

Age Race
White Other
25yearsold 2.054 1.472
35yearsold 2.074 1.702
45 yearsold 2.094 1.932
55 yearsold 2114 2.162
65 yearsold 2.134 2.392

Table 16b. Estimated Scoresfor “ Satisfaction with Domains — Sanderson” Solving for
the Education by Income I nteraction

Education Income
< $9.999 $20,000 - $40,000- | $60,000 - $80,000 -
! $29,999 $49.999 $69,999 $89,999
L essthan 2.267 2.145 2.023 1.901 1.779
high school
High school
or 2.082 2.052 2.022 1.992 1.962
equivalent
Some 1.897 1.959 2.021 2.083 2.145
college
College 1.712 1.866 2.020 2174 2.328
degree
Training
beyond 1.527 1.773 2.019 2.265 2511
college

Table 16c. Estimated Scoresfor “ Satisfaction with Domains — Sanderson” Solving for
the Race by L ength Interaction

Race Length (in years)

S 10 15 20 25
White 2.018 2.038 2.058 2.078 2.098
Other 2.496 2.436 2.376 2.316 2.256
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Table 17. Regression of “Satisfaction with Domains” — Stanton

Bivariate Model I Model 11
Variable r b b
Main Effects
Age 231%* 011%* .007
Education -.047 -.014 -.127
Income 106 -.005 -.284
Gender (1 = male) 093 -.001 -.033
Race (1 = white) 296%** S508#H* S59%H*
Marital status (1 = married) 058 128 143
Length of residence 178* .006 -.001
Home ownership (1 = home owner) 110 112 220
Employment status (1 = employed) -.014 237 236
Interactions
Education x Income .050%*
Education x Length of residence -.007*
Income x Length of residence 005%*
Constant 1.411%%* 2.445%%*
R 173 230
n=158

*p <0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p <0.001.



Table 17a. Estimated Scoresfor “ Satisfaction with Domains — Stanton” Solving for the
Education by Income Interaction

Education Income
< $9.990 $20,000 - $40,000 - $60,000 - $80,000 -
’ $29,.999 $49,999 $69,999 $89,999
L essthan 3.196 3.031 2.865 2.699 2534
high school
High school
or 2.908 2.842 2776 2.711 2.645
equivalent
Some 2.619 2.653 2.688 2.722 2.756
college
College 2.330 2.465 2,509 2.733 2.868
degree
Training
beyond 2,042 2276 2,510 2.745 2.979
college

Table 17b. Estimated Scoresfor “ Satisfaction with Domains— Stanton” Solving for the
Education by Length of Residence Interaction

Education Length (in years)
5 10 15 20 25
L essthan 2.363 2.457 2,550 2.644 2.738
high school
High school
or 2.468 2527 2586 2645 2703
equivalent
Some 2574 2508 2621 2645 2,669
college
College 2,679 2,668 2657 2,646 2634
degree
Training
beyond 2785 2739 2,692 2646 2.600
college
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Table17c. Estimated Scoresfor “ Satisfaction with Domains — Stanton” Solving for the

Income by L ength of Residence Interaction

Income Length (in years)
S 10 15 20 25
< $9,999 3.083 3.009 2.934 2.860 2.786
$$?20é?§909' 2.834 2.810 2.785 2.761 2.737
ﬁé?ggog- 2.585 2,611 2.636 2.662 2.688
i?ggoggg 2.336 2412 2487 2.563 2.639
%é?ggg' 2.087 2.213 2.338 2.464 2.590
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Table 18. Regression of “Overall Satisfaction” — Sanderson

Bivariate Model I Model 11
Variable r b b
Main Effects
Age .082 .010 .008
Education -.083 -.059 -.082
Income 077 .042 .049
Gender (1 = male) -.041 -214 -.186
Race (1 = white) -.127 -.252 -.209
Marital status (1 = married) 126 266 1.435%*
Length of residence 148 .004 .004
Home ownership (1 = home owner) 128 237 1.024%**
Employment status (1 = employed) .066 339 402
Interactions
Marital status x Home ownership -1.485%*
Constant 2.655%** 2.124%**
R .081 134
n=162

**p<0.01; *** p <0.001.



Table 18a. Estimated Scoresfor “Overall Satisfaction — Sanderson” Solving for the
Marital Status by Home Ownership Interaction

