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ABSTRACT ’ .

The concept of community satisfactioh is often
discussed in sociclogical research on subjective social indicators.
The hypothesis of this paper is that clearer understanding of the
concept of ccmmunity satisfaction is necessary if research measuring
" the concept is tc be valid. The paper concentrates on three areas of

concern, Section I reviews grévxous research efforts treating
community satisfaction, beg nning with the pathbreaking study by
socjiologist Vernon Davies in 1945. The major problen vith most
studies has been that they focus on the determinants of community
' satisfaction with little discussion of more gemeral conceptual
ccncerns. Section II presents a critical assessment of the term as it
.bas been used and maintains that some researchers have not taken into
" consideration hcw community members define their own situations. The
authors argue that an understanding of the objective nature of
ccmmunity must precede any attempt to interpret community attitudes.

" Secticn III suggests. a conceptual scheme in which community -
~satisfaction may be understood as tri-dimensional, ‘composed of: (1)
factual knowledge to provide thé descriptive content; (2) evnluatxve /
direction to suggest petsonal appraisal of a sitnation- and (3)' /
salience to indicate the rélevance of a circumstance to the actor.
Additional research on the problem of relevance of community

- satisfacticn with regard to specific issues such as school busing i
recommended. References are -included. (Author/DB), -

R T TP T T
w Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublishe
* paterials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every.effo
* to obtain the bes{ copy-available. Nevertheless, items of margina
* reprodncibility are often encountered and this affects the qualit
* -of the licxctiche*and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes availapl
*
*
*
*

i

LR B IR B ECNE IR NPT 2

via the ERIC Document Repgoduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is no
‘responsible for the quality of the original document. Reprodu

supplied by EDFS are the best that can be made from the origi

‘O‘O"““’O‘“"".“t“‘.’“"#‘t‘t“"t‘t‘.t.tt““t“#‘tt‘ * tr“



https://every.ef
https://Sectj.cn
https://HJ-S0.83

.. ‘},'!
n v

N i - ’ .‘ . \Y I/
COMMUNITY SATISFACTION AS DEFINITION OF THE SITUATION: sART ¢

SOME ‘CONCEPTUAL ISSUES °

s ol'l.'ll-'o' ::::'n
/ | Y EOUCATION swiL o
NATIONAL |N"I'\!"
EOUCATION

sEEN REPRO-

o socsment 2% 8TV

= d

ORGANIIATIO! ONS*
w OR OPINY

. ‘ A1iNG 1T POINTS O ue RiLY REPRE-

' . INSTITUTE OF

JEMTOFF! L e Tion OB POLICY

£ DUCATION
g R Forrest A. Deseran

Gary M. Stokley

b '  Virginia P. Steelman
\
e . ' v ’ " ‘~"

. .- Louisiana State University . //

A paper shbmitted;for the Rural Sociological Society
‘Annual Meetings, New York, New York, August, 1976

™

9

9 ' 4 ' ﬁ?f: t/

Q - Development of this paper was supported by the Louisfana~ K /f/

Agricultural Experiment Station as a contribution to USDA, ‘;Z//

CSRS Research Project 'S-79, "Quality of Life and Rural Develop~ 7
me in the Rural South'' and the Louisiana Title V pilot program/
for/Lafourche and Terrebonne Parishes funded by Public Law 4

92-419 of the Rural Development Act of 1972, //

% . ./


https://Lo'ulsla.na

COMMUNITY SATISFACTION AS DEFINITION OF THE SITUATAON: '
SOME CONCEPTUAL ISSUES

ftroduction . , . ~

~

-
‘ A Recently the term "community satisfgction" Has found
{? i ;}/// its way back into sociological lexicon and become a subject'
k ‘1 ~// of reactivated research interest. An apparen reason for .
: this resurgence of interest in the concept r¢lates to the .

\?.
N
~

gearch foér indicators of social change and fhe consequent
e .
/' conclusions re€ached by some that objective/indicators in

! / thenaelves are inadequgke to'accurately'nbflect'the nature

Lf?; "/;// ’ of thé impact of sscial change. 'It ﬁap een noted that

tf 7 . although objectiﬁe indicators, such as éducational attain-

‘/ ’ ment, income, public order and safety, and housing ;tandards,
give ;omé indication of conditions féom the standpotnt of

Aoﬁtside observers (Goldsmith and Muwﬁterman, 1967; Hensler,
1970; Crothers, 1970; Virirakis, Cthhers, and Botka,

|

Y

| ‘

I ) 1972; Durand and Eckart, 1973; Alﬁkon, Lowe and Wrigley,

, 1972, Neamag; 1974; Burby, Weiss./and Zehner, 1975), these
| /

"indicators" do not necessarily gefIéét the viewpoints of

f

reside:}a (Marans and Rodgers, ¥975). This observation has
;"*m - led some social scientists to reassess the problems of N
: indicators particularly in terﬁs of so¢ial change. ﬁhay

(Marans and Rodgers, 1975; Caprell, Converse, Rodgers, v
/ v - -

1976) have noted that objectfve measures are,6 inadequate in
[/ 0

’

) / . L d




themselveé_as indicators and only as their relatf%néhipa to

subjective indicator§ are uﬁderstood wou%d they begin to
assume human meanings. Gitter Qnd Mostofsky (1973) argue
that thg reasonable approach to the. objective vs. subjectivg'
issue ;would seem to be to utilize both measures, and not to
combine them, but to construct two types of sncial
1ndicat;rs. |

