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A LONGITUDINAL ANALYSIS OF SATISFACTION WITH SELECTEﬁ.COMMUNITY SERVICES

IN A NON-METROPOLIIAN AREA - ‘ . . 2

.An important aspect/of the overall quality~of life for many individ-

uals is community satisfaction. The loca1 community serves as a lirk

e .
9

between the individual and the 1arger society, and as the setting for Che
\

. . ~

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

nature of the community in which an individual lives affects that pe%%on,s

[

overall quality of life, a great deal of attention has beenpéizen to- iden-

’ -

tifying conditions which*tend to promote or retarf-fzzérable perceptions //
of a community as' a place to lgve (Campbell et al 76) Goudy,‘1977) )

Among the factors contriguting to community satisfaction_,as a,.component

of quality of life are the objective 5haracteris ics of the c
)

well,as the §ubjective predispositions of resgidénts. objectiqg factors

. e

featurés, whereas the subjective reactions of indiwiduals.influenee“the<
L 4 . , Lo e .

definition and evaluation of that experience. : R *

» .. ) 2t ' .y
v . . - 04 R N - 7wl

A central set (of objective community features are the services that

-residents receive. A major souree of dissatisfacqibn in non‘getropolitan

s

» areas often is the absence of or poor quality of basic services. A dom;

inant theme in the Economic<geVelopment Act of 1968, the Rural Development '
Act of 1972, and other legislation has been the improvement of public ser-
. b . ”

vices, channeling federal funds to rural areas through block grants'and

"
A Y

_1dans. The success of these efforts may be reflected'in the diéproportion-

+ 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
N . . . ..

‘many people (Beale, 1975). . ’

.

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

-1 - . o , .
' in satisfaction with rural services. An individual's location in theyiggal

.
. .
. -
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soqial structure may have an important influence on perceptions and evalu-r
¢
ations of counnniity features‘ n addition, {mprovement may be restricted

to persons residing in population centers, or to residents willing and
‘ »
able to undergo tax increases and higher user charges. Furthermore,

limited hnprovements may serve only to raise expectations and increase

. overall dissatisﬁaction with es8entially stable conditions.. ‘
) s
_Several studies have dealt solely or partially with satisfaction

5 4

“with community services ar community assessments (Carruthers et al., 1975,

: Kuehn 19765 Smith and Kiindt; 19765 Crawford et al., 1975). Ofe study o
of commun.ity satisfaction in the northeast reported rat‘her high 1evels ' »" ” \
o% satigfaction generally, but wide variability in satisfaction with spe- /;;gk\\ %
cific cdmmunity services between geographical areas ﬂKuehn, 1977) . Also, 5 ;*i

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

ship between a particular service and satisfaction with that service, the

. northeastern study did not discover(ijvariable that ‘had much- of an effect

on satisfaction with community serviggs (muehn, 1977 1, Kuehn,;1976 1-2)
( - 2. it
" Few studies‘have charted satisfaction with _community services over an

;gu‘se ﬁis.“s"‘.

extended period. . R . . R

The objective of this paper is to examine, longitudinal changes in, ) ’

gatisfaction with selected community services in® three nonfmetropolitan
: , ; y 1Y ‘
counties. We focus on the perceptions of thre? groups of community resi-

] . ] * - . .
dents: governm officials (elected and appointed), ewners or managers \\

of businesses, and random household respondents }comparing-satisfaction
/ ) )

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

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

3 c 1

in satisfaction with individual services are-related to overall community
. . . " .

gsatisfaction. N - ‘ N

«
L ? . P
s . ° B

[ O, »,.'( - .
.It is hypothesized that community group membership js & major deter-

T e N

minant”of satisfaction, accounting for a‘grea%tdeal.of variabtlity in as-

gessments of community services. Several control variables are introduced
) - (S

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

~ 1
K .
. 4 ° ' r,
L hd N «
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‘membership and changes in satisfaction with community services. -
. > ) -

