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Longitudinal, changes in satisfaction with- selected,
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_:,government,officials, and 101 household,residents. SpOlices *AteA,_.
were water, sewage, garbage, telephone, fire protectiOn,-41AW.Care,
public schools, and recreation. In general, levels of Satisfactipn of
officials and business respondents tovabd service* increale4:Vhile.
_those of household residents declined. leveveti.houSebolds shoved a
greater increase in, overall community satisfaction, indicating.A
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services ant change in overall community satisfaction*: ,:40J0
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_influence of. community group membership, governaent OffieialS. held
_consistently more pOsitive views of services over time than.04ther,
**floss leaders or household respondents. Dissatisfaction was

1

.greatest for all groups with recreation. Theie was little support_for.0,
the thesis that increased aotement to rural areas is tied greater:
Satisfaction with rural community Services. 00
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LONGITUDINAL ANALYSIS OF SATISFACTION WITH SELECTED COMMUNITY SERVICES

IN A NON - METROPOLITAN AREA,

.

4
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.

An important aspect /of the overall quality-of life for many fndivid-

C:"
r

.

.

ual.s is community satisfaction. The local community serves as a 11.7k
..

0 4 ,4

';

between the individual and the larger society, and as the setting for the

majority of life cycle events (Rossi, 1972). Based on the premise that the.

nature pf thecOmmunity in which an individual.1ives affects that Patonls

overall quality of life, a great deal-of attention has been .given to-iden-
. .

tifying conditions whic tend,to promote or retard fav rable perceptions

4
of a community as a place to,1*Fe (Campbell et al., 76) Goudy,1.97.7),.

V

Among the factors contri'uting to community satisfaCtion s a, omionent

of quality of life a re the objective characterilics of the c ity 4s
'4 ) A

well as the subjective predispositions of residents. Objepticl f ctors

.presumably shape the individual's accumulated experience with,commu ity
et'

featnres, whereas the subjective reactions of indiSiduals.influence-"the
4

definition and evaluation of that experience.

A central set4of objective community features are the services that
-

residents receive. A major source of dissatisfadtpn in pon-metropolitan
As% ,

-areas often is the,absePce of or pocir quality of basic services. A 46m7

r-r,-
inant theme in the Economic pevelopment Act of 1968, the Rural Development'

. Act of 1972, and other legislation has been the improvement of public

vices, channeling federal funds to rural areas through block grantsand

idans; The success of these efforts may be.reflectect in the digproportion-

.ate population growth of rural areas in recent years, suggesting that many

of the major sources of dissatisfaction with rural life have been allevi-

ated, and that small town living is becoming increasingly attractive to
-%.

'many people (Beale, 1975). .

An important question, then, is the extent and distribution of changes-
.

in satisfaction with rural services. An individual's location in the local



social structure may have at important influence on perceptions and evalu-

ations of community features. addition, improvement may be restricted
.

to persons residing in populAtioft centers, or

able to.undergo tax increased and higher user

to residents willing and

charges. Furthermore,

limited improvements mayiserve only to raise expectations and increase

overall dissatisfaction with essentially stable conditions..

.Several studies have dealt solely or partially with satisfaction

with community services or community assessments (Carruthers et al.,.1975;

I

.
. .

4 .

.

Kuehn, 1976; Smith and Klindt; 1976; Crawford et al., 1975)'. Die study

.,-

of ,community satisfaction in the northeast reported rater high levels
.

.

of satisfaction generally, but wide variability in 'satisfaction with spe-

cific cothmunity services between geographical areas (Kuehn, 1977). Also,

out of a wide range of possible factors that might influence the relation-
.9

ship between a particulaf-service and satisfaction with that service, the

,ie-
northeastern study did not discover a variable that had muchof an effect

\k c

on satisfaction with community services (Kitieha, 1977a; Kuehn,,:1976:1-2). '1
E

.

; . / . *
Few studies have charted satisfaction with community services over an

.

extended period.

The objective, of this paper is to examinelongitudinal,changes in,,

satisfaction. with selected community services lethree norcemetropolitan

counties. We focus on the perceptibns of three groups of community resi-

dents: governm officials (elected and appointed), owners or Managers

of businesses, and random household respondentsvicomparingsatisfaation

,ratings for eight basic community services. We;examine changes over time,

as well as variation in.change across the three groups. Finally, changes

in satisfaction with individual services aie.rela6d to overall 'community

satisfaction.
°

.It is hypothesized that pommunity
y.

minaneof satisfaction, accounting for

group membership 4s a major dater-

a'greaVdeal. of variability in as-
,

sessments of community services. geveral control variables are introduced

,

into the sealysis in order to, reduce, spurious relationships between group



'membership and changes in satisfaction with communiey setvices.