The "objective vs. subjective'" issue .has been raised
by others (Sheld&% and’Moore, 1968; Campbeli, 1971) to
provide a subséitute for "nonpsychologicai" and "psycﬁo-
logical." A ;fime conceptual candidate to fill the

subjective "credibility gap" seems to be ‘community

s#tisfgction. |
The .purpose of this paper is not to.continue'the
argument for‘subjective social 1;digators; ;e feel that
'sth an argument| has adequately been stated and we are in
accordance with such vigws (Rojek et éi., 1973, Marans and ‘
Rodgers, 1975; Campbell and Converse, 1972; Camphell,
Converse, and Rodgers, 1976). Our purpose, r;ther, is to
take a close look at the c&ncept of cdﬁmunity/oatiafactioni/
and to bring some conceptual ligh£ to the term. Although
it has been used in.numerou® research efforts (Burpy,
Weiss, and.Zehner, 1975; Virirakis, 1967; ﬁarans And.
,R?dgers, 1975; K?bx, 1974), with the continuinﬁ result '
that most people are satisfied with their communities ag a

place to live, we feel that there has been 1lfttle critidal

assessment as to what we really mean by cogmunity

'] ‘/
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satisfaction. It is our conviction that the concept of

.community satisfaction, although promising, provides a

complex set of conceptual problems‘which ahoﬁld be under-

stood prior to concerns with measurement. Indeed, &f we

¢

have no clear idea of whdt it 18 we are attempting .to
neaeure, then it seems risky to devote chh energy “to

operational procedures. Although we do ﬁot 1ntend.ﬁo'

»

solve major conceptual 1ssues, we do plan to bring them Vv
into relief. Pursuant to such an end. we will (1’ revieu

some of the grevious research efforts treating Apnmunity

.

satisfnction, (2) present a critital assessnent of the teri
»

-as it has been used, and (3) auggest a conceptunl scheme 1n

which community satisfaction may .be theorgtically couched.
. . . ; . .

Uses of Community Satisfaction
- The tradition of community satisfaction as a topic of

sociological research began with Vernon Davies' (1945)

)research on attitudes tovard community of high school and |

L)
college subjects in Utah, Hinnesota, and Louisuana.

LA
. [X3

Starting with the aasumpéioﬁ that residents "are conscious
of their community and react with varying degregs of
‘satisfaction toward it" (1945:2&6-247),‘Dav1es developed a
Likert scale éompiiééd of 40 items concerning community ‘
.atttiputes. . Community satisfaction, then, was a compqqite
' mean score of subject responses éo a variety of items. In
other words, compuni:y satisfaction was viewed ;grgely as

an operationalized construct resulting in a uqidiméneional

)

o

.

\\
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score. ‘ . . e # e e

Much of the research following Davies' effort focuses

dn‘thg dgtetminamts of community_satisfactionvw{th little
discussion of the nature of communitf sétisfactiom itself.
Jessef»(1967) assesses the influence of professional
orientation (social versus'technicmr-hélping :ypﬁs of .

; . ) »
proféssions) om_copmunity satisfactfbn, where community
satisfactionm is mperationally defiqu in terms of a scale
~modified from Davies' (1945) original scale and subjected
to Guttman scalogram analysis. Bmuman (iﬁ68) tests ‘
’hypo:hehes conceraing si&tms cryatmllization~and community
éatisfahtion derivedlfrgm a Guttman—tfpe scale based on
several community. deairability 1tema. Johnaon and Knop - i
(1970), in their assessment of the 1mpact of rural-urban
Jaifferentials on community aatisfachoq, found that com- af
munity satisfaction factpred into a multidimensional scale. 4

. ]

) Thiarfinding raised some questipns about the previous
assumptions that community satisfaction could be con-
ceptualized in Jhidimenmionai tetms, but the nature of the
concept itself remained on the operational level of analysis.
Although Durand and Eckart (1973) suggest that "few studies
havezsyatemattcally 1nvestigated the determinants of com-

munity Batisfaction. they continue their study with no

" referent to the nature of éommunity satisfaction itself.

More recently, two studies of commun*ty satisfaction .
have emphasized the emerging importance of the oondept.

0 : .
Rojék and his associates -(1975) argue that "measures of

®
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community satisfaction may prove to be a valuable con-’

.
A}

tribution toward the development of multifaceted social
1ndicatoro“(p. I77) ‘ However, éheir presenfation remaina
'on the level of community satisfaction as~defined langely

in operational terms, i e., respbnoea to 15 itemh con-

cerning community seryices, and focus remaina largely on

the determingnta of satisfaction. Harans and Rodgere

(1975), in their rather extenoive neeearcb on som unity

loatiafaction, alao emphasize determinaqts. bu? they~do

Cog”

provide some conceptual diacussion of the noture o*
L
_satisfaction itself, Basically, these authors’ argué N
satisfaction is dependent both upon the objective circumw.. | . >

300, .
5 . . )' vengenen

stances in whi&h an individual finds himself and upon "a
whole set of values, attibudeh)Aand.eigectatiqne that he

oringa into 'the situation'(p.‘}OZ). Evaluotive responees

to the environment involves (1) perception of the environ-

oi#

ment and (2) a comparison of the perceived attributes

against some internalized standard. Based upon thesej
, .
" assumptions, Marans and.godgers provide a "conceptual

model" ‘from which to assess community satisfaction research.

We feel that the Marans and Rodgers-effort is an

admirable attembt to é&ve»analyois of cdmmurnity satisfaction

. . . : \

" from .a purely methodological level to a more theoretically

grounded level. It)is not our intention to critique what

.

.they admit is not a "highly theoretical" ffamewquh'but to

suggest some conceptual concerns from a more general

standpoint.