Research and Models in'CBmmunity Ssatisfaction

fnéceqt research in fhe areaipf community sétisfaction tends to suf- 4
N - \‘ . K \‘ .
fer from problems of comparability in two major ways. First, the concept
- . . 1 .
of community itself is so broad\and encompassing that it contains a va-

Y -

. { N
. riety of subjective and objective meanings. Research 'in community, resi-
dential and neighborhood satisfaction ofﬁen is confounded by the absence’

. : ' -
of .a clear and unambiguous referent. Secondly,'conceﬂzual meanings and

3

. . 4 ’
measurements of'satisfgctiqg vary widely, further restricting comparisom

A

(Deseran et al., 19?6). ) . \ ’ .
. N - ‘ — .
To overcome these problems, researchers have developed models of com-

ﬁunity satisfaction that identify components of community and’ingorporape
{ : e — . . ’ ¢
specific dimensions of satisfaction for each component.. One of the most

* Yo N A

well develgped modgls is’ that ?ti}ized.by Marans agﬁ Rodgers (1975) and . _”'
. elaborated éy Campbell and associates (1976)~ ‘}t repfés;nts an attéép:'
to place.thg different concepts of logglit;\in some mééninggéllgemporal
and physica¥ order. In this modelx the lévels of.sp;cifiéity id r;si-
dentiéi milieu génerally move from dwelling unit to ﬁeig@Porhoodqu céé- . j
ﬂhnity,'alt%bugh Marans’and Rodgers (%9755 make a furfhe; diztinction be~ N
tween t&o levels of neighborhood.(ﬁicfb- and'éacro-). Levels of satisfac- '
- ) tion with these different '"domains" of experi;nce also influence and are

v .- . Y oo .
influenced.by satisfaction with other areas of life, which in turn influ-

encerthe’topal quality of life experience (Marans, and Rddgers, 1§75:306§ .-

. Campbell et al., 1976:220). - ' S R

- “\

The work of Marans and_Rodg?rs (1975) builds on earlier rksearch in :

the area of community satisfaction which suggested that satisfaction is

- i 1] M rd




a multi-dimensional vayiable (dohnson and, Knopp, 1970). A central com-~

ponent dﬁioverall community 3atisfaction is assessment of local services
¥ * ’ &

and facildties. Marans and Rodgers. found that '""assessments of perceived

“ N '
:" ' - ~ S ]
environmental attributes,' such as schools, “taxes, etc. strongly influenced

-
.

community aatisfaction. This finding was also supported by Goudy'(%977)L

+

although his study suggested that social dhmensions are of ‘more im*gr:
" tance than institutional factors in explaining community satisfaction.

. Personal characteristics, such as age, income or race, which might
%f\ be thought to be highly’correlated with leyeIS*of community satisfaction,

' were actually demonstrated by Marans§and Rodgers (1975) and Goudy'(1977) .

'to have little direct effect on gommunity satisfaction. Personal char-

\ »

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

attachment to the community rather than community evaluation (Goudy, 1977
N\
38Q). Other studies which have utilized pérsonal characteristics as’
orrelates of satisfaction have produ¢ed findings which are inconclusive

< N ) ” -

d aomethmes contradictory (Rojek et al., 1975:184~185) . 1In particular,

ity Group Memberfhip - ‘ o

+
L]

\ D fferent segmenée of a community may have differentialﬁperceptions

e
Qi us community services., Government officials maymhave more posi«
fva uations than other groups because of their role in securing
:nents and maintaining current levels of community services. Also,

g ave shggn»that knowledge about Eublic }SSues and policiesoﬁten is iim-
Q‘small minority of the population,‘usually the leadership sector

\]

Business interests may be partigularly concerded with ,

b

A .

g\ @ factor in the production~pzecess or the Operajron of a retail

J

°




-~ -~ -. Tt \d .
or seryice establishment. Household respondents may be especially sensi-

., tive tho changes in'conmmity service;s, particularly'if'new taxation or

.
PYIRY N

user charges are involved.