Marital Status

Home Ownership

Do not own home Own home
Not married 2.692 3.716
Married 4.127 3.666
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Table 19. Regression of “Overall Satisfaction” — Stanton

Bivariate Model I Model 11
Variable r b b
Main Effects
Age .069 .001 -.001
Education -.027 -.023 -.284*
Income 078 .016 -.118
Gender (1 = male) .009 -.056 -.078
Race (1 = white) 113 226 283
Marital status (1 = married) .053 102 137
Length of residence 115 .006 .006
Home ownership (1 = home owner) 032 -.063 -.033
Employment status (1 = employed) -.034 -.012 .040
Interactions
Education x Income 046*
Constant 3.92]%** 4.573% A%
R .036 065
n =174

**p<0.01; *** p <0.001.



Table19a. Estimated Scoresfor “Overall Satisfaction — Stanton” Solving for the

Education by Income Interaction

Education Income
< $9.990 $20,000- | $40,000- $60,000 - $80,000 -
’ $29,999 $49,999 $69,999 $89,999
L essthan 4.614 4.470 4.326 4.080 4.038
high school
High school
or 4376 4.324 4.272 4.088 4.168
equivalent
Some 4.138 4.178 4.218 4.096 4.298
college
College 3.900 4.032 4.164 4.106 4.428
degree
Training
beyond 3.662 3.886 4.110 4.116 4558
college
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Objective 2: To empirically examine the effects of community attachment and
community satisfaction on individual well-being.
Despite the vast literature on community attachment and community satisfaction,
surprisingly little theoretical and/or empirical work has been conducted on the effects of
community attachment and/or community satisfaction on individual - and/or community-level
issues. A review of the literature revealed that afew researchers (e.g., Cowell and Green
1994; Fernandez and Dillman 1979; Schulze et a. 1963; Stinner and Van Loon 1992) have
examined the consequences of varying levels of community attachment and satisfaction on a
dependent measure by incorporating one or both of these concepts into their work as the
primary independent variable(s) of interest. Schulze et al. (1963) uncovered a negative
associ ation between community satisfaction and the desire to migrate. Similarly, Fernandez
and Dillman (1979) reported that higher levels of community attachment exerted a moderate
retarding effect on geographic mobility. Examining the influence of community size
preference and six domains of community satisfaction on migration intentions, Stinner and
Van Loon (1992) found that regardless of |ocation, migration intentions were determined
largely by the level of satisfaction with two domains of community satisfaction — economic
opportunity and public services. Cowell and Green (1994) examined factors influencing
locations of spending for goods and services among households; they found that residents
with higher levels of community attachment spent more locally than those with less
community attachment.

More recently, Theodori (2001) examined the effects of community attachment and
community satisfaction on one individual-level measure: perceived individual well-being.

Using data collected in a general population survey from arandom sample of individuasin
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four communities in Pennsylvania, Theodori found considerable support for his hypothesis
that community attachment and community satisfaction are associated positively and
independently with individual well-being. Higher levels of attachment to one’s community
resulted in perceptions of greater well-being. In addition, the greater the residents’
satisfaction with their local community, the more likely they were to express greater
individual well-being.

The purpose of the following analysisis to replicate and extend previous research on
the associations between community attachment, community satisfaction, and individual
well-being. In doing so, the hypothesis that both community attachment and community

satisfaction are associated positively with self-reported individual well-being is tested.

Measurement of Variables

Individual Well-Being

Individual well-being, in general, refers to abroad array of conditions including access to
materia resources for meeting daily needs, freedom from threats and oppression, and
physical and mental health. Two variables were used in this study to measure perceived
individual well-being. One measure consisted of a multiple-item index comprised of a
battery of nine items addressing health, depression, and anxiety. Respondents were asked to
respond to the following statements: (a) “I generally feel in good spirits;” (b) “I feel
depressed;” () “I find agood deal of happinessin life;” (d) “things seem hopeless;” (e) “I
am very satisfied with life;” (f) “1 feel bored;” (g) “I feel | am getting the things | want out of
life;” (h) “I feel down in the dumps;” and (i) “1 feel the future looks bright.” Response

categoriesincluded: (1) never true; (2) seldom true; (3) sometimes true; (4) often true; and
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(5) dmost alwaystrue. After reverse coding items*“b,” “d,” “f,” and “h,” a composite well-
being score was calculated by averaging the scores for the individual items. High scores
reflected high levels of perceived individual well-being; low scoresindicated low levels of
perceived individual well-being. A principal axisfactor analysis with oblique rotation
revealed that these measures of individual well-being were unidimensional and explained
49% of the variance (Table 20). Cronbach’s alpha for this well-being scale was 0.89.