7
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.Conogptual Problems with Qommﬂnicb G@LdszCtion

X

Knop and Stez&rt 8. (1978) eg}ended dtscuasion of the
g
conceptual problema aeeociate& with the term community
gl
aati\ﬁgq;iqp will sorve 8835“ tﬂttial atage in our own

RV

%
argu nt. The fitat major pﬁoblem, aocording to thede ~

v

A
authors, is\ with ,\;:hﬁ ){f&’&f\communi;y" itself. “Community

F’ ¥ A\
may mean dny ndmben of things 3 eithc&gcgciolosists or >

.
)

) ," P *

those who live in such circumatances. &nd e%/y/{//we are
- . S "’,A \<’
ablé to somehow agtee on’ what community may\mqhn, ;herecﬁﬁﬂ

rd 38 by

!
|
e
y |
appear to be two ﬁ%proachea to operationalizipg_commdhit9 %

"one ig citizen evaluations of the abstract geﬁeral an%f W

\
/

unitaty idea of 'communipy! ad ‘ real 59cia1 form manifest

§ locally. The other 4is evaluauiona of a very broad range of

concrete activiﬁses and qualities'typifying daily living.
but not necessarily communities"(p..3)- .Ae the authors
point out, there ‘are fev attempts to measure the first v
conception of the vafiable. .
The second major conceptual issue involvea the meaning
of aatisiaction. Does thia refer to being conacibualy z

euphoric’ about the community or: to simply not being angry"

about the'community situation? . Furthermore, similar to -

T

Marans and Rodgevs (1975), these authors raise. the question,’

whht are the,intbtnal evaluative standards by which

individuals,judge community situations? There ia a range .

-of such poaéible compatative standards, from hypothetifcal

conceptions of the "ideal" comm@hity situation to referents:

to apecific'ather community citcumstanced known first hand.




?urthet confounding ;he issde, accotding to Knop and Stewart,

satiafaction may be di{;erégtially dependent upén~specific Iy

dimensions of community, thereby curtailing the ability to

R

'Vk a coppare individual responsea across multidimensional scaless

Finally, the possibilitywof individu&l variances based upon

" ¥ . ' 7

' g Eombinétions'and‘permucations,of the above mentioned circum-
atanceaxcreates‘fui:her complications which, in their. view,’
renders commuaity satisfaction a highly dubious research

:?i LR topic. ' .

1A Y

Community Satisfaction as Definition of the Situation

) "_: “ Although we concur with the iéaues raised by Knop and.

~ .

- .Stewart, we contend that communfty,aatisféétion is tran-

"scended by a more general level of analytical concern. The

reason that community satisfaction.is of interest in the

first place is because it supposedly allows the sociologiét

. some entree into the’realm‘of the reality of those who live

.in the everyday world. As David Clark (1973) has aptly

stated

"...the investigafion of community must begin where

.. le people are experientially and not proceed on the
v ,assumption that patterns of social activity, norms,
roles, and status dystems can, unrelated to
. sentiments,Areyeal'thq fuill or even major part of
: s the picture (p. 412).

The point 'is that it is not the defff/:ion of the
community situation génerated by the researcher, but how

the actors themselves define thelir community situations ,/

" that has'signifiéance for the actor. And if we are to

.

take W. I. Thomas's dictum seriously, as, Donald Ball (1972)

SR
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suggests we should, we must be prepsted to cope. with the
conceptual problems ‘associated with definitions of the
situation. _ I .

) Intuitively, the definition of the situation seems

straightforward A person defines the situation in which

he or she is involVed as good, bad, éexciting, dangerous,

vdull, or unimpqrtaht and acts sccordingly. ﬂovevér,'

' snslyticslly thgre are problems in pinning down '‘discrete

‘properties or dimensions of and factors related 'to defini-

]

7

“tion of the situation. We will start with Donald Ball's

4

".charscterizstion of thé definition of the situation as:

",....the sum of all recognized informstion from

the point-of-view of the actor, which i8 relevant
to locating himself and others, so that he can
engage in self-determined lines of action and
‘interaction. It includes objects of both the
physical and social environment; his own internal °
states both mentalkxand physical, historical data;
...and predictions about the character of events
to follow"(1972:63). .

This conceptualization emphasizes the processual

interpretive nature of human perceptions of the surrounding

world. Ball suggests that the'predomiusnt paradigm fof
A

sociology (snd psychology) is based upon the assumption of

personal consistency" where social scientists assume that -

-

knowledge of objective prior states-of actors (such asisex,

’

roles, social class, etc.) can enable prediction of 'lines

of actdion.in given situations. "Furthermore, in this para-

IR _
digm the situation is viewed as non-problematic or given:
"although situationsmay vary, such variation 1is seen as an

objective characteristic of the situations thcmselves, hot

-

i0
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. . attributed to the octors within thcn"(Ball 1§72'66).
% " .
The problen with this pnrndign, according to Bnll. is

“that it 1gnoten the aituntional context or treats 1t as
wo .conntnnt or given, focusing on perceptiona as’ they are

. Ps

v nuppostey ;nfluenczd by related ptior ‘states. Such a con-
. ® \ ' 4 . s

ception portrays humans as "cultural dopes" who accépt and

conply with situational definitions legiﬁ}nctnd hy:thqit .
A
social location (Garfinkle, 1967) In short, this model of

man ignores ‘the creative nature of interaction which feaultn
. ®
in -a continued process of situationnl reconptructions of

’ renlity.- Accordingly, Ball suggests that tﬁe task for
v i » \‘
nociologiotn becomes: - <
-(1) that of locating and describing, .é&,
'sociologically defining' situations;- and
" (2) exgmining the responses by social ncfprs to
them, that is the situations--such resdponses
being either (a) the .definitions constructed
out of situational cues, or (b) the acts which
spring from these defitional constructioms(p. .68).

.Although we basically ‘agree with Ball's mandate for

o nociologints, there are Certnin conceptual problems which
require futthcr clarificntion prior to apecification bf an
\ '
|

* approach which ties community eatisfaction with this per-"

spective. As we have indicated, focus on dcfinition of the
situation as an emerging subjective te§}ity shifts
dociological attention from ‘a relativelf éixed ntructural

conception to a procesaual conception of socinl phcnonenn.