Some stugdies have shown wide variability between attitides of leaders

-

and nonleaders (Nix et al., 1970; Nix and Seerley, 1973; Molnar and.Purohit',
. 1977) ingguch areas as or’ientat_ion to change, perceived conmunity needse.
. and ratings ‘of services a‘nd facilitles. However, one study (;Smith and

Kiindt, 1976) did demonstrate similar perceptions of couunuhity‘ needs

among 1eaders and other residents. Our study is unique in its' inclusion

| S

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

tion of this group was considered important because in rural communities

~ 1

business managers and proprietors are often compunity leadefs as we11 -

- " but unlike govemment.officials, are. not directlytresponsible to the gen-
© eral public. . . . - ST o .
' “.4 ] ) . L
. . . Research Procedurs ) ‘
. . o A Co -
Sample’'and Data Collection - .- i
¢ . . <

. . "The data for this ,stusly were collected as part of a research project? '
- - . .

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

2 study area was selected on the basis of its Vb;:edoﬁxinantl'}' rural 'cﬁara?’t'er',

. . { s
its .proximity to other gn.owing urban centers, and its similarities to

other central Alabama counties in the ty;;es wf &probl'ems ‘\tﬁe area faced

L. \ L o ~ < .

in promoting development. The area's potential to respond to efforts of '
. ‘ . L4 . -

A} | 2R

extension personnel to encourage economic development wag an additional °

- ~

.- ~ selection factor. " .
[ - s . . The data for this study was obtained in interviews conducted in 1974

) ’ and again in 1977. Interviewers contacted a sample of business leaders,
h2




. ) ’ X I
' a nearly complete enumeration of elected and appointed officials at the
local, state, and federal levels, and a random sample 6f households in

. the three c‘oun.ties. In 1977, ‘a subsample ofs: household re\éidents, business’ ‘
‘ . respondéni:a, and éovernment officials was' reéontacé:ed. Long'i)tudinal data

weré available for 110 business leaders, 92 government qfficiﬁls,.and 101 )
o h99§eho].d rte'si-.dents. _ 3 . ‘ - - . ‘

Different selection procedurds were used to sample the ‘three groups
~ of respdndents. For the®household ‘samploe, a thred 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 respor(denté. . :
Cénsus enumeration distficts were identifiei and areas within ‘the dis- .

tricts were divided into sectors .whichﬂéervﬁd as the basic saﬁpling unit.
] A A s

Households in.each sector were .systema'tically approéched for interview

i -

) until the quota of é)i}vﬁhterviewa. was completed for e/ach“ sector. A 33‘% co
e subgsample was selected for reinterview in 1977. Limited funding precluded
) ) :

¥ rec tacting all 1974 respondents. - . i . ‘ /

In order to obtain the éample of business leaders in 1974, & complete

P \] Y "

businesses and industries was assgmb}ed sfor thé three counties

list t\j
\ and a 30 percent'sample was drawn. Onlzy owners and/or managers of busi- ‘ .
-] ~ : * .
.. esses. were inferviewed. The 1977 study represengs r?interviews with a
_ . . * 1 -~

v

2 percent subsampl2.

¢

The government leadership sector was defined as the set of county

is applied to indfviduals in the cémmunity who held formal positions with respon-
\ * * 0 2 ', o i R

\ - T AN '
sibilifly for important community resources and decision-making processes.
| A . N ' .
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Thus, these individuals were selected because of their tatuS'hQ\t::i-

tional 1eade?§ rather than reputational leaders, Sinc the te ader"’

by an adequacy rating; respondents were asked to assess whethe

lar service was ''not available,” "lesa than adequate," Padeqﬁi\:
aske

"more than adequate,' coded one-to four. Respondents were

tion, health cares public schools, and recreation. These ratings ral

' valuyes ranging from one to seven. In order to deal’with the discrepancy

‘ L »

in fesponse frameworks, the 1974 and 1977 ratings were standardized on a
100 point scale so that the valuesvrepresentEL‘percentaga of scale. 1In

this way, data from the two time periods could be compared by computiag

W
o @

- a difference score between the two ratings. Any bias in -this scorin

, (. .
procedure is a constant one, and should not affect differences between /

. 4

groups. £, . o o i .