Throughout the report, this measure is referred to as *““optimistic attitude.”

Table 20. Factor Loadingsfor Optimistic Attitude

Iltems Factor Loading
| generally feel in good spirits. 0.73
| feel depressed. 0.78
| find agood deal of happinessin life. 0.76
Things seem hopeless. 0.77
| am very satisfied with life. 0.69
| feel bored. 0.68
| feel 1 am getting the things | want out of life. 0.62
| feel down in the dumps. 0.51
| feel the future looks bright. 0.76
Eigenvalue 4.44
% of cumulative variance 49.37
Cronbach’s apha 0.89

A second measure captured respondent’ s level of happiness. Individuals were asked
to rate their level of happiness using the following categories: (1) very unhappy, (2) mostly
unhappy, (3) neither happy nor unhappy, (4) mostly happy, and (5) very happy. A similar
measure has been used in previous studies (see Campbell et a. 1976; Crider, Willits, and
Kanagy 1991; Willits 1995). Throughout the report, this measure is referred to as

“happiness.”

60



Statistical Procedures and Results

The effects of community attachment and community satisfaction on individual well-being
were assessed using bivariate and multivariate correlation/OL S regression techniques.
Results are reported in Tables 21 and 22. As noted in Tables 21 and 22, there was
considerable support at the zero-order level for the proposition that both community
attachment and community satisfaction are associated with perceptions of individual well-
being. In each study site, the bivariate relationships for each of the community attachment
and satisfaction items were positive and statistically significant with the optimistic attitude
measure and happiness.

When controlling for the effects of age, education, income, gender, race, marital
status, length of residence, home ownership, and employment status, the net effect of each
measure of community attachment and satisfaction was positive and statistically significant
(as shown by the partial correlation coefficient).* Individuals who were more strongly
attached and more highly satisfied with their community were more likely than their

counterparts to exhibit higher levels of optimistic attitude and happiness.
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Table 21. Zero-Order and Partial Correlations Between Optimistic Attitude and
the Measures of Community Attachment and Community Satisfaction

Variables Zero-order Partial
correlation

Community Attachment
Interest in community
Sanderson (n = 155) 285 ** 272%*

Stanton (n = 166) 231%* 247%*
Multi-item attachment scale
Sanderson (n = 145) 340%** 3277k **

Stanton (n = 154) 38 HH* AQ7***

Social bonds

Sanderson (n = 152) 273** 253**
Stanton (n = 166) 2T THE 260%*
Community Satisfaction

Satisfaction with domains
Sanderson (n = 142) 297*** .264**

Stanton (n = 152) 276*** 252%*

Overall satisfaction
Sanderson (n = 153) 333k** J313%***

Stanton (n = 166) 387k 390%**

 Partial correlations were computed controlling for age, education, income, gender, race, marital
status, length of residence, home ownership, and employment status.
**p <0.01; *** p <0.001.



Table 22. Zero-Order and Partial Correlations Between Happiness and the
Measures of Community Attachment and Community Satisfaction

Variables Zero-order Partial
correlation

Community Attachment

Interest in community
Sanderson (n = 164) .198%* .165*
Stanton (n = 174) .166* 153%*

Multi-item attachment scale
Sanderson (n = 151) 305%** 276**

Stanton (n = 160) 269%** 278%*

Social bonds

Sanderson (n = 157) 206%** 256**
Stanton (n = 173) 252%%* 215%*
Community Satisfaction

Satisfaction with domains
Sanderson (n = 148) 230%* 214%*

Stanton (n = 158) 282 k** 272%*

Overall satisfaction
Sanderson (n = 162) 397*** 360%**

Stanton (n = 174) 258 ** 252%*

 Partial correlations were computed controlling for age, education, income, gender, race, marital
status, length of residence, home ownership, and employment status.
*p <0.05; **p<0.01; *** p<0.001.



Objective 3: To empirically examinethe effects of community attachment and
community satisfaction on community action.