Research and Models in,Community Satisfaction

.Recent research in the area Hof community satisfaction tends to suf-
.

fer from problems of comparability in, two major ways. First, the concept

of community itself is so broad\and encompassing that it contains a va-

riety of subjective and objective meanings. Researchin community, resi'

dential and neAghborhood satisfaction often is confounded by the absence* -

1
of.a clear and unambiguous referent.-, Secondly, conceptual meaning's and

measurements of .satisfaction vary widely, further restricting comparison

(Deseran et 41., 1976).

To overcome these problems, researchers hale deVeloped models of Com-t
niunity satisfaction that identify components of community 8=f-incorporate

( ..

specific dimensions of satisfaction for each component., One of the mast

1 ,

well developed models isthat utilized.by Marans and Rodgers-(i975) and
1 ...

.

elaborated by
i

Campbell and associates (1976). It represents an attempt

\ ,

to place. the different concepts of locality in some meaningful, temporal

.
/

:: ,

and physical. order. In this model, the levels of.specificity in resi-

.
1

'

dentiil milieu generally move from dwelling unit to neighborhood
0
to cam-

...!
0 I

minity, although Marans and Rodgerq (1975) make a further distinction be-.

tween two leVelsof neighborhood(micro- and-macro-). Levels of satisfac-

tion with these different "domains" of experience also influence and are

influenced.by satisfaction with other areas qf life, which in turn influ-

ence the°total quality of life experience (Marans and Rddgers, 1975:306i

Campbell et al., 1976:220).

The work of Marans and Rodgers (1975) builds on earlier research in

the area of community satisfaction'which suggested that satisfaction is

5 o.



a multiv:Iimensional'va;lable (Johnson and.Knopp, 1970). A central corn-

ponent 6 overall Community satisfaction is assessment of local services

and facil ties. Marans and Rodgers. found that "assessments of perceived

. environmental attributes," such as schools, 'taxes, etc.''strongly influenced,

ormunity satisfaction. This finding wad also supported by Goudy(1977)
o 1-

.

. .

4 although his study suggested pat social dimensions'are of
.

more im or-

1, -

tance than institutional factors in expihning community satisfaction.

. Personal' characteLstics, such as'age, income or race, which might

be thought to be highly'correlated with levelsof community satisfaction,

,'werewere actually demonstrated by Marans,and Rodgers (1975) and Gaudy (1977)

to have little direct effect on community satisfaction. PeriCnal char-

acteristics assume more importance, however, when they are used /to explAn

attachment to the community rather than community evaluation (Gaudy, 1977:

38Q). Other studies which have utilized personal characteristics as

4 or relates of satisfactiod have produded findings which are inconclusive

d sometimes contradictory (Rojek et al., 1975:184-185). In particular,

t4 ,*0
rale of d "Ant mea ures of socioeconomic status as determidants of

sfactiOn deserves further'investigation.

ity Group Member hip

fferent segmen s of a community may have differential,perceptions

us community services. Government officials may have more posi-

improv

studies eve shognsthat knowledge about public ssues and policies often is lim-
,

uations than other groups becauseof.thSir role.in securing

ents and maintaining current levels of community services. Also,

tted to small minority of the population, Usually the readership sector

(Oskamp, '77 :117). Business interests may be partilcularly concer4ed with

A
services a a factor in the productionprocess or the operatf.on of a retailAN

*

6



or seryice establishment. Household respondents may be especially sensi-
,

,

.tkve to changes it community services, particularly if'new taxation or

user charges are involved.

Some stuies have shown wide variability between attitudes of leaders

and nonleaders (Nix et al., 1970; Nix and Seerley, 1973; Molnar and,Purohit,

- 1977) it such areas as orientation to change, perceived community nee4st::

. and ratings'of services and facilities. However, one study (Smith and

, Klindt, 1976) did demonstrate similar perceptions of community needs

among leaders and other residents. Our study is uniqup. in its. inclusion.

of those engaged in business and comierce.as a separate group. , The addi-

tion of this group was consideied important becauie in rural communities

business managers and proprietors are oflen-daMmunity lea* as well,

but unlike government_officials, are. not directly.yesponsible to the gen-

eral public.