But it 13 important- to ntreas the 1ntetre1ntionsh1ps betveon .

the ntructural (normntive) and the p:ocesaunl (emergent) -
. _ ~— ) .

.




-

betveen the two paradigma.

N . Yoy . I ’

.7

between the nommative and interpretive paradigma

o

A

we,

hhnmana;are.not living in & dream-like reality of

A B
* not necessarily "situation

jective and energen
pfopertiea-which ar
anhjective definitio ng Goffman (1974)

“w: " . summarizes this.observation:

"Defining situations as real certainly
, consequences, but these may contribute very

aapecta of reality perception as opposed to~having to chooao.

'leaa'flux; there is good reason to believe that actors are

ex;erie ced by actors regardless of

T On the one hand, it can be argued .that humans'do-indeed

. 'interpret their situational circumatancea and thus couatantly

/

reconatruct-reslity. Following Wilson's. (1970) differentiation

in aociology,

_one ‘can readily gee ‘how the definition of the situation, as
‘preaented by Ball (1972), logically fits the interpretive
nodei. ‘Role poaitiog, and other normative prescriptions are
ot ) ; . lhot»neoeaaarily deterninanta of actor behaviors in apecific
aituationa. 'Actora muet'deternine what, aituationa mean
N e, . prior to and during their own actions in order to properly
adjust their linea of behavior relative to the aituation.

’ . ' On “the other hand . however, it appears as if most

meaning- .

.

dopea." Reality, although sub-

isense, has cancrete and,atable-

~—

has -

marginally to the events in progress; in some
' cases only slight embarrassment flits across the
< . scene in mild conce for those who tried to '

défine the situation wrongly . ... Presumably, a
'definition of the situation' is almost always to
be found, but those'who are in the situation
ordinarily do not create this definition, even
though their society often can be said to do 8o0;
‘ordinarily, all they do is to assess correctly

what the situation ought to be for them and

12 .

then. .
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act nccordingly"(cofflan. 197A 102).
rhu perepec‘}ve closely foll.owo Berger and Lucknenh'
(1966) argulent that eubjective qepecto of human experience.
4dn the context of eociel 1nterection. reenlt in a aocltl
reality which is percetved 4s separate fron “the 1nd1vidue1l
vho_in‘fect-produced it end as objective ‘with real conse-
quencee. Looking at community, we can assume thet
1ndividunle experience coe;unity,ae an objectiye reelity at
- the 'same time they are subjectively ctelting ic. That ia.‘“
actors through their externalizing behaviors create a
reality which is perceived as separate and objective to
themselves. To this extent; then, ee;iologiote may expect
to find some degree of. stapility in perceptione of community
eituetfenl over time. 7*h1e does not mean thatfthege will
be different interpretations of various aspects of this
"reality," but it does mean that individuals are likely to
be responding to- the same "thing" relative to community.
Although 1t -ey’.eea ;. though we have come full citcle

&

and are back to.~the point of arguing for the primacy of the

g - - .
objective nature.of community, this is not- the case. What.

we are arguing essentially is that there must be a belief’
in stable objective realitiee underlying ounw!ltceptionn

of these teelluiee. or 1f you will, our 1nterpretationg of

. .

these teelttiee.
An important clarification must be 1nter]ected ue this -

stage of the or;n-ent. When we discuss diffeteattal per-

\

ceptione (or 1nterptetatione) of collnnlty we do not leed to,

18
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imply that perlonofexperiencé different "worlds" #n a

. 1, e Schutzian sense vhere divergeut definitions of- eitugtiona

lhould be. labeled as "finite provinces ‘of nesning (Schuts,

' .

{~ h”; 943) We azsune that the "rccli&y of connunity full- within -
- tbc realn of xhe\vorld of evcrydly life, ‘the - connon-senoe .
.- : - vodid. That io. de.pite the’ technical and ddnccptual prohl.nc

ancbcinted '1th tho tprt con-unity, for most nctor. this term
'includcn a nu-bc: of factor. experlunccd in cveryday lifc and

’ g

vhich ‘are 1-p11cit1y nndetitoaé by thooe vith vho- cbéy inter- .

- o - act. ~Hhct‘éo are otgc..ing.il that bnlcd upoaAthe underlying: C e
pcrctived'rcglltieo ake 1#d1v1&q.1 l;iolq of understanding,

iy, r;livnnco. andlioct i.pottn&fly 1ntcrpretotlgn. -Thﬁ-;-for . o
cxalplo, r..ardlcn. if th. r.ocarchcr can pdﬁpnltcly juttify f

1nclud1ng collunity octvic.c as an. 1lportant eleleut of com-

‘ nunity -pe ce. we cnn ...ul. thct cb--unity -orviccc. uo , . )
s 7 “e 9
- designated by tho tln.,rchor, '111 bc dofincd similarly by . \

- thooo vho knov abonb*;hc oervicco. i.a..tnenbc:. of a lodhlc: &

sif
vho nutually come 1nto contlct vit% tb. uervic. dc.cribc&

.