+  Changes 'in satisfaction with selected community services were coﬁ-

pared by community gtoup membership and then control variables were intro-
? 1 4

duced in order to eliminate fthe effects of these vaq?ables on satisfaction .

levels, County was a q}assification variable coded as 1, 2 or 3 fot each

~3 , , \
y ! » T . S

*7J_ix. w. :9.‘ &.




. . ' . .

N - ‘ .\ ! | ; ' )
o county in-th%/sfudy. Sex was'utiléked as a clasgifactory variable and

. A ¢ )

. .coded as 1 or 2. Lqugﬁ of residence in—the cAmmﬁnity was measured in
K »

R ‘ a — A\\ ’
térms of aetual number of years spent ih\thé area. Income was measured

N . by 12 categories ranging from $0-1,999 t3“$30,000 or above. Education
i ¢ ' \’

B I . ’ . . ]
. was measured by the actual number of years of schooling completed through °
- '

college and 17 was assigned to gfaduaéz train

[ b ¢
. < Analysis . 3 ©
. To exagine ?hanges in léQelé of satisfaction frigm 1974 to 1977, mean

_ables.’ Lengtﬁ of residence, income and education were employed
. . .09 oL t.
ates, and county, se§ and community grdup were included as indépen

N
‘ag ‘covari-
Al

\Y

)

ables. The dependeﬂt variable was change ié‘satisféctfoﬂ leveléfyit &
4 c. \
.o specific cbmmunity‘service from 1974 to 195;? focusing on commnity gr gp ’
, s membership as "a‘key independent variable. L - f.‘ \\ .
Lo S S
- . o Results - ' ," ;\\ A\

- - . \
° . . _—

I8 order to examine the nature ahd’éxtent of change in levels of
'l Q .
satisfa¢fion with/selected Community services over time, mean scores for
< ’ «

each individual comm;nity service f;om 1974 to 1977 were compared. .In
. Ny :

Tablé‘l_thesegyeén scores are presented, -along with the mean &hange dur~'

j ing this period for each of(;he three commudity groups. The net diffgr-
/’ - -

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

/ . traction of the 1974 rating from tHe 1977 rating, due to missing déﬁav

o

\ Y
-
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* these differénces. AN
. - , - IR
‘(Table 1- here) e
~——
' The officials' ratings of water and sewage showed significant improve-
i
ments, business ratings were esSentially unchanged and housshold Xatings
\
. - showed significant declines. Garbage collection ratings improve,
v officials and business respondents, as did business ratings of tele hone
services, whereas household ratings declined. Business and ho seﬁold respon-
) dents saw significant declines in fire protection. No signifi ant changes <

Yy

«

e

The magnitude of the pet difference is the central focus of this analysi;?&

A t-test of paired comparisons waé-employed to test .the significarnce of

were reportéd in health care. offieials and household re3pondents reported

improvements in public schools. All three groups tended to downgrade
|
recreation opportunities in the area.

[N |

increases—ib overall comminity satisfaction, particularly the household

Y

“.0
All, however, showed signifiéant

_. L ,
In general the levels of satisfaction of the officials and business

5\
respondents tended to increise, while satisfaotion levels for household

residents4, " :

04 L]

residents declined. The increase in community satisfaction of households;.

. .
4 2

may reflect a tendeno&on'responQ to small changes in service delivery

» ¢ . -’
that may represent a mtch greater marginal improvement for, these individ-

~

uals. - .
\ o P

o
*
~

S

(Table 2 here)

Jl

A

.

”

~

-

Table 2 presents changes in, attitudes’over thme by community group

membership. Analysis of variance was employed to assess differential

[(N'e y
¢

f%vels‘of change in satisfaction/with local s(}vices across community .

s

' groups. The data reveal broad differences between groups in changes in

/':

satisfaction for five of the,eight community services.

i

PRV

In some cases,

. L4




the directioa of thétrelationship was the same for all three groups. For

1

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

protection and recreatiom among all regidents. Also, satisfaction with’

.garbage service improved with time for all three groups. ’ "
Table 2 reveals that the government officials generally rep:orted' .