Research Procedure; .

--k

.

Simple'and Data Collection

The data for this study as part of a research project
'

funded under Title V of the Rural Development,Act of 1972. A three county

=

study area was selected on the basis of its imedabinantlx raralsCerTitei,
/

its ,proximity to other grawIng urban centers, and its similarities to

other central Alabama counties in the types of.probiemslthe area faced

. - 1
,

in promoting developMent. The area's potentlal to respond to.efforta of
s .

. .

extension personnel to encourage economic development was an additional

selection factor.

The data for this study was obtained in interviews conducted in 1974

and again in 1977. Interviewers ccntactel A sample of business leaders,



D 11
a nearly complete enumeration of elected and appointed officials at the

local, state, and federal levels,, and a random sample 'of households in

--FKV111-"'"""T

1:

,the three counties. In 1977,°a subsample of household residents, business'

. ,

respondents, and government officials was recontacted. Longitudinal data

were available for 110, business leaders, 92 government officials, and 101
,

hovsehold residents.

.
9

Different selection procedures were used to sample the three groups
9

of respdttdents. FOrthe'household sample, a three percent sample of the
,

.

total number of households in the three county area was utilized. A

multi-stage random sampling design was employed to select respodents.

Census enumeration districts were identified and areas withinthe dts- .

f7.

tricts were divided into sectors ,which served as the basic sampling unit.

Houdeholds,in,each sector Were.systematically approached for interview

un
/

tl the quota of 0. nterviews. was completed for each, sector. A 33%

sub ample was selected for reinterview in 1977. Limited fundthg precluded

y
recd' tacting all 1974 respondents. -

,

In order to obtain the sample of business leaders in 1974, (complete

. list
1
f
)
businesses and industries was assfpnbled)for thd three counties

1

and a 30 percent sample was drawn. Only owners and/or managers of bust-

., V
. \ ;

. esses,were interviewed. The1977 study reProsenps r nterviews wieh a

2 percent subsamplt.

The government leadership sector was defined as the set of county

go ernment leaders, muni4pal leaders, as well as state and federal agency

4( personnel located in the three county area. The 1974 study identified

and nterviewed 115 officials and in the 1977 study, 92 officials were

recontacted. Inc this study, the termavernment officiarorltnowledgeable'

is app ied to individuals in the cOmmunity who held forMal positions with respon-

sibili y for important community resources and decisiOn-making processes.

,

fa
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\ .

,
,

) I.,

Thus, these individuals were selected 1;secause of their status t p osi-

,., . 1

Sincetional leaders rather than reputational leaders. e term Mee'

generally tends to be employed ambiguously, this study

goverumept official or knowledgeableas alternatives to t

The term "knowledgeable" has been utilized by others (Steel and Evans,

utilize either,

erm leader.

1976) to'refer to,a similar grouping of public official.
%

Measurement

In 1974,satisfaction with selected community services was m..AAla

. N'

by an adequacy rating; respondents were asked 'to assess whethe a par; c
A \

lar service was "not available'," "les9 than adequhte," ,flade " or,

"more than hdequate," coded one-to four. ;Respondents'were aske o rate

\

c4

In 1977, satisfaction with the same community services Vas measure
.

by a scale that,ranged from "very dissatisfied" to "very patidied," with

the following servi es: water, sewage, garbage, telephone,.fire pr

tion, health car- public schools, and recreation. These ratings r

from one to f

val,ies ranging from one to seven. In order to 'deal-with the disciepancy

in response frameworks, the 1974 and 1977 ratings Were standardized on a

100 point scale so that the'valuesgrepresentllpercentage of scale. In

this way, data from the two time periods Could be compared by computing

a differen6 score between the -two ratings. Any'bias in-this scoria

4
,

procedure is a constant one, and should not affect differences betWeen A

groups. C,
-

Changes'in satisfaction with selected community services were cam-

pared by community group membership And then control variables were intro-
;

duced in order to eliminate the effects of these variables on.satisfaction
.
. r. ,

.