As vo v111 .r.uf Ictcgp thlc do-n not prdcludo diff.xentill

rclction- or tvaluattbn. o! th iadividqlll to, thc oetvicoo.'. ’

-

Thc o!tcn cited Otu-ﬁlc of hqa o:f and c.nttcl'c (1956) Y ;

findgngo that oppolin; fano to !ootb;ll ;ale saw a "diff-rcnt

»

» . . ;anc ﬁdocc\not,lcgn that the f nc did not-nhuro an’ undcrltandln. .
. . a
v . of vhlt‘thdy vcro.nntohing was fyotball (1.... ohc side did T.

not clai- to. h-vo ‘deen a b.okétball ;n-q vhilo the otho}' L

[ 4

: :cportel a banehall ga-e). Thc teoolrch 1nd1cat0d that oach

.

nldd 1nbergree¢d thc footblil 3..0 ;n tornt of thclr own’
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‘e . . The.central issue underlying much of the p ecdddng dis-

I
|
relevancy structures. . L

anlasobne ;

"cussion is whether or not ve as social acientic 8

thnt people 8 subjective reoponsea concerning situ tipno in

e L _:‘litdhtiqn-bound flickcr. of codaciouoneoa which ﬂav 1 ttle.; .o

relevance for past ‘or future realities. 1In othet woxd ,‘cad T
L s v e . i o
\ ’ “sociologists cxpect.td”find stability and lelnin; ul Kattét&i

1o perceptions of reality actoao‘.itﬁationg and over time?

Our conclusion is that we can expect stability but myst under-
i o "“stand its source. This stability in perceptual apprehension
i X . . emamates from the 1d;orpret1ve nature of human eiiotpn¢01

f ‘ ’ indeed, from the very ncces.it} to project on to the world l'
| . sense of order and predictability. And because this-order 1s
L . a.h}’(ifiroduct with human con.ethncec; it must be assessed .7
| in o;;i'of hu-an expre-|1on. That io..ve must undorszﬁnd the . ’
| . ..ubjectivc realities of actors in aituationlt“tettingl in order
to fully detive ‘;ciblogicnl tenlity.

The p;oblg- remains of how do we understand ”ubjcctivc

realities. It is not our intention to enter the murky waters

.

of intersubjectivity and interpersonal understanding. Our
- . M . ‘
.goal in the next part of this paper is to suggest a schema td ., .

o oL heiﬁ render definitions of the situation tesearchable. We will .

approach this taok‘by.dclincnting key éognit%vc dipensions of

. ~ -definitions oi‘tbc situation, It should be kepi in mind that P28

SN our:concerns are not vith determinants or consequences of :
- -

dcfiﬁitionl of the situation, even though we realize that these

- .
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truly are the ‘issues which ultimately desetrve atténtidn: This

1 ’ /) vy AR
is but a preliminary step; but. a step necepsary prior /to exetur-
si'ons into the .realm of explanation and prédiction.

’
Dimensions of Definitions of the Situation

l.fof the reality.in which we are interested in the first

scrutiny. As long as it is fealt:ed(thac’the e are "specimens"
and Iult ultinately be aaseuaed fh the conte t of the ongoing

reality from which these spgcilans~vere gx acted, “we can

, 2 by . -
legitimately further dicoecs‘apd aﬁalyxé‘ em (assuming, of

course, that our instruments and fechniqﬁes were appropriate

4 L .
place). The .essential task then is to decide along which

§ , .,
dimensions to dissect our hypothetiﬁ?l specimen. We'suggest
that definitions of the sitnatiqn*haQQ three essential

elements which deserve scrutiny: (i??factuul knowledge,

.

(2) .vnluutiQa direction, and (35 salience.

1. Factual Knowledge . - ] O .

The ‘most basic dilension oé definitions of th. situation

is knovlcdge. Since knovlgdgc tcu be conatrucd to be any-

thing lnd everything, inte*est here is’ ‘on “factyal beliefs.
S ) . ]

The adjective factual tofer to epilte-ologiculsan opposed

-

to -ctlphylicnl £actuality. That is, facts are facts
because the porcoiver. know.they are fnt;:'anq not because
they rcf:r to some highet order of,teaiit!, ‘Factual beliefs

are cognitive building bloekn which in various conbinations

16
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5 provide descriptive wholes for observed phenomena. Under-

.

lyiﬁg our-pgrceptibqﬁo something we define as a house are

p ) , .
factual beliefs about the composition, purpose, age, and
| .

color of the.observed hing.

Factual knowledge egetges'fron two sources: individual

ﬁenoory experience and Bocial prescription. Individual s ha)

sensory experience is r atively straightforward. Our yay-

‘to-day activities bring us 1nto contact with nu-eroul
objects in our senuor} world which, over time, become -
roco.niznblc and ptedictib e at very basic levels. We learn

\ 'thlt when we flip a pwitch t e light comes dn, when we .tub

our toe pnin occurs, when we drop.a,glass it bra.ko. Such .

fic;ual knowledge is relatively at§§10 across individuals

because men share biological cha cteristics and experience

\

‘phenomena similarly. .
'Thc social basis of factual kno lgﬂge is as important,
if not more, than pure .cnoory‘oxpotte ce. Many f.cto.ate
loctncd without ' actually oxpctioncin; ‘them. We know it is
Wednesday vithont ever rcnlly toctng or fc!l!n; a Vcdnc-dny.
“Hc krow that -trango dogs - -.y bite 'ithout ¢¥cr h.ving been

-

bittcn; nnlanu( through oylbolic connunicltion, are able to .
' ey
pass on and amass vast amounts of factual information about

the nature ofircalitj‘ Language is a iociil.;epottoire of

facts;.by learning a language opc.acainildtea the world of’

. facts.

"...The internalization of social reility through
" *language means: the subjective actquisition and
grasp of taxonomies and interpretive schemes, of
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1s considered to be prob
(Luc%{nnn. 1975:31).,

AN ]

Berget and Luckmann (1966) refer to this world of facts p

ematic in a given society"

as a .ocinl stock of knowledge. This social stock of F \

RS o knoilcdgé enables person to'so'about ﬁhcir,buatnell of A7

living without having ¢ constantly dcv.tqp new explanatory \

\

framewotks to cope wi eloiging sifuations. . o \

Y7 "1 1ive in .the commonsense world of .everyday life S
‘equipped with specific bodies of knowledge. What '
that others share at least part of

thid knowledge, and they know t I know this.
s My /Anteractiod with others in-'evéryday life is,

aky ) therefore, constantly affected by bur common
% participatiod in the availéble socfal stock of
nowledge" (hcr;cr and Luckmann, 1968:41).