Most researchers who have incorporated measures of community-level action into their study
designs either have used them as surrogates for community attachment and/or satisfaction or
examined the effects of community action on community attachment and/or satisfaction, not
thereverse (Beggs et a. 1996; Brown 1993; Buttel, Martinson, and Wilkening 1979;
Fernandez and Dillman 1979; Goudy 1990; Kasarda and Janowitz 1974; Rojek, Clemente,

and Summers 1975; Stinner et a. 1990; Theodori and Luloff 2000; Wasserman 1982).

Community-L evel Action M easures as Dependent Community Attachment and/or
Community Satisfaction Variables
Kasarda and Janowitz (1974), Goudy (1990), Fernandez and Dillman (1979), Stinner et al.
(1990), and Beggs et a. (1996) used community-level action variables as their dependent
measures of community attachment. In an investigation of 100 local authority areas in
England, Kasarda and Janowitz (1974) examined the impact of population size, popul ation
density, and three additional independent variables — length of residence, social class, and
stage in life-cycle — on ten measures of community attachment. Three of the community
attachment items captured local sentiments. The remaining seven attachment items measured
local socia bonds. One of the seven social bonds items measured the degree of respondents’
participation in formal associations within the local community.

Goudy (1990) replicated Kasarda and Janowitz’s (1974) research on community
attachment with data on respondents from 27 communitiesin lowa. Following Kasarda and

Janowitz (1974), Goudy (1990) included population size and density, length of residence, age



in life-cycle, and income as independent variables. Goudy (1990) measured community
attachment with four questions on social bonds and three questions on local sentiments. Like
Kasarda and Janowitz (1974), Goudy (1990) included organizational membership as an
indicator of social bonds.

Utilizing data collected in two Washington state head-of -household surveys
administered in 1970 and 1974, Fernandez and Dillman (1979) examined the effects of
community attachment on geographic mobility. Four measures of community attachment
were used in their analysis. The authors termed two of the measures “ perceptual indicators’
and two of them “behavioral indicators.” The behaviora indicators of community
attachment included the number of memberships in voluntary associations and time spent in
community service activities.

In an analysis of aweighted subsample of 415 residents in 91 communitiesin
nonmetropolitan Utah, Stinner et al. (1990) examined the relationships of community size,
five social position variables, and three dimensions of community attachment. In their
investigation community attachment was measured with four items. These included
“community satisfaction,” “friendship density,” “friendship concentration,” and “social
participation.” The social participation variable was measured by the number of voluntary
association memberships of the respondent.

Beggs et a. (1996) used data from tel ephone interviews conducted with 594 residents
in three towns located in two adjacent southwestern Louisiana parishes to estimate the effects
of length of residence, four social position variables (i.e., gender, race, education, and
income), life cycle stage, and local community context on three dimensions of community

attachment — an interpersonal dimension, a sentiments dimension, and a participation
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dimension. The participation dimension was measured with four domain-specific measures
of organizational participation. Respondents were asked whether or not they were members

of school groups, church groups, community groups, and/or interest groups.

Community-Level Action Measuresas | ndependent Variables

Other researchers (e.g., Brown 1993; Buttel et al. 1979; Rojek et a. 1975; Theodori and
Luloff 2000; Wasserman 1982) used measures of community-level action as either
independent or control variables in their community attachment and/or satisfaction studies.
Using data collected on 1,166 heads of households in four countiesin north central Illinois,
Rojek et al. (1975) factor analyzed satisfaction with 15 local services. Four service
dimensions emerged. These included: medical services (satisfaction with hospital-medical
facilities, medical doctors, and dentists); public services (satisfaction with streets/roads,
water supply, fire and police protection); educationa services (satisfaction with elementary
school, high school, neighborliness, and churches); and commercia services (satisfaction
with shopping facilities, recreational facilities, job opportunities, and educational services for
the physically and mentally handicapped). They then correlated 11 economic, social, and
demographic variables with each dimension of community satisfaction. The total number of
organizational affiliations was one of the 11 independent variabl es examined.

Buttel et al. (1979) analyzed the issue of size of place and community attachment
using data collected on 548 Wisconsin adults. They related eight independent variables to
their two measures of community attachment. Included among the eight independent
variables was a measure of organizational membership. Three yearslater in areexamination

of the Buttel et al. (1979) study, Wasserman (1982) used national survey datato examine the
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relation of size of place and nine additiona independent variables to community attachment
and satisfaction. Asin the Buttel et al. (1979) study, organizationa membership was
included as one of the ten independent variables.

Brown (1993) used datafrom 311 individualsin two rural Missouri communities to
examine issues surrounding community satisfaction and attachment in mass society. Like
Rojek et a. (1975), Buttel et al. (1979), and Wasserman (1982), Brown (1993) also used
organizational membership as an independent variable. More recently, Theodori and Lul of f
(2000) addressed the question of community attachment using data gathered from 1,491
individualsin four Pennsylvania agricultural communities exhibiting varying levels of
urbanization. Two measures of community-level action were included as independent
variablesin their analysis. First, a question concerning the number of hours, on average,
ordinarily spent in anorma month attending or taking part in any kind of organized or
planned group activity or event (not associated with work) that involved other members of
the community was asked. A second item measured whether or not the individual, along
with others, participated in acommunity improvement activity, such as a cooperative
building project or afund-raising effort.

One reason why the associations of community attachment and satisfaction to
community-level issues such as community action remains underinvestigated may reflect the
lack of atheoretical perspective. For example, in astudy of the relationships among
community attachment, community involvement, and types of communication, Rothenbuhler
et al. (1996) developed a structural equation model linking community attachment and
involvement to newspaper use, local television news use, age, education, number of children

in the home, localism, and population density. In the development of their model,
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Rothenbuhler et a. (1996) suggested that an important conceptual relationship between
community attachment and involvement exists; however, they did not specify a path between
the two concepts. According to the authors, “... there is no theory or evidence on which to
base a causal order between these variables” (Rothenbuhler et a. 1996: 451).

Despite the lack of aformal theoretical perspective, the extant literature does offer
guidance about the likely causal connections of community attachment and community
satisfaction to action at the community level. Inasurvey of black residentsin Harlem,
Saegert (1989) uncovered a positive association between place attachment and efforts to
maintain and improve the quality of life in residential buildings and the neighborhood at
large. In Saegert’s (1989: 312) view, “ Attachment to place anchors peoplein their buildings
and neighborhood and shores up commitment to working cooperatively for a supportive
environment.” Earlier, Florin and Wandersman (1984) reported a negative association
between satisfaction and participation in ablock-level organization in their study of 421 adult
residents in Nashville, Tennessee. While they never formally stated a hypothesis, Florin and
Wandersman (1984) assumed that an individual’ s satisfaction with the block, or “encoded
view” asthey referred to it, might influence their probability of participation. Their
assumption was that individuals with greater levels of satisfaction would be less likely to
participate in acommunity development project. Their measures included satisfaction with
the block as awhole and satisfaction with specific aspects of the block, such as housing
conditions, street conditions, safety, and quietness.

Drawing upon Saegert’s (1989) place-level analysis and Florin and Wandersman's
(1984) block-level research, the following two hypotheses were tested. First, it was

hypothesized that attachment to the community is positively associated with action at the
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community level. The second hypothesis was that community satisfaction is negatively
associated with community action. The underlying theoretical assumptions in this paper are
similar to those of Florin and Wandersman (1984) and Saegert (1989). Higher levels of
attachment to the community are expected to lead to higher levels of community action,
while higher levels of community satisfaction are expected to lead to lower levels of action at

the community level.

Measurement of Variables

Community-Level Action

Following afield theoretical perspective on socia organization (Kaufman 1959, 1985;
Wilkinson 1970, 1991), it is proposed that social interaction is the essentia feature of
community. Distinguishing between individual-level and community-level social
interactions within local populationsisthusacritical issue. Individual-level social
interactions include, for example, activities such as visiting or meeting with family, close
friends, and neighbors within the community. Conversely, community-level interactions
include activities such as participating in acommunity improvement project or working with
other members of the community to try and solve local problems. Whileindividualslive and
interact in localities, the aggregation of all interactions that take place in agiven locality does
not constitute community interaction (Wilkinson 1989). Unlike individual-level interactions,
community-level interaction “relates to shared territory, contributes to the wholeness of local
socia life, and seeks to improve the well-being of the local society as awhole’ (Wilkinson

1989: 339).
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In this study, community-level action was assessed by asking respondents whether or
not they had ever (a) attended a public meeting or town or school affairsin their community;
(b) worked with othersin their community to try to solve community problems; and, (c)
participated in any type of community improvement activity. Response categories included
(0) no and (1) yes. Because of the high correlation among the items, a principal-axis factor
analysis was used to explore areduced dimension for measuring community-level action.
One factor emerged from the analysis, explained approximately 54% of the variance among
these items, and had a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.77 (results not shown). Hence, a composite
community involvement score was calculated by summing the responses for the three items.

Scores ranged from O to 3.

Statistical Proceduresand Results

The effects of community attachment and community satisfaction on community-level action
were assessed using bivariate and multivariate correlation/OL S regression techniques.
Results are reported in Table 23.

Asnoted in Table 23, the bivariate and net effects of “interest in community” and the
“multi-item attachment scale” were positive and statistically related to community-level
action in both study sites. Only in Stanton did the community attachment measure of “social
bonds’ reach statistical significance. In regard to community satisfaction, the bivariate effect
of “satisfaction with domains’ reached statistical significance in Stanton; however, the effect
dropped to nonsignificance when the controls were added to the model.> Neither measure of
community satisfaction reached statistical significance in Sanderson (in either the bivariate or

multivariate models).
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Table 23. Zero-Order and Partial Correlations Between Community-Level Action
Index and the Measures of Community Attachment and Community

Satisfaction
Variables Zero-order Partial
correlation
Community Attachment
Interest in community
Sanderson (n = 161) 205%** 330%**
Stanton (n = 167) 28 *** 291 %%
Multi-item attachment scale
Sanderson (n = 149) .204* 215%*
Stanton (n = 154) 2T THE 235%*
Social bonds
Sanderson (n = 154) .107 128
Stanton (n = 166) 233%* .193*
Community Satisfaction
Satisfaction with domains
Sanderson (n = 145) 012 -.027
Stanton (n = 153) 220%* 136
Overall satisfaction
Sanderson (n = 159) .099 .088
Stanton (n = 167) .087 .034

 Partial correlations were computed controlling for age, education, income, gender, race, marital
status, length of residence, home ownership, employment status, optimistic attitude, and happiness.
*p <0.05; **p<0.01; *** p <0.001.



Objective 4: Tousetheresultsto develop arefined model that will aid in designing new
approachesto rural community development.

Key findings from this study are as follows. First, the results from the Pearson’ s bivariate
correlation anal yses associated with Objective 1 suggest that community attachment and
community satisfaction are two related but separate concepts. Previous researchers who
have used the two concepts interchangeably without providing any theoretical justification
have added obscurity to aliterature beset with confusion (see Beggs et al. 1996; Buttel et al.
1979; Fried 1982; Stinner et a. 1990; Wasserman 1982). Furthermore, as shown inthe OLS
regression analyses (Tables 10 through 19), different indicator variables were associated with
community attachment and community satisfaction in the two study sites, and, more
importantly, failure to check for statistical interactionsin the OLS regression anal yses would
have led to somewhat misleading conclusions about the effects of the indicator variables on
the measures of community attachment and community satisfaction. In short, the way in
which certain variables relate to community attachment and/or community satisfaction
differed depending upon the level or value of other variables in the model (see Tables 10a,
11a,12a- b, 13a- d, 14a-f, 15a- e, 16a- c, 17a- c, 183, and 193).

Second, the results from the anal yses associated with Objective 2 indicate that there
was considerable support at both the bivariate and multivariate levels for the proposition that
community attachment and community satisfaction are associated with individual well-being.
Individuals who were more strongly attached and more highly satisfied with their community
were more likely than their counterparts to exhibit higher levels of optimistic attitude and

happiness.
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Third, the results from the analyses associated with Objective 3 indicate that while it
appears that community satisfaction does not affect community action, these data indicate
that community attachment is more or less positively associated with action at the
community level. Only in Sanderson did the community attachment measure of “social
bonds’ fail to reach statistical significance.

Lastly, this report ends by providing a conceptual foundation for an operational
definition of community development. Time and again, community development has been
prescribed as a popular means of improving the social, economic, and environmental quality
of life for residents of acommunity. As encouraging as the notion of community
development sounds, the practice of community development suffers from alack of
systematic theory and a clear understanding of what the community is and how it develops.
In order for community development strategies to be viewed as a useful and practical means
of improving community well-being, especially in rura areas, researchers, community
developers, and Cooperative Extension personnel must enhance their knowledge and
understanding of community development and the ways in which communities devel op and
persist in a society characterized by increasing urbanization, globalization, and demographic
change.