I

c

levels. County was a gpssification variable coded as 1, 2 or 3 fot each

I
VIA
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,

county ithee/study. Sex was'utiled as a classifactory variable and
0

.
N

,coded as lor 2. Length of residence in-the community was measured in
..

4
...---N.

n \ #

terms of aeival number of years spent in the area. Income Was measured
,

\.
by 12 categories ranging from $0-1,999 to $30,000 or above. Education

/

_ was measured by the actual number of years 'schooling completed through

9

k
college and 17 was assigned to graduate train n .

' Analysis
t -

. .

- To examine changes in levels of satisf ction fr hi 19/4 to 1977, mean
_____..-

4 , ot

scores of satisfaction with each service i 1974 and 1'77 are presented,,, *,,'

.
1.,,

4
along with.the net change, evaluated by.a t-test of,diti rences. Analysis

6

of Valiance was used to evaluate differences in s tisftction with

local services across community groups. Multiple classifich ion analysis

was employed to Obtain mean scores adjusted for a series of co trolivari-

#
,ables.' Length of

.

residence, income and education employedwere empld
.

- i)

.

.

ates, and county, sex and community group were included as indepe:n ent vari-
A .

ables. The dependent variable was change in'satisfaction leveld:wit a'

0.

e

specific community service from 1974 to 1977, focueingon community gr'up

Apt membership as'a'key independent variable.

Results

Id 'order to examine the nature and,extent of change in.levels of

satisfatdon it selected 'community services over time, mean scores for

each individual camAnity service from 1974 to 1977 were compared. In

Table 1,these mean scores are presented,along with Ai mean change dur-

ing this period for each of
4c

the three commUnity groups. The net differ-

ence may vary slightly from the specific numerical value obtained by sub-

traction of the 1974 rating from the 1977 rating, due to missing data*

. 10

4
4
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The magnitude of the net difference is the centrar,focus of this analysis.

A t-test of paired comparisons waa.employed to test,the significance of

` these differences.

-(Table 1here)

The officialdiratings of water and sewage showed significant improve-

ments, business ratings were eseentially unchanged,' and hous

. showed significant declines.. Garbage collection ratings improve

officials and business respondents, as did,business ratings of tele hone

services, whereas household ratings declined. Business and ho segold respon-

dents saw significant declines in fire protection. No sig nifi ant changes.

*

wene reportdd in health care. Offietgls and household respondents reported

improvements in public schools. All three groups tended downgrade
.

. \

recreation opportunities in the area. All, however, showed significant
.

,.% .

increases - iit overall community satisfaction, particularly the hqusehold

residentac ',/. . ;
.c.

. 4
.

.

In general, the levels of satisfaction of the officials and business
. . ..--

r, 5' .

respondents tended to increase, while satisfaction levels for household

residents declined. The increase in community satisfaction of households

ti
may reflect a tenden4.-.4o respong, to small changes in service delivery

that may represent a mach greater marginal improvement forthese individ-
.

uals.'
J.

\
.,

- \
,

(Table 2 here)
.

e. ,
, '

Table 2 presents changes in, attitudeS'over time by community group
, .

. .

4

mgmberehip. Analysis of variance was employed-to assess differential

t&vels-Of change in satisfaction,with local se yices across 'community, '. "
. ) , ,.

groups. The data reveal .brbaddifferences between groups in changes in
y

,

satisfaction for five of the
.

eight community services: In some cases,

.504 . f

. .

4



se.

the directio of the relationship was the same for all three groups. For
A-

keiMplg, the general trend was toward'a decline in satisfaction with fire
.

protection and recreation among all residents. Also, satisfaction with'

gaibage service improved with time for all three groups.

Table 2 reveals that the government officials generally reported -

Iv

greatet increases in satisfaction with community services over tithe when

. . . ,

compared to the other two groups, household residents slid business owners
..

. ,, ..
-

or manager;. Household residents generally decreased ther evaui l- . ,

. , _ * e .
ations of cgmmudity services over time. An exceptipn tlko this generalize-

,

tiss is found in their-st;ftudes toward pub schools.:While:the husi-
.

. ,

ness.grdup showed some slight.dissatisfsOtiOn over time, both the govern-

ment officials and household residentsfelt that public schools, had- ::

improved from 1974 to 1977. - ?'
. L t -":(" 7.......!

l (Table here) .
: -., .

v41 ... - .