1 . -
.~ £ . . .
greater increases in satisfaction with community services over time when

~ L}

compared to the other two groups, household residents and business’ owners

s .".ﬁ
or managers, Household residents generally decreased their evalu- ‘

> - » N L 4 %
An exceptipn to this generaliaa-
[ '

tier is found in their attitudes toward puE}jh schools. 'While-the busi-

ations of community services over time.

e

" ment officials and hbusehold residents félt that public sqhools had 1:

- .

improved from 1974 to 1977 T ) ; .i S 1*ff" Lme

A8
I T D .

-

R ('l‘able ? here) « _ - .-

f In Table 3, control variables are. introduced o jurther Specify the
%
re1ationship between 1eVe!§ of satisfaction of community groups and com-
’ 3 , [x
munity services. Multiple classification analysie was employed to examine

the net effect ‘of community group membership on satisfaction”with commu- i

hity services when other factors were held constant. With ‘Lunty, .sex,

[ -

length of residencaf,income and educatlon he1d constant;.statistically

significant re1ationships were found between gfoup membership and changes
-

H

3 «

in satisfaction with six out of eight services- water, sewage, gafbage,

Eelephohe, fire‘proteption and public schools. 2 C

-

e e e
Community group merership was thus an importgnt factor in explaining

L
~

change in sa§gsfaction 1eve1s eyen with the addition of loca10 and socio-

economic cont&pl variables. Adjusted Ievels of mean change in satigfac-

tion with a particular commynity service for each community group did not,

. Y, . - § S

ness grdup showed some slight dissatisfaction over time, both the govern- "

-

-
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g . . « o "\4 . .
différ greatly frcm the unadjusted mean change levels presented in Table
¢ ] N « e R ) .
. . - Vv I . . \
e L 2. Generally the same relationships were found when control variables

. ~
were introduced HoweVer, group differences emerged in change in satig-

%

faction.with garbage and fireiprotection and group differences were dimin-\

V4

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 seérvices of witer, sewage, telephone and public ®

- schools with or without residence dnd socioecopomic variables held con-
stant. R - ‘ S B
: 1 - (Table 4 here) ©oL @'
. ’ Table 4 presents the results of a regression analysis of selected ]
. \
o community services by community groups on change in community satisfac-

- , 3

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

o ! )

_change in community satisfaction could be explained by change in satis-

factionbwith selected community services among community groups as none v

- of the equations were significant. “The regression coeffi@ients show that
i o ~ ’ N ]
for bgth the government leaders and households, a change in satisfaction !

with garbage service was positively associated with a change in community

S avp " .
% . ~ ~

Batisfaction. For the business group, an inverse relationship;was found b

b - .-
th .

between a change in community satisfaction and a change in satisfaction

- i . . © -

with both public gchools and sewage. These negative aSsociations\ELe

difficult to explain theoretically, but genetally it is poasible to con- 1
~ ’
clude that changes in satisfaction with the(selected cOmmnnity services

L X “ .- . « @ t .
‘"<\\‘ do not seem to be related to change in oveiall comnunity satisfactions
’ . L 4 o . . . )
- ~ . ’\ . . . * . e - . Ay

‘ - - Discussion - : .
Ve . o . - -~

Three years is a relatively short period of time for introducing

intensive improvemeé%s in rural public services, though most showed some

¥ N v
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A

heightened awaaness of discrepanci“es between the quality of urban and , "

) degree of dissa/sfaction. ‘) ' Lo b =

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

expectatidﬁ‘ﬁ‘ for higher quality @nd more widely available community ser-

vices, especially among household respondents From this type of analysis,

LN
are due to\actual changes in the quality of community serviles,or lto a

it ig not possible to determine whether changeﬁ;attitudes over, time .

rural community Iservices. 'The longitudinal nature of the data, however, . ‘

A

do reveal an upward trend in satisfaction for the majority of services. ° _ . K
One of the ‘fost significant findings of this study is the relation- . -

ship of community group membership to changes in satisfactiod with com-
munity services. Government officials held consistently more positive )

>

views of servic}s éver time than either business leaders or household '

respondents. This result pay perhaps be‘explained 'by:_' greater awarenfss L ' . ‘
of improveménts ‘I:y .l/eadersi, the. vested interests of govern':‘nent leaders .2 :
in improving community services, and a more holistic approach to local 2 .
services in ‘contrast to 'a more personal approach b'y random household tesi- -
.dents. The business respondents seefmed to share :nore moderate attitudes

towar@s change in satisfa’ction with community services, with the possible

xception of recreational services, toward which they exhibited a high -

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

E

level of dissatisfacticn ﬁas expressed in relation to recreation. The C .

greatest satisfaction W2s shown by government officials in re‘lation to " -

watey services, but +there was also a. great deal of satisfaction with \
public sohools exptessed by govemment leaders and household residents
During the interim, theLarea had received federal block, gra:rts for water ) )

systems and state funding to local Bchool systems had improved. F e
. . N =

\

. .
. . -
‘- > - ;
L 4 4
‘
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. Looking.at each community group individually, government leaders
P2 . - ¢

. became increasingly satisfied with water services and less satisfied with

recreat{p#; business leaders became more satisfied nith*garbagenservices

and more dissatisfied with recreation; and the householq\respondents

expressed increased sé@isfaction toward public schools and lessened satis-
¢ ' . 2 ‘

faction with fire protection.
Another important finding is the relative absence of a relationship

.between change in satisfaction with selected community services dnd .change

1

in overall community/aetisfaction. This may be due to the fact that this
study compares changes in satisfaction, rather than the more traditional

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

'

also be attributed go the overall measure of community sa&}sfaction which
. N, . - .
perhaps did not discriminate well or reflect sufficient variation in atti-'

tudes. Other studies may employ aﬁcom@unity 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
rural, coominity services to receive public attention and outside funding.
Thus, it is more likely that improvements will occur‘first in these pri:

mary physical services than in,.human services which may be,assigned.lower

" » priority, such as recreation. Also, theré(may be a greater chance~of local

'citizen action in regard to narrowly based local utility projects than
thire might be in relation to recreation, for example, where the power
to set prrorities more likely lies at the state or-federaI legel.

This analysis provides 1itt1e'support for the proposition that part
of the renewed appeal of rural areas lies in their increased capacity to
méet some of the bagic community needs essential to group living. While

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

15 c
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At satisfaction levels over:time between different community groups pro-
/‘ = ,
’ vides some insight into the different ways in which commundty services are -
- perceived and the'ways in which services affect different segments of a
* - . R ~N M .
. 4 : A N ¢ * ¢ - -
community.. Future research may eiamine the relationship between incremen- .
T tal improvements in community services, th{a distribution of such improves« .
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Tab}e 1. Changes in Satisfacti‘&with Selected Community Servigces 1974 1977 for. Government Officials s Business: -and o
' Household Groups Pai@d\Comparison T-Test Between Ratings . . ¢ oL
El 2 “"?~
" -~ A ' Mean Satisfaction : a .
. Govermment Q0fficials (N=92) Business (N=110) ° C- ‘Household (N=100)
Service - 74 rating 77 rating Difference- 74 rating 77 ratigg Differencé 74 fating 77 rating Difference ’
‘Water . ~ . 56.52  74.46 17 . 93%#rk 50.69 53.21 . 2.52° ° '38.50 34,50 . -4 00**
" gewage . 4sa1 50,91 5,80 45,37  41.82 . $3.55 .25, 120067 5 -h.58K "
. Garbage + 68.75 ° 73.73 4,98% ™ 65.19 *70.25 . 5.06% 65.81  64.18. 1.63
~Felephone’ . 65.38.  70.15  4.76 61.93  66.67 474wk 65.79] 6105  -4.7hk -
. Fire, Protection 60.44- 58.24 -2.20 " 56.13 49,21 =6 .92%% 49.73 41.13 - -8;.60*** ‘
ot ) < . ,
| ~ M . ! A . \ ° *
Health Care 65.66 © 70.15 4.49 %59.07 58.44 - 74 . ~59.27 55.43 43.84
¢ Publig. Schools 62.08 69.10 7 .02%% 6_3;14 +61.86 ) -1.29 ' 58,11 X 6486 - . 6.76%k
Recreation =, 57.02 49.25 . <7.77%% 5071 36,51 - -14.21%%F  36. 58 " 29.82. . -6.75%kk !
' m ' - - : N ’ . S :
Comunity satisfactfon \ 75.82 82.60 6.79% " 68.64 + 78,31 . . 9.67%%% 65 00 85.43, . 20.43%%%x -
: o : ‘ : S -
> : T . ’ .. ¥
2 #p *< .05 L DA ’ ' ) .
f #kp ¢ L01 . . ) oo .
i’ . ¢ ' . N ) .
4‘ . ¢ / ) - . é :
o - L « . : e P
\ . I3 @ s
’ e . P . ! * ’ . . ;
: Sy S - - g
% | L L
X ! b ) N 'i
19 o J ‘}» 4 A .~ j
' ’ 26
. . R ' X - .




Ty B 'y . - L Ty TR o s \..
. Table 2. Mean change in satisfaction by Community Group Membership
. up !
\ — g . L}:- ( — - =
y : Mean Change ,in Satisfaction. - . o
Seriice - Officials Busdness ' Household F-value Probability
: Water 1.9 C'3.53 4.00 ~ 21.64- " . 000
P . (92) * (109) (100) ° . -
;o . R . o o Do
,” sewage ©5.79°-  -3.55 24,59 6.71- .001 °
I ' ¢92) - (108) ..(100) - g
L et ' WE ot . ) :
.- % * Garbage 47,98, 5.06  1.63 - N, .60 2549
P2 .. @D v ‘ ‘
felephone . ‘L %76 4.74 478 : M%z © 001
N (?,1) (109) (95) - Ay ¥
Fire Protection 2,207, © -6.92° -8.60 . ©1.87° .156
' . oD (108) (9 ,
Health Cafe 4.49 -7 -3.84 3.19 .043
S (91)  '{102) " (89) P
‘Publlc Schools 7.03°, -1.28 6.76 4.31 014
' (89) (97) ) ‘ .
Pl :. kY
.- .Recreation ' -7.78 - -14.21 ~6.76 3.29 .039
i (89 . (105) (95)°
3 - B ,
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Table 53.', Mean chan.ge in satisfaction tr%.th. selected commumity services by )
, . ity group adjusted for co;mty, sex, length of résidence, ’
, come and education. . , .. -
. g ‘ SR - . j:L “
Ser"v:L'cev REPE ‘4 .« Community Group~ '+ F-Value, Prebabjility
o Ofﬂcials" Business Household - o \
. = [ '} 3. ’ ‘
Water T} i [ 1e'~s4 »  2.06 @z .59 © 5.32 .000 .
e byoh 92) - . (108) 99)"" S
County [,/ R U 351 .602
Sex ' . ’ : : " .01 .927
Lengr.h}ﬁf residence A U : .53 469
Income . ¢ 5 67 .018
Education , < BRI N . 3.18 . 076
Combined Effect - SR 3.07 ,000
* c Q@ 'f -~ »
Sewage 6.11°  -3.83 . - -4.31 2.2 .020
) 92) (107) (99)
-~ , . " . ¢ 6, < > .
Coutty - . R o 2.49 ° ..085
Sex . - R - » <00 .965 k
Leng§h of résidencel . . © .00 " .995
Inc . o . ST, 30 U584 )
Education ‘ - - 2.63 .106
Combined Effect . . 1.91 .012 .
4 . . 8 ‘ ! '-) - o' . LS P
Garbage - 4.29 6 +82 42 5.72 000
PN t (92) © - (106) (96) - ' ’
County ., . '12.15 - .000 -
Sex‘ . . : b ' o L \ ) ! 01‘1 .7 ' ' ' "
Length of residenm R ot - % 1.13 .28 - -
Income © R CLe P & 5.36 .021". -
Edycation ‘ S e T 2,11 147 - C
Combined Effect . Y - 2.87 ~ .000 ;
L : \" . ’ . ' . ’ | . | . A '1. § -
Telephone 4,06, 5ul4 1. ~-4.07 * 337 - L0060t
| b (108) - . (o) w . ;
County = . & d 2 3188 .o .022
sex : . 4 ; < ~ “~'_l§}(’¢'000 R 0968
" Length of residerce ‘ ; 25,02 % .878
Income \ / .53 469
Education e . L .99 .320,
Combined Effect . . N 1.62 048 ;
*, ’ ;
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. Table 3. (Continued) *
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‘Service X .7 Community Groui: F;Value',“ Probability
Lo 0fficials Business Household .
' ~ - > N -
: Fire Protection:  -3.99 -6.42 & -6.22° 2.69 .022
- (91) (105) "(93) .
: RN , T
County 4.41 .013
) ‘ Sax b . 2011 i 0147
,” Length of residence ° .19 .663
’ Income i . A . 03 ’ . 860 ")
' Edueation - 1.65 200 ¢
i Combined Effect 1.24 ".220°
Health Care 2.11 -.19 -1.58 * 1.2 131
- (9D) (102) (88
. Comty : 3.48 ¢ .032
) Sex’ ot .03 . 868 .
~ Length of xesidence p 1.9 .165
? Income. i F\ﬂwfl 1.11° 2%
Education’ . , 1.34 s 248
Combined Effect - \ 1.5’0‘ , -080
/_, ¢ ’ T ’ . )
Public Schools 7.48 -1.9° 7.07 4.09. = .. .001
_ (89) *(97) (72) 7
" County ~/ : " 5.99 003"
_ Sex C e, .09 *.767
’ Length of residence : » 01 .908
Income e 1.12 291
M Education . . 1.85 - 175
Combined Effect 1.79 .022
@ R .‘.“\ ¢ ’ h
o Recreation p 5.27 -13.98 -7.26 2.15 .060
‘ - (89) (104) (94) ’
,m?“’; ) / ’ - ) ' 2 .
o County 92 7 400
Sek . _— 2.60 .108
' Length of residence .03 863
Income - 1.86 174
Education . .95 7.330 ..
" - combined Effect . 1.24 .223
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:» Table 4. Regression of Seleeted Admunity Services by Cmnmunity Group on Change in
Ty Community satisfaction ‘
4 “\“. . y ¢ . T . .-
‘w yd ! -
' ‘\;3 . Change in Commumity Satisfaction
& b Gov't Officials (N=92) - Business (N=110) Household (N=101)
“gervice J B b/S.E. - B b/S.E. B b/$.E.
Water -.116  -.989/.121 . .086 915/.116 *. -~00 =-.150/.216
Sewage - .053 .526/.137  -,229% -.283/.136 .01l - .150/.202
Gakbage ‘/ .250%  .306/.149 -.137 (145/.115  .294%  .258/.122
Telgphone -.072  -.769/.131 -.003 .722/.167  .081  .997/.195
. / : . ’ .
- . Y . .
Fire Protection  -.073,  -.761/.125  .109 .129/.134 - .097  .909/.129
Health Car'e -.051  ~.531/.133 -.008 -.133/.149 -.008  -.896/.156!
Publig Schools 123 .135/.137  -. -.403/.144 -.086  ~-.460/.182
Recreation .. - .077 741/.119 135 | - .164/.131 201 <X_ .289/.192
S 053 70 .. :
¢ .7 .
F-Valug .532 2,02 . 1.22 .
. “ - Id \ [
Probability * NS ° © NS NS
" ' o- —
% < .05 ‘L ® _
x4 < .01 h ‘ <o _
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