A bnnlc and cauogtint;cqnponont of any definition of

‘\ ¥ the aitu;;iona’;hcn. is f.cﬁuulﬂknovlkd‘o; it~1n.tho

' ot’lniting content of dofinitionu)of tcality. lut because

od its broad base pf lutual nndot.tcnding, factnal knovledgc‘

., " 4in 1ite mo bunic form 1is for thc ho-t part nondicctininating .

" | across - aividuan or oituation-. o! ourse, there are

- i s defined hcrc;‘ro-aina relatively constant.’ It is a’
P ' - .
necessary component of definitions of the situation, but not

[ ' -~

'3: ’ sufficient to oxplain“diftor.ﬁiinl interpretations of N -
& K . ~ ) .
' - :f . reality. As with dur example of the {6%@bn11 game, residents . '

! share a common stock of knowledge relative to community and

. ) L 4
: T : ¢ ‘. 18 . e
o .
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’ b .- 3 . .
despite different ifnterpretations we can still say that
community is being defined. e oy

Ay .

. ke )
2. Evaluative Direction

rlctu;i knbyledgo,«;n‘itnclf.'gcyond the de.ctip;ivq.
{uncéion -ciéibncd ‘bgﬂl,.;CtVfl-¥Itt10.putP6l0 for assessing
the 1;plica€ibno of dofini&ioai'qt the ottultioq. Unlcsl one
’ s - 1. avare of how the f.ctn.l knowledge 1is- auoolced by thn ] {J,

.1nd1vidud1. ‘there’ is no vny of 1n£orr1ng the -eaning \hg

. ' ottuution has for tho actorg fbc ob.-rv.tion that individunll Y

dpfino thoir collunity as 1.01&:0& and losing popnlation -
. o
= B means littlo until some. evalu.tivc conponcnt regarding

.rowth and isolation. 1- knovn. It -ny mean- for' tho ‘

"individual that the connunity is bottor off being awvay from,

the dvifn of urban oituationc or- thnt the pcroon 1091.
trapped in such .a oicuation. The point 1. that until the

‘evaluative di-culion 1. knézn, thero,il littlo chance af

cbcnt.toly allolling tho bchavioral 1-p11cationo of tho .

. -, definition of tho situation. . . Lt VI
o ‘ Althou;h 1t may bo at;ﬂpd that ovalu.tivc eo-ponontl .o
are a funcétun of cocio-culturnl -ottingo. as 1- fi:tnnl
knowledge,’ the concorn‘horo is with diff.ronttal cvalnttivo
(l “‘. rc.ponlcl to aituqtiona vithin 'ucb macro 1otgén;l. Thnt

1-, focu’ is on those factors which account ‘for the obo,rv.-
R tion thnf different individuals or groups of 1nd1viduaﬁ;

) vttﬁin pommunities (and bctvoon £°Iluﬂit1‘l).hl'. di!fotcnt

ovaluntiv. _reactions to -their co--only dcflncd -ottln;u. 'f L

e ’
’ Th. -ociologiccl valuo of the’ cvolu.tivo dinennion "o = .
» A‘ T ’ ‘ . ‘l 9
. ) . . : . :
) ; ™y
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patticulat cituatiun.baing atqdicd.,.But one loro'diuension

. . |
definitions of the situation will depend .upon one's

,/1wtcitions in the research effort. If the definition of

the oituation is trcated as the ﬁep{ndent variable. for

. cxalple, reoenrchorl may be interested in how happy residents
.are with their 11v1ng*c1rcunntance’ where happiness is ~

ovtgvcd as an. end in 1toe1f. anlqbtive direiiijg/can ausseat

thc diltribution of the cognitivo/ct.te of indftviduals f

nnro.l population|.~ If bohlvior‘l prediction is the 3oa1 of .
L

thc regearch, thcn cvaluutionl qnn ‘be nn 1n61cation of the

probcblc diroction of behcvioruﬁ de'cisions relative to the
/

of definitions of the situation is essential in order to \

. ) . , .
have a better picﬁgro of the subjective world of people.

'3:' Shlience ‘ . vt
R N . X ;

The third dilon.1on of definition of the situation,
Qullcncc, 10 pethnpu thc nont important ;nd yet the.most
Jifficult. !actunl knovled;o and cvclulttvo diroc;ion . .
rolain yrodictiroly 1n.4& unless we know how important

e

.1t§?tionc are to pooplo. situ.tionl may be ‘evaluated as

. . N . .'. )
cithcr good, or bad, but more 1-poftunt1y ‘they can be seen . '

il unimportant, ;nd con..qu.ntly blhnviorally lelningloll.,

PR

An cxalylc of thc tlportancc of salience to community L, -

d.v.{op-ont vas tcecntiy 111u-t;gtcd when a local community -\

development council sponsored a lecture on the topic of

'"Agathy in thc-Co-nunityﬁ and none of the town folk showed
‘ . »

up for -the talk, Y e,

) P ‘ g ¢ . .- )
Salience as used here has several theoretical referents.

* * -
.

v
. R

200 . o
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It is cloce to Head s (1936) and Dewey 8 (1910) conceptualiza-.

‘tion of behavioral blqckages where definitionu of the
lituntion in overyd.y bohavioro are taken for. granted without
much thought until some blockase (problen) to ongoing
‘behavior occurs. Saliencc is also closely related to Jones
and Davis's k1965) éoncgpt-,'hcdénig relevance tnd
pct.onnlici., Hedonic relevance réfcni!to the ﬁotential

conflict ot values or 1deoloaical goall in givcn -1tnotions

while pcraonnliun refers to the pocllbility that a giv.n

_ éirlulutancc will 1lp1ugo‘dirtgt1y upon future bghavionql /

,goals..
/

/ -

Another)vay of stating the 1lpoffuncc of'lulioucd 1s in’
y
tctll of what Berger and Luckmann (1966) label televanceo.

”Hy knowlege of ovorydcy lifo is ntructurod in -
terms of relevances. Some of these are determined !
by immediate pragmatic interests of mine, others

by my general situation in society” (p. 45):

In other words, our everyday lives are organized around -
] - s . / '

what might be tor-id_i:i:::ﬂi:_:iggsznvoo. which. are

ependent to a.large désrec upon spatial and tclpp:nl cir-
gumstances. For cxau;'»j.‘c,~ it 1. evident thnt ro;identu in

e vicinity ot a propoccd frocvay are more likcly to find

.

t e 1|auo loto relevant thnn residents acrolo town, and
/ -
Sl 4 thorlora. the more illinent thc likelihood ot~c9nctrud‘1on‘

f& time the more relevant ‘the 1ooho becomes. Of course,

ti e and cpacc are not indep.ndcnt variables ltnnding alone.
Var ous cultural pcculia:itioc, for oxanple. agt upon

individual's perceptions of time and space. Also, temporal- '

- 21
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spatial perceptions may be manipulated and aoéinlly‘con-‘

atructed relaﬁivg to specific situations. The-daéhsdhy

approach to environmental problems 111ustrates differencea
1in the perceptions of the 1mm1nence of eco- disaster. But for
the most part, as Bergey aﬁd Luckmann argue,,"The reality of
everyday life'ia otggnized arouud.thg 'here’ of my body and
the-'gov?‘of-my prés;nii. . e I'experiqnéé'life'in terms of |,

. L% . . F w ] o )
\ %, y differing.degreea of cloaeneda ahd reuOCeneas" (1966:22) '

i} - Rclevauce can be .viewed, as discussed. earliqr. as. being

. - ’

both related to peraonal characterietita and to otructural
| ”pbjective" chaggctetistica. Relevance arises as one
g hinenlion of th;ldefinition of the situation and although

inseparable f}qn definitions, provide sociologiats yiéh

.. pointé of reference ‘which .make subjective teali;iéa‘
no&iologictlly neaningfﬁl. ' i !
. N To. sunnariza, definitions’ of the aituatioh can be con- L//// .i'

':conceptnalized as. triddilenoionnl with dtotinctive, yet . 5
rolatcd, chataeteriotiel lolociuted with eaqh dilenaion.

Factual knowledge provides the descriptive content,

. Evaluative direction sugﬁentd‘perconal appraisal of a.
a oituation and is pt.dictivu of upocific lines of behnvior ,
* e
relative to the nituntion. Finally, salience is indicative ¥

. + of the prqpennity to act in the first place. - ) -

-
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¢

Thia paper ‘has attempted to place the concept community

. .atiainctiou 1nto dociological petapective. By showing the

- relutiopahip of conmunity eatisfaction to vatying yet telated

oociologicnl perapectivea, we "have ‘tried to provide some

cla:ity to what vwe mean or what ve might me'an as aociolqgicts

vhon cqhﬁungty latiafaction is dfacusaed. /f;a tenets offered -

in this plpgr‘-ugzeot@leveral inplicqtions for~doununity‘
.atllﬁcction relaafch. - ¢ '

¥

Pcthnp. the prinaty obaervation is that aalience is

. the leclt lddrooced ‘problem 1n cbllunity satisfactiou

research (as in most survey or attitqde type research efforto).

- ) ’ 1
Unfortunately, this problem has no easy solution nor is it

‘ a newcomer to rotcnrch dilemma. Most of the studies

reviewed in this paper treat connunity'.atﬁaf.ction as an

agg:ez}te te511t§ devised from opinion polling procedures;

~i_rcndonlj -anploé reuidcét. of localities are in essence

asked their opinions of.aspects of co?nunityvané-thece
opinions are treated as representative of levels of satis-
faction vithin’cOIlunitioa.. Such research is not without its
value., It does provide an iﬁﬁtcation of general evaluative
responses to scccific community related factors and as such
can bc used as an indicator of how people vili tespond to
items on a questionnaire. But, if the bntpone of the reaecfch
1s to determine tﬂc conseguences of opinion, then problems

become more extreme. Herbert Blumer's observations first

published nearly thirty ycarl‘ago_nicely summarize some of

-
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research:

the shortcomings of such

"We are unable to answér such questions as
the following: -how much_ pover and influence
is possessed by those who have the favorable
opinion or the unfavorable opinion; who are
these people who have the opinion; whom do-
they"* represent, how well organized are they;
what groups do.they belong to that are stir-
ring around on the scene and that are likely
to continue to do so; are those people who-
have the given opinion very much concerned
about their opinion. (Blumer, 1969:; 204)

.The problen‘exists in the uampling procedures. Random

v

sampling, as 10 often employed 1n auch resenré& results in-

an aggregation of diaparate'1nd1v1dual‘reoponoes each cqrry# ot
'ing oﬁﬁa} ;eight.lwgthqut know}edge of which issues are-
relevant (salignt) to 1ndiv£dui10‘or of the p}ace of these '
indivi&ua}b in the social organization of.thg ;onUunity
.there{is~uo wvay to assess the likely impact of tho cubjeccivc
tcuionleo gathetcd by the re.earchero.

' Hothodologicalty the problel of relevance is not easy to

S,

PR

resolve. In. some cnlcs one nay be able’ td aosune that certoin

1-6900 are highly'relevant.at.a given tide. .For example, the

problem of school busing in some cities may be safély assumed

: . . .
to be highly televtit to parents school aged children, but

o
not highly rclevnnc to faniliea w{{hout achool aghd children.

But for -uch ot the research on eo--unity caticfncbiou. therc

.

is little ‘way to pither-knov ahegd of time or evgp after.dltu

has ba@n collected which hnﬁccts .are relevant and to hbon.'_

AN

We can only offer clternntivco at thic point adnitting that

¥ by
&

”~ .

these suggestions are perhaps--hort of outAstated 1deal

-

objectives.
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Host of tpe_resoorch’ao.mehtionedv(Jeobet,:19ﬁ7} Boumaﬂu
1968; Crothers, L?70t Virirakis, Crothofe, and‘éotka,'197é;
Durand‘uhdﬂnokart, 1973; Knop and Stewart, 1973:‘Har§ns and
. }odgerj, 1975; -and, lampbell, Convérse, and Rougers; i976)
S has boeu in‘the form of sur;ey‘auaiyais. It might be useful

c . Y s to reacE!bate sone of the techniques used 1n earlier community R
B DR P

i T % studies in order to gain a priori notion of both sﬁg majo:.}, ',f:

"."', ’ salient issues and points of social organizotion aasociagﬁ#’
e, . . ﬂ"'!:
with these issues. For example, participant obgervation ».\

methods nay be used.as an initial stage in iden{ifying

relevant characteristics of communities and subcategortes 65«&:
‘s
. 'residenta associated with these community related isoues.ﬁ'*

Based upon such preliminaty inputs schedules“could-%e develop-'

‘ed to ‘measure subjective reaponsea to'identified ieauee as
- well no identifying appropriate segmento of)populations

[y

associated with theae iaaues.

g

An extremely imoortant consioeratiou ts vﬁether‘the

- ' ¢

' queationnaire should attempt a unitary measure ot a»eetiea of )
indicatorp-of community satisfaction. Certainly a unitavy .
naasuto 1s intuitively appeaiins. It is cieot thné uuch a.
measure could hide inportant vatiations txhibitod by the " ®

. . concept of connunity sadisfaction. Thgre alao io.nhe problgﬁ
5 - -

. . " - - v e i .

of weighting in scale construction. The béudiqo.wh}ch have

been conducted have relied heavily onfimglemeﬁtht;oucof'h“
. " » § ! : <. .
# & - system of. equal weights. An alternative {s,tho.éoqidnment .
of weight on a oliding scale acco}diug'}o‘averggé-acorob." . "
- Y e e e '

for individual variables. Ideally, the,veightp'mubt reilect"
. e Bk e S p
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’ yo;do, we can aolt perpona ~how in‘oq@i&\ ochools are to their

' situation-and then ‘use thia_to veig iwtpeir evaluativc rcoponoo

£ eonnunity oatiofaction as one typo of defintion of the aitua-'

»

whose level- of 1iving'is beihg neasured

By
developnent of more powerful, analytic, nnd predictiVe indica—#

the relative significance of the varicus aspects-:of level
of living "to. society, and this clearly necessitates further-

inveotigation in&,ithe preference systems of the. nomnunity

At best the intro-' - e B

-

duction of such a oysten of meaaurement vould fncilitate the s

’

tors of sociol well- being (&nox, 1974)

| T
Another method, requiting fewer reoourcea but at the

, o kM ¥
4‘,;

oano tine being léss rigorous. would be to include in Burvey

inotruments items intended to guagc the degree of inportanc&jig‘ E it

L
spocific community aspecta have for réepondento. In other

Such a netnqd’nay also be desirable as a further

A e

to items.

. 4 ‘ s _ ’ :DS N . ) & 1A ) v"»\"

chec¢k in conjunction with participant observational techiiques.

“On another related methodological level, the preceding
s <

If we treat -

argunont has inplications for reaearch design.

tion which has conoequoncao for connnnitieo,-thcn we must go T

% .

beyond looking for antocedent person ‘characteristics to explain L,

satisfaction and look at levola of oatiafaction as potential

canaoo of future actiona. T\Xa inpliea longitudincl deoigno

[ .- ¥y

conatruc;cd to assess-: dofinftiono or behavior at tino 1 as

conparod to defintiono or behavior at- tine 2.
. S\
Converse, ‘and Rodgora (1976) adnit éven vith uge of time-

CAnpboll,

rclatod vatiabldo one 1s jnot catching the first glinpse of

dynalicl ond‘chango, even in a study of a single point in

e

. ..
. . -
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-~ { ,
time. Nonetheless, regardless pf'yo Qp:d.v.‘hnv. pressed

. .. _ ~ .
for ipformation of this kind, the liﬂiti of inference o

.

remain severe vithout true ;on;ttuhiﬂal data ov;: a

. - »
.

"reasonable”-span of time.. ' ' . e R

Another possibility which may be more -ane;cablo ia | .,

terms of ttiq wquld be the use of comparative studies, L

(for example, ratej of growth or decline, pofulqtlon 0130.‘”
. t ]

‘;thutc struct tcs) and results compared across

. .
: -

situations. The recent study 02 Burby Weiss, and Zehner

our~—ilthon.h—t§ori—¢€h - T
. ) "
nuserous examples of comparative community research, such

{1975) has moyed—inthat-direct

— »— gtudies have not tio.tod‘tho esitustional variable systesaticale

. ly. What is needed are extensive efforts to isolate and
t . .
identify unique sspects of community which are related ;o

-~
the subjective worlds of residents. ) © e

.

In conelu;iou, this paper raises far more questions '
than it ansvers. !ut by ‘specifying questionable areas of
community satisfaction toqinteh. 12'1¢’hoppd-tb.t future

r.icureh'cl!orto will be directed tovard solving iolo of

.

these questions. !

.
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