In Table 3,'control variables are.introduced.to :further 'specify the

relationship between level of satiSfaction of community groups and cora-
c

- e t ".._. ,

munity services: MULtiple,clashification analysis was employed to examine
. .

. , ' - ,

the net effect of commtnify group membership on satisfactione4With coiMu-

-hit; services when other factors were held constant. With county,-sex;
1 -

- ,

length of residencei.income and education held donsfant;:ststistically
, ,,. -

significant relationships were found between gtoup membership and changes
-9-

.. ,
, ..

in satisfaction with six out of eight services: wattr, sewage, garbage,
4 , ,1 .., 0

.J v 6 I. .

'. telephohe, fire-prot$Ftion and public schools. ,
,

to

.,

,

. .."- , 4 t .
Community group membership was thus an *portant factor in explaining &

1.... .

. .

change in skiisfaction levels emen with the addition of locale and socio-
.,.

.
.

economic conApl variables. Adjusted levels of mead change in, satisfet-
. ,

0 ..,

.

tion with a particular community service for each community group did not. \
i .-

1/\

U

.

:

2
..,

4,
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,

differ greatly from the unadjusted mean change levels presented in Table

A
.

2.. Generally the same relationships were found when control variables .

were introduced. aawever, group differences emerged in change in satip-
,

faction.with garbage and fite,protection and group differences were dimin-%

ished for.health care'and recreation when controls were introduced. Group

membership'was a factor associated with differential levels-of change in

satisfaction for'the services of water, sewage, telephone and public

schools with or without residence dnd socioeco nomic variables held bon-
'

(Table 4 here) 0

Table 4 presents the, results of d regression analiiit of selected

4

community services by community groups on change in community satisfac-
.

,..,*

tion. This analydis shows that very little of the total variation in

0

change in community satisfaction
4

could be explained by change in satis-

faction with selected community services among conniiity gimps as none b

of the equations were significant. The regression coeffilftents show that

for b th they government leaders and hOusehoids, a change in satisfaction t

with garbage service,was positively associated with a change, in community,
0 !

satisfaction. 'or the business group, an inverse relationshiivwas found

between a change in community satisfaction, and a change in Sttistaciimi

. .1
with both public schools and sewage. These 'negative associations

,

difficult to expliin theoretically, but generally it 14 possible to con-

---,
,

elude that changes in satisfaction with the selected community services

do not seem to be related to change in overall community satisfaction.;
. ..

. ,

. e

Discussion

Three years is a relatively short period of time for introducing

intensive improwemeasin rural public services, though most showed same.

t3
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e

c

positive change. Some of the other changes may be indicative of ,rising

expettatie&for higher quality land more widely available community ser-
,

From this type of analysis,

in attitudes over time
A4

vides, especially'among household respondents.

it:tp not possible to determine whether chang

are due t(i)actual changes inthe qualitY of commun y sdivibes,orito a
,

c e

heightened awarinea of discrepancies between the quality of urban and
1

rural community services. The longitudinal nature of the data, however,

do reveal an upward trend in satisfaction for the majority ot services.

One of the`1ost significant findings of this Study is the relation-
, 4

ship of community group membership to changes in satisfaction with com-

munity services. .Government officials held consistently more positive

views of services Over time than either business leaders or household

respondents. This result wAy perhaps be explained 16y:: greater awareness

of improvembnts by headers, the vested interests of governMent leaders

in improving community services, and a more holistic approach to local
. .

services in contrast to a more personal approach householdrandom househo tesi-

.dents. The business respondents seemed to share more'moderate attitudes

towards change in satisfaction with community services, with the possible

exception of recreational services; toward they exhibited a high

degree of dissatisfaction.
1/4

In general, regardless of community group membership,:the highest

level.of dissatisfacticin?as expressed in.relation to recreation. The

greatest Satisfaction c% shown by government officials in relation to

water services, butthere was alio a, great deal of satisfaction with

public sohools exptessed by government' leaders and household residents:
a.

During the interim, the area had received federal block,granp for water

systems and'state funding to local athOol systems had improved.

I 14
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Lookingat each community group individually, government leaders

,became increasingly satisfied with water services and less satisfied with

recreatIps; business leaders-became more satisfied with garbage services

and more dissatisfied with recreation; and the householtIsrespondents

expressed increased stlisfaction toward public schools and lessened patis-

faction with fire protection.