Community development can be defined as a process of building and strengthening
the social and economic viability of the community. Asaprocess, community development
involves purposive, positive, and structure-oriented actions, and exists in the efforts, as well
asin the achievements, of people working together to address their shared interests and solve

their common problems.
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Four principles underlie the process of community development (Wilkinson 1991).

They include:

1) Community development is purposive.

e Itistheintentional consequence of people interacting to initiate and maintain
community.

2) Community development is positive.

e The purposiveintentions of the actors revolve around a shared commitment to
improving their community.

3) Community development is structure oriented.

e The purposive and positive actions of actors are direct attempts to establish and/or
strengthen the community as an interlinking and coordinating structure of human
relationships.

4) Community development exists in the efforts of people and not necessarily in goal
achievement.

o Simply stated, community development is purposive action undertaken with

positive intentions at improving community structure.

From this perspective, the essence of community development lies in the doing — the
working together toward a common goal — not necessarily in the outcome. Trying to
purposively alter the structure of the community in a positive manner is enough to qualify as
community development. From this point of view, community devel opment refers to the

creation and maintenance of community as asocia characteristic of alocal population.
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Aswith al forms of socia interaction, community development does not always
occur harmoniously. Embedded in the process of community development are numerous
social, economic, political, and environmental issues which can, and frequently do, become
manifest and negatively impact success. More often than not, community development
involves conflict, confrontation, negotiation among competing interests, marginalization,
disfranchisement, and/or challenges for leadership.

In short, community development isnot agiven. It takes purposive, positive,
structure-oriented efforts for acommunity to “develop.” The process of community
development depends in large part on the intentional actions of people working together to
try to improve their community. From this perspective, the action itself is the development;
or, stated in another way, the development is the action — the working together toward a
shared goal, while consciously seeking community as a collective experience.

As evidenced by this study, higher levels of attachment to one’s community resultsin
increased levels of community action. Several researchers have noted (e.g., Grisham 1999;
Lloyd and Wilkinson 1985; Luloff and Wilkinson 1990; Martin and Wilkinson 1984) that
action at the local level isacritical resource for successful community development. Thus,
based upon the conclusions of thisinvestigation, knowledge about individuals' levels of
attachment and the potential effects on community-level action is undoubtedly important
when it comes to designing and implementing robust community development activities.
Resear chers, community developers, public leaders, Cooper ative Extension personnel,
and other practitionersworking in the area of community development should identify
and includein local development initiatives those residents who express strong

attachmentsto their community.

75



ENDNOTES
! Community agency refersto individuals attempts to direct or mediate social and/or

economic changes that influence residents' well-being at the community level.

2 Evidence of community agency was based upon personal communication with county
Extension personnel and community leaders in both study sites (Autumn 2000). In each site,
county Extension personnel and community leaders asserted that during the preceding decade
several local groups/organizations and concerned citizens persistently engaged in locally-
oriented actions with the intent to improve the overall well-being and quality of lifein the

community.

3 In January of 2002, an informational letter was first mailed to arandomly selected sample
of 500 households in Stanton and to the 423 residential addresses in Sanderson. The
informational letter, which was printed in English on one side and Spanish on the other side,
informed residents that their household was randomly selected for participation in an
upcoming community study. Moreover, the letter indicated that although participation in the
study would be entirely voluntary, completion and return of the questionnaire would
automatically enter their household into adrawing for $200.00. Included with the letter was
apre-paid addressed postcard. Residents were instructed to return the postcard if they
preferred to receive a copy of the questionnaire printed in Spanish. Instructions on the
postcard were printed in both English and Spanish. One household in Stanton and onein

Sanderson asked for and received a copy of the questionnaire in Spanish.
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Eleven of the 500 initial informational |etters were returned as undeliverable from the
Stanton site. Those el even households were replaced with randomly selected new addresses.
Two of the eleven were returned as undeliverable; they were not replaced. Hence, the

sample size of 498 in Stanton.

* Partial correlation coefficients for age, education, income, gender, race, marital status,
length of residence, home ownership, and employment status are not shown. Results can be

obtained from the author.

® Partial correlation coefficients for age, education, income, gender, race, marital status,
length of residence, home ownership, employment status, optimistic attitude, and happiness

are not shown. Results can be obtained from the author.
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