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ABSTRACT: ) _ -

~

As the rich, descr1pt1ve studies on the qua]1ty of 1ife have accumu]ated

a recurring observat1on is the recent concern with community and 11fe satis-

faction: Students of social ind- cators vesearch are”formulating and testing

conceptual frameworks of community : at1sfact1on\1n the hope of making intel-
Tigent decisions about_social pol-cy. At the same time, there: has.been a shift

from a concern with only the objective cond1t1ons of society to 1nq5ude the
subjective perceptions of life experiences.  That is, the point_at issue in

most studies is to consider both the information about certainipopulations

" UaRdT SubpopuTations and the -informat on "about how the THUTVTUUBTS'W1LH1h“th836

popu]at1ons feel about their circum<tances or 1ife conditions: (

The purpose of the present study is to investigate the degree of commun1ty

and 11fe sat1sfact1on among a mu1t1stage c]usaer samp]e of 249 rural re51dents.

commona11t1es from th1s multidimensional phenomenon: Then; analysis of covari-

ance is used to assess the stat1st1ca] significance of the hypothesized rela-

tionships between selected socio-economic variables (age, education; occupat1on,

race, poverty status and farm status) and the composite, criterion variable -

community satisfaction. Findings indicate that: 1) When .the effects of the

covariates are removed, race and poverty status were found to _have s1gn1f1cant

effects on community and 1ife satisfaction while the effect of farm status ‘

was minimal; 2) Education emerged as the only significant covariate; and 3)

There was no 1nteract1on among the factors; however, three factor-covariate

1nteract1on terms were present: ) :

;
 INTRODUCTION
. i . .
As the ricﬁ, déScriptiVE Stddies on the quality of 1ife have accumulated,
a recurring observation is the recent concern with community and life satis-
faction. Initially, social indicators research concentrated SbTéTy on the

bbjétfiVélconditions of life as determ1nants of social change and ref]ect1ons

le's viewpoints. . For exaapié; early studies utilized economic well-

of peo

being ag a primary indicator of quality of life. Studies have demonstrated
. ¢ ) -

~_ 'This research was supported by the Un1ted States Department of Agrrcu1ture.
Research Grant No. NCX-061-5-79-150-1, The Isolation of Factors Related to Levels

and Patterns of Living in Selected Areas of the Rural South.
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that economic.status is not a totai.méaSuké-of quality of life and there is

a hééd:to incorporate the personal asseésméﬁfg of those studied (Campbell and

Converse, 1972; Rédgers and Converse, 1973). Consequently, recent studies

have expanded their, focii to include one's perceptions of his own well-being

jh the community.  Further, Rojek et al (1975), Maréhé\én& Rodgers (1975) éhd*

Campbell et al (1976) Edhtéhdltﬁét community satisfaction, as a social measure,

is applicable to this combined approach (6Bjééfﬁﬁé’§ﬁa-éﬁBjéEEiVé iﬁ&iEéEBFé)E T
oo ...The purpbse.of. the present. study is_to investigate.dhe degree of communify_ ..
and 1ife satisfaction among a sample of rural; North Carolina residents. Our -
coﬁcept of community satisfaction as a muit{aimensionai gbnkaUct refitied by' .
factor analysis. Then, community and 1ife satisfaction, a composite measure, -
is éxaminéd for Socio:éconOmic différéntiaié - agé,;éducation, occupation, ‘

. y N
race, poverty status and farm status. . ' ' o
Existing studies in this area of social indicators réééskéﬁ revealed that

the re1at%onships between socig-economic vériéBﬁéé.éhd community and 1ife sa- .

tiéféttibﬁ are, at best, tenuous and somewhat mixed: For éié@ﬁﬁé, MéFéi§ and
Rodgers (j975) éBﬁEéﬁ&é&ﬁEhéf “person characteristics" (i;é.'égé; éddﬁétidh; '
income; race, été:) had "extremely modest" effects on community satisfaction
186-189) argued that these characteristics did not have statistically signifi=
cant effects on community satisfaction. 'EurthéE; in focusing their analysis

on four, rural countiés in north central I11inois, the latter authors found

that the éxpjanatpry power of eleven objective, demographic, economic and status
measures on four dimensions of commurity satisfaction (medical, commercial,

public service and -educational) failed to achieve statistical significance.