Ahother important finding is the relative absence ofa relationship

.between change in satisfaction with selected community services end,change

in overall community,seeisfaction. This may be due to the fact that this

study compares changes in satisfaction, rather than ihe more traditional

4

approach of comparing satisfaction levels at one point in time. It may

also be attributed ye the overall measure of community sipfaction which

perhaps did not discriminate well or reflect sufficient variation in atti-'

tudes. Other studies may employ a community satisfaction scale or multi-

ple dimehsions of satisfaction to assess change.

One implication of this analysis is that the most basic public ser-

'vices, such as water systems or telephone service,'are,among the first

community services to receive public attention and outside funding.

Thus, it is more likely that improvements will occur first in these pri-
.

mary physical serviceshan inhuman services Which may be.assigned lower

pribrity, such as recreation. Also, there may be a greater chance of local

'citizen action in regard to narrowly based local Utility projects than

4, ,

the re might be in relation to recreation,.for example, where the power

to set priorities more likely lies at the state -or- federal

This analysis provides little support for the proposition that pare

of the renewed appeal of rural areas lies in their increased capacity to

meet some of the basic community needs essqltial to group living.- While

some important community services were not included in this study, a look
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43-
44

It satisfaction levels overtithe between different community groups pro-
,

-4,

vides some insight into the different ways in which community services are

perceived and the'wajrs in which services affect different segments of a

community. Future research may eicamine the relationship between incremen-
, 0...

tal improvements in community services, the distribution of such improve'
, \ ,

.

y

ments,.and ch es in satisfaction among those receiving the services.
.
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Tab

.

. Changes in Satisfactithi.with Selected Community Services 1974-1977 for Government Officials, Business, .arld

Household Groups:' Pai ed Comparison T-Test Between Ratings .
1

1 Mean Satisfaction
Government Officials (N=92) Business (N=110) Household (N=100)

Service . 74 rating 477 rating Difference- 74 rating 77 rating Difference 74 tett? 77 rating Difference

.

'Water
,

.56.52 74.46 17.93***
,

45.11 50.91Sewage 5180*

Garbage 68.7g ' 73.73 4.98*

'''Telepho 65.38 70.15 4.76
A

\ Fire,Protect on 60.44 58:24 -2..20
.4

Health Care 65.66
.

70.15 4.49

PublitSchools 62.08 69.10 7.02**

Recreation '"
4

57.02 49.25 -7.77** '

cemmunity Sitisfactilen 75.82 82.60 6.79*
.

0

.*p "< .05

*AT -< .01
< .001

a

19.

4

4

50.69 53.21
,_

45.37 41.82 .

'''' 65.19 *70.25

61.93 66.67

56.13 49.21
it

459.07 58.44

63.14 61.86

50.71 36.51

68.64
.
78.31

-2.52 '' *38.50 .34.50 4.00**
,

73.55 34.25. '',29.67 -4.58*-k

65.81
1.

a'

5.06* 64.18. 1.63

4.74** 65.79 61.05 -4.74%-

-6.92** 49:73 : 41.13 -8..60***

-.74.
X

,

59.27 55.43. 13.84

-1.29 58.11 64I86 . 6.76**

-14.21*** 36.58 29.82, . -6.75***

9.67*** 65.00- 85.43: 20.43***
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Table 2. Man Change in SatisEactiom by Community Grou? Membership'

Ir

Mean Chafise,in SaaSfaction,
SeriAce Officials'Busdness Household F -value Probability

Water 17.94
(92)

.
.

Sewage 5.79'
,-.-,

, - (92)
-i'..

.

4'. .
I-- Garbage

.,

- . 4:398.

X92)
'

ielephonp
:J.'.

':4.76

. (91)
.

Fire ProteCtion -2.20

(91)

Health Care 4.49
- .

9,6 (91)

i

'Public Schools 7.03
(89)

Recreation -7.78

.
.

- -3.55 '-4.59.' 6.71
(108) .(100)

.

5.06 t'
\.,1.63 -,- ,, .60

- (107) (97) v
t.

4.74 -4.74k A

(109) (95)
.

-6.92 -8.60 . 1.87
. ..

(106) ,(94)

1 .

-.74 -3.84 3.19
'4102) ', (89)

-.

.

. -1.. 28 6.76 , 4.31
(97) (74)

-14.21 4.76 3.29

g .51 -4.00 21.61;

(1a9) (100)

(89) . (105) (95)

:000

.001

.549

' .001

.156

.043

/

.014

.039

iy

4

e

by

21

0.1
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_ -4444.4

an dump in satisfaction faith selected community services by
mmunity-k6Up adjusted_ for copaty, sex, length of residence,
coie. and education.

.

a

41 CoMmunity' Grout
Official? Business Household

F-Value, Probability

16'874 V 2.06 *2.59 5.32 .000

(92) . (108) (99

01:funtir
I , .

Sex: .

Lengthroif residence

Income 1

Education ,

Combined Effect

Sewage

Couht
Sex
Leng4i of residenceL
Inc
Education

Combined Effect

,(-
° ,;51

.
.01

A..-.
. .53

c 5.67 *

....

.
u --"N : 3.18

el
a

-, 3:07

6.11 -3.83 ,-4.31 2.72

(92) (107)''' (99)

.662

.927

.469

, .018

.076

.000

.020

u,. 2.49 ,085
, .00 .965

,06 .995
% .30 --.73847--

2.63 .106

1.91 .012

.1
.

Garbage 4.29 6o82 .42 5.72

1 (92) - (106) . (96)

County
Sex, -

Length of residenah
Income
Edncation-

COmbined Effejt
- 4

Telephone 406 ,' 5414
(91) (108) , (94)

. .

County
Sex .

'Length of residence

Income
Education

Combined Effect.

AS

2t,

.opo

4#

3.37

'12.15 .000

:.1.1 .7

1.13 ..28

5.46 .021.

2.11 i .147.

2.87 '-. .00a

O

188 .022

.968

.02 .878

.53 .469

.99 .320

1.62 .048

.006'

5,

/'
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Table 3. (Continued) 7 4./

'
. . ._ . ,

Service, ,.- COmmunity Group
Officials Business HOusehold

...-7 ,

Fire Protection;', -3.99 -6.42 , AL -6.22

(91) (105) (93)
...

County
Sex

Length of residence
Income

. ,

.4

Education
Combined Effect

Health Care 2.11 -.19 -1.58

- (91) (102) (88)

Cohnty
Sex'

Length of residence
Income.

Education:
Combed Effect

Public Schools

County
Sex
Length of. residence

Income
Education .

Combined Effect

Recreation

7.48 -1.9 7.07

(89) '(:97) (72)

C.

1

1%27 -13.98 -7.26

(89) (104) (94)

County
Sec
,Length of,residence

Income
Education .

Combined:Effect

Ptobability

% 2.69 .022

. .

I ,

4.41 .013

2.11 .147

u .19 .663

.03

1.65 "%

.860

.200
;*

.
.

1.24
.

.220'

1. .131

3.48 .032

.03 .868 .

1.94 .165

1.11` .294.

1.34 .248

1.50 .080

4.09 - . .001

5.99 - .003
0

.09 '.767

.01 .908

1.12 .291

;;85 .175

1.79 .022

2'.15 .060

.92 .400

2.60 -.108

.03 '.863

1.86 .174

.95 :.330

1.24 .223

4
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Table 4. Regression of Selected )/ dmmunity Services by Community Group on Change in

Community Satisfaction

' %

i

, Change in Community Satisfaction .

Gov't Officials (N=92) ,, Business (N=110) Household 01=101)
'fiSerVice )

Water
.

o .

Seigage

Gbage (/

Tel4hone

Flr,
,

,Protection
,'

Hea102 Care

Public Schools

RecrOtion,

B b /S.E. B b /S.E. E bit.E.

-.116

.053

.250*

-.072

:-.073,

-.051

.123

.077

-.9891:121 .

.526/.137

.306/.149

-.769/.131
/

-.761/.125

c.531/.133

.135/.137

.741/.119

.086

-,229*

-.137

-.005

.109

-.008
w

;135

:915/.116 v- -Apo

-.283/.136 .011

.145/.115 .294*

.727/.167 .081
.

.129/.134 .097

-.1331:149 -.008

-.403/.144 -.0 6

.164/.131 .201

:-.150/.216

.150/.202

.258/.122

.997/.195

.909/.129

-.896/.156
.

-.460/.1:82

.289/.192
,,

s

A
2

( .053 .170 ,. . . .16

>c .

-ik

F-Valu0 .532 2.2 02 . 1.22

4 .
Probability NS NS NS

Co
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