In another study, Miller and Ckédéf'(1979:500-50;) reported that the beta N
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coefficients of age, educat1on and incomé for .an economic diﬁénéion of community

-

. sat1sfact1on were not s1gn1f1cant wh1]e on]y educat1on reached stat1st1ca1

s1gn1f1cance on the 1nterpersona1 d1mens1on of commun1ty sat1sfact1on

,.

In sum, V1rtua11y no strong or con51stent re]at1onsh1ps were found between -

socio-= economlc var1ab1es‘and community and 11 fe sat1sfaction§ however, these

stud1es do demonstrate a need for a comb1ned use of: sub3ect1ve and objective

1nd1cators to tap the attitudes of individuals toward human cond1t1ons

N &
\

\
The data sgurce, variables, -and procedures used to obtain the findings
perta1n1ng to commun1ty and ]1fe sat1sfact1on are as follows.

Data

The principai data‘éourcé‘ié a"probability samplé (N = 248) drawn’ from
three réciaiiy mixed; Tow income, rural counties in North €arolina as parp
of é reg1ono] prOJect entitled, “fhe;iSofation'of'Féctor§ Reiatéd to Levels
and Patterns of L1V1ng in Selected Areas—o£~the Rural South:" A mu]t1stage-
cluster samp11ng procedure was des~gned to achieve a samp]e size representative
of the population and proport1onate to the size of each of thé three counties.
In the flrst stage; the probab1]1ty of a county $ se]ect1on was to be
in proportion to its population size within the state's sampling frame of Tow

income, rura] count1es. For the second stage; national geo]og1ca1 survey maps

“ -~

the "open country" sampling frame of c]usters wh11e census maps Were used to

define the "town":agmp]1ng frame of clusters. Cluster s1zes were fixed at

v

éight households and a serpentine procedure insured a standard1zed method of.

r

def1n1ng entry into each Samp]e cluster. Wheelock; White and Phillips (1982:

6- 7) aff1rmeo the representativeness of the sample.
< : v

“

-
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Adhering to this sampling procedure, the three counties randomly selected
were Bertie (N = 96) Hoke (N 64), and Warren (N 89) The per-capita income

State per capita income average was $2252 (Profile: North Carolina Count1es,

1877): Although the per capita incomé for these counties increased, respectively,

to $6209, $4888 and $5320 in 1980, they are still in the lower one-third of
‘the State's per Cépité income distribution. Specifically, of the 100 count}eé

in North Carolina; Bertie has a rank of 71, Wa.ren has a Féﬁk'a? 93 while Hoke

— Has i ARk GFTO0 1 ;"(S"U'?"VEY of Current-Busimes 71*3‘8‘2 f‘53='6'4'“)i' A
Variables |

Expressed jn Table 1 ar2 the exogeneous variables used to examine com-
',V

munity andA]ife sat1$fact1on;

w

,(Tab]e 1 about here) ‘
/' it-is apparent that the sample is almost equally divided between black
and white respondents, 49.8% and 50.2%, respectively. These percentages are -

within two standard érrors of the 1980 Census of Pobdﬁétiéﬁ,(WﬁeeTBek; White

and ﬁh{iiipsr 1982). ]

-

Determination of poverty status; a key variable in the regvona] study,
is based upon methods developed by the Social Secur1€§ Administration and the '
Department of Agriculture: The standard is based on a food budget estimated
as an Yeconomy food plan for emergency use" (Orshansky, 1965:6-8); the poverty
Tevel is set at three times the amount of the totaiféooa’E:dget. In addition;
adjustments of ?EMi]y aﬁnUai income were madeé torltamfiy size and férﬁ/ﬁéﬁ?éiﬁ "
occupation of head of household. Given this definition, 45.5% (N = 107) of
the samp]e respondents in these ]ow income, rural counties were classified

as "poor" and 54.5% (N = 128) wene‘plass1f1ed as "nonpoor." Recent statistics

% 7 “
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suggest that 21. 9% of the families in these countqes are- be]ow the poverty

. Tevel while 78. ]% of the persons are above the poverty 1eve] 2 (Eensus of

Eopulatlnn and Hous1ng) 1980). , -
b

arying definitions of a

-

Over time, the Census of Agricuitgre has used ¢
farm. For this study, the 1978 definition is used; that is, a farm is defined

as a place from which $1000 or more of .agricultural b?bdﬁcts were sold or normally
. L ]

would have been sold during the cehédé year | (ﬁéﬁéﬂs of Agriculture, 1977).

\

Based upon this def1n1t1on, 24.9% (N'= 59 9) of the samp]e were engaged in farm

oCcu, ations while /5.1% (N = T78] ot tne ~S3MpTE Were engag'd'dn noﬁTarm*
cupations. According.to cénsus data, these perceqtages are 27.8 and 72.2,

respectively (North.Carolina State Government Statistical Abstract; 1979).
7

The measurement of the inté%vai:iéVéi variables is also §£Eai§hf?aiwaid;
Table 1) are included in the analysis as covar1ates to remove the extraneous
variability from the community and 1ife satisfaction composite index. Table

) I - X
1 shows that the average age of the sample Eééfnéﬁd’éﬁfé is 47.9 years, a value
not1ceab]y h1gher than the average age of persons in these count1es reported

ih;thé récent census (28.6 years) (Eensus of Popu]at1on, 1980). 1In contrast,

the difference between the average educational level for the samh]e (10.0)
and the-'80 census’ (9:9) is negligjble. Similarly, there 1s less than a ten
percent difference between the percentage of blue and white co]]ar workers

in-the sample and the 180 census; the percentage of respondents emp]oyea in

blue collar occupations are ??.a;(N 180) and 68.3, respectively: 1In this
aha?ySis; however, occupation i5 treated as a metric, independent variable.
Finally, it wouia be remiss not to point out that the vaﬁ{abies do not
seriously violate the the muitivariate; normal assumptions. That is, the vari-
‘ables adlfere to the normaiity; linearity and héhdscedascity assumptionss the :

/ N Loe
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Procedures

The data 3”3}Y515 for th1s paper is two- fo]d F1rst factor ana1yS1s

is used as a data reduction technique to construct the commun1ty and 1ife sa-

.
BN I

t1sfact10n 1ndex: Second , ana]ys1s of covariance is used to determine ‘whether

race, poverty status and farm status have an effect upon community and 1ife

— I o R
sat1sfact1on while adJust1ng for d1ffereq;es in age, education and-OCCUpdtion;

Factor ana1y51s determines the "structure" or d1men510na11ty of a set

t

of variables drawn from’ the same cOneeptual domain and 75 based upon the funda-
mental assumption that sone underlying constructs [factors] are responsible

for the covariation among the-observed eérreiétiéns. Thisjb?ocedure facjii;
tates the exp1ication%f.construé£s by partitioning variabi;es into sourcés - .
of common and unique variance. The common varfancd is determined by thé crea-
.tibn of linear combinations of vdriables and the Unique variance is t?et which

s not accounted for by the common factors. Thereafter, these extracted 11near

combination of va%%as1és or factors are rotated to achieve simple structure;

a 5éF§§mon1ous set of var1ab1es (Harman, 1967;,§umme1,¢1970 and Kim and Muel-
"ler, '1978). Thus, in th1s investigation, facto; é;a1y§i§ is used as an expe-
dient way of ascerta1n1ng the minimum number of constructs that can explain

the cov . ~jation among the var1ab1es related to’ commun1ty and 1?¥e sat1sfact1on.‘

for ana]ysws of variance, is applicable when the dependent variablé is quant1-
tat1ve or metr1c, one 1ndependent variable 1ikewise and another nom1na1 or
nonmetric. As suéﬁ;'it provides a straightforward method of adjusting for
differences in concominant variables asseciated with a dependent veriéﬁiez

Most commonly; the concominant var1ab]es or covar1ates are 1ncorporated into .

5

~
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1ead1ng«tc a reduction in the error ‘term and consequent1y to a more sens1t1ve
ana]xs1s. Ini sucﬁ app]]cat1ons, the effects of thé nonmetric var1ab1es or
factors are of ch1ef concearn (Ker]1nger, ]973 W11dt and Ahtola, 1978). " This
be1ng SO d1fferences in mean levels of commun1ty and ]1fe 'satisfaction for
blacks and whités, poor and nonpoor and farm and nonfarm respondents are sta=
‘tistically assessed subse?uent to the removal of extraneous variation due to

age; education and occupational differences.

RESULTS -

)

Gf the 136 possib]e intercorrelations a@ahg the seventeen variables in-
cluded in the refined factor analytic mode’i',;éeventy_ percent (N = 95) are sta-
tistically significant at a« = 0.007. Given the iarge/, sample size, th"—sig’ni:’
ficance oértHeSe correiétions (inciuding ?bw'corréiations (0.18 = 0.2:;3 is

fgk?é expected. ‘ (

(Table 2 about here)

Inspection of the correlation matrix reveals that positive relationships exist
among these variables and that the relationships within two subsets of vari-
abTéé are higher Eﬁaﬁ-fﬁé EéTéfibﬁéhibs between the 'su'la'set'sf4 In gehekaI*

s
togéthef n Th1s be1ng so, one wou]d expect at least two factors to be extracted

w1th the first factor account1ng for a 1§rge proport]on of the tota] var1at1on

Réiﬁliigﬁifiﬁé4E5é£6£f§5é1¥§i§ o ' I
Comnunity and 1ife §éti§?ééfibﬁ; the dependent variable, was operationa-
lized by using an 1h&éi generated by factor analysis: The Fésuits of this

- rd ;
. .



(Table 3 about here)

e . -

Originally, tWénty4fiv§ Likert=type attitude ditems, designed to tap a
spectrum of community concerns, were used in the initial factor analysis.
Responses were coded on a five=point scale ranging from '5' (strongly agree)
io " (strongi} disagree). Positively and negatively ﬁbédéd/iféﬁé were trans-

formed such that a high score would indicate a high degree of satisfaction

. .and a low score would_indicate_a low degree of:satisfaction.  The means, along
with their variability; are also provided in Table 2.

To determine the number of factors or. constructs required to account for -

" the covariationsamong these twenty-five items, common factor analys¥§ was used. -

Employing the squared multiple correlation between a given variabie and the

rest of the variables<in the matrix as communality estimates, seven factors

Were initially extracted. However, based on Kaiser's eigenvalue of greater

ﬁhan'Oné and the scree test; it wasgiétérminéd ihaé only thJfactors were theo-
Yret{Caiiy meaningful. The éigét variables that failed to load appreciably

on ﬁny of the factors or had a factorial complexity larger than one were drop-

ped from the analysis and the results are reported in Table 3.

An oblique: rotation was éiéa to achieve simple structure. As such, Factor

1 accounts for 74.6 peréent of the common variation among the variables while

Factor 2 accounts for the remaining 23:6 percent of the varjation. Variables

1-12 loaded significantly (0:40 or higher) on Factor 1 while Variables 13-
17 loaded significantly on the second factor.® The communalities (h2), indi-
cating thé“wéight of each factor in explaining the variables; are also given

ih fabié 3. Eor éxampié; thé tWo ?acto;S acCount ?or tWentnyour percént of ’

the variation in Variable 1, thirty-seven percent of the variation in Variable

- | - E




2, twenty-three percent of the variation in Variable 3, and so forth.
Once the variables are éééigﬁéa to the factors with whfch tﬁey exhibit the

Based on the nature, magnitude and pattern of the‘loédings, Factor.1 i5 iden-
L ' o 7 i, )
tified as a 'satisfaction' dimension while Factor 2 is identified as a 'social
iﬁfégiafiaﬁi»dimeﬁéiéh* The intercorrelation bé{Wéén these dimensions is 0.33,
For the present study&\Fhe satisfaction' dimensicn, community and life,
s used as a compos1te 1ndex (dependent var1ab1e) in the ana]ys1s of covari-
ance. The Cronbach's alpha coeff1c1ent of re11ab111fy for thns 1ndex is 6 84.
Reéﬁliédiijhﬁﬂggjé;ﬁ$4£6yaPiahee

Table 4 presents the means and standard deviations of the index of com-

munity and iife satisfaction by the féctors, race; poverty status and farm
stagus. ‘ .

(Table 4 about here) -
o : ,
B o ",’., o o S e “
Briefly, the data show that white, nonpoor and nonfarm respondents tend

‘ < -~ - ~N
o o } O S S
to have higher scores on the index than black, poor and farm respondents: These
findings, save farm status, are consistent with the studies cited earlier.’
Before presenfing the findings pertaining to the covariance analysis,
a synoptic discussion of the covariates is appropriate. The zéro-order; pro-
ddct momengt correlations between the cdvériéfes, age, éducation and occupation,

and the community and 1ife sat1sfact1on 1ndex are respect1ve1y, =0.03, 0.34

and'-0.0S. Thus, op]y the var1ab111ty in education (p < 0.001) has a éighi-~

‘ficant effect on the index and the other two covariates could have been ex-

cluded from the-analysis. Further, three indiyidual factor-covariate inter-
action terms [age and race; age and poverty status; and occupation and poverty

?

i-
L K



status] are significant but unimbdktaht to the 65jé6£?€é§\6? this study. The
reasons are twofold: [1] neither age or oécﬁbafibﬁ are significant éévapiates;
and [2] the proceduré for multiple covariates suggests examining the éf#gété

of the covariates jointly (Null and Nie, 1981:16). When the latter was examined,
the factor-covariate interaction was not/statistically significant: Therefore;
the model is additive. ' ~
Table 5A shows the solirce of variation, sum of squares, degrees of freedom,

(Table'5A about here)

An ekaﬁination of the data in the above table reveals that when the &ffects
of the covariates are hé]d‘gbéstéﬁf; race and poverty status are found to have
statistically significant differential levels on the index of community and
life satisfaction. éonsisﬁeht with the trends in Table 4, WHéfé and nonpoor
respondents havé significantly higher levels on the jﬁdéi; Farm status and
the interaction effects do not achieve statistically significance. Note par-
ticularly that education is the only significant covariate:

fn Tight of the preceding, a question of interest may be: Is race or
poverty status more important as a source of varidtion in the index of com-.
munity and 1ife satisfaction. After performing the resulting F-test, a value
of 1.22 (2:46/2.02) is not significant at a = 0.01; thus, we have no evidence
that the variation in the index due to race is significantly more important
than the variaticn due to poverty status, and vice versa.

In short, these findings do not lend support to studies by Marans and
Rodgers (1975), Jesser (1967); Ladewig ané\Méeahh'(TQBB); and Rojek et al {1975):

A condensed form of the data in Table 5A appears in Table 5B.
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A -.M_(fabié 5B about here)
. (Table 6 about here) '

The data in Table 6 shows the pattern of factor effects to the community
anid 1#fe satisfaction index. The unadjusted .deviation is simply the mean of
each category expressed as a dev1at1on from the grand means whereas, etaz in-
dicates the proport1on of the var1at1on in:the index exp1a1ned by gach o~ the
three factors. Thus, the mean value on the index for black respondents is
0.22 below the grand mean‘while the mean valie for the white requhéents is
0.20 above the grand mean. Poverty status and farm status are_interbretea simi-
larly. Further, race explains about tWeiVé percent of the variance in the
index; poverty status explains about thirtéén pércent'of the variance, while
farm status accounts for less than one percent-of the variapce:

As we adjust for the variation in the index due to the effects of the
other. factors and covariates; the deviations from the grand mean for race and
poverty status are attenuated. This decrease suggests that these two factors
are related in the context of community and 1ife satisfaction. It shows that
black respondents tend to be poor while white respondents tend hot to be- poor.

In sCénn1ng the mu1t1p]e classification scores, it is 1mportant to note
the pattern of changes in the é??ects of the variables. For example, there, 5
is initially a 42 unit difference between black and white respondents and a
43 unit difference between poor and nonpoor respondents. Some of this differenCe;
is because of the confound1ng effe¢ts of the. other factors and probab]y di f-
ferences in educat1ona] 1eve]s of 3he two racial and poverty status groups.

" When theSe effects are control]ed there remaihs a 32 and 29 unit,ditferénce
respectively, and the deviations dropped, 6n‘the average, 10 units? The partial
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.
..

etas are also attenuated. In comparing the partial etas with the original
etas, these coéffiéiénts decreased an .average of 13 units..

Finally, the multiple R of‘0.47,i%dicaté 2 moderate overall relationship
between community and 1ffé_satf;faction and the fééfé?;i twenty-two percent
of the variation in the index is expiained by the additive effects of the inde-

péndent variables in the model.

'SUMMARY AND €ONELYSIONS

The intent of this paper was to examine the effects of race, poverty status
and farm status on community and 1ife satisfaction while adjusting for diffe=
rences in age; education and occupation. A factor analysis of a domain of
 twenty-five satisfaction variables h’suitéd in two dimensions idehtif%é&; re-
spectively,; as "community and life" and "social integration." The index of
community and 1ife satisfaction, theechief)focdé of this bébé?; was found to

. be reliable, a;CronbachfS_anﬁé bf‘0.84; and no attempt was made to define (

of community and 1ife satisfaction than white and nonpoor respondents.. .Further,
é&déafibﬁ emerged as the oniy significént covariate while the interaction effects
were found to be nonsignificant.

In générai, the results of this study do not support the findings reported
by the studies cited above. The i'pelf'S'CJ"ri characteristics" (race, poverty sta-
tus and educatien) are highly significant on the index of community satisface
tion while most of eariier studies noted the Eontrary. The findings pertaining
to age-and occupation are ébﬁé?%féﬁf with earliér ‘studies while the latter omits

»

-
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farm status. Finally, it is our belief that the present findings are not ars

tween community satis-

(1]

tifacts of the data but reflect genuine relationships b

|

rd

faction and these socio-economic variables.Fhe difference may be attributed *
to the items comprising the index, or employing a general, instead of a spe-
cific, index; nonetheless, additional study is needed and a replication of
this study on -the regional data set, or thé individual state data sets, would

be a good start.S
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NOTES

- .
The per capita income average for North Carolina ip 1980 was $7,832.

This percentage is low because of differences in sampling frames. The census

included both urban and rural.areas, while the sample excluded the former..

Rural areas have been shown to have more persons below the poverty threshold.

" The relatively large sample standard deviation may account for this difference.

Three negative loadings (Variable 14 with Variables 6, 8 and 14) exist; how-
‘ever, they are negligible.’ . ,

The eight items that failed to load on a dimension were: (1) Our schools
do,a,pporqupquﬁgreparihg,ybuhg people for 1ife; (2) This community is ‘very
orderly and ipeaceful; (3) The Civil Rights Act of 1964 has made life better.

for people in this community; (4) Families in this community keep their chil-

dren under control; (5) Most people here show good judgement; (6) Our high

school graduates take an active interest in making this community a better

place in which to live; (7)1 feel very much that I belong here; and (8)

Most people get their families to Sunday School or church -on Sunday.

A Facter loading indicates the relative importance of the variables to the

underlying construct(s).

We were not able to find any studies that documented whether differences

~in community satisfaction exist between persons engaged in farm and nonfarm
occupations. ’

The other states participating in this regional project are: Alabama, Ar-

kansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, M-.3sissippi, South Carolina, Tennessee .

and Virginia. '
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Table 1 _ '

SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC ‘/ARIABLES USED TO EXAMINE

. COMMUNITY AND LIFE SATISFACTICN!

- )]

L3

Black .17 . 9.8
! White 118 5002 -

Total ; 235 ¥ 100.0

(NR) : 14) - '» J

Poor 107 45.5
Nonpoor 128 , 54.5
Total ) . 235 - 100.0
(NR) (14) :

Farm .~ _ 59 24.9 ' .
Nonfarm 178 75.1
Total 237 1100.0

Interval Variables

% Age 47.9 : 16.5
N = 246) .

Bducation 10.0 3.6

N = 244)

< | occupatin’ 7.4 5.9

1. 'The occupational scale values were: l-private household worke  servide

worker (except private household), 3—farm laborer or farm forer 4-farmer
or farm manager, 5-laborer (except famm), 6-transport equipment  rative,

7-operative involved in mapufacturing, 8-craftsman or foreman, 9-.. rical or
kindred worker; 10-sales worker, ll-manager or administrator and 1:- rofessiconal,

technical and kindred worker: ik
Y 2y : .




\ ‘ '.' Table 2
PRODUCT MOMENT CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS AMONG CCMMUNITY AND LIFE SATISFACTION VARIABLES, MEANS AND STANDARD PEVIATIONS
T . ,
‘ Vmbles—_ 1 2 3 & 5 € 7 8 9 W N 1 B W B % T % 55
1. Real friends age hard to find o o , / L
in this comaity; - 422,09 40,23 .15 .27 %68 31 L5 0 0 12 07 W08 3K LD
Alot ofpeple bere think they g L -
are too nice for you, SRR B LI TR R e R L Y O S L IR VI N
1. The main problem in this comunity S T S
is crire. | B L X B S V) QY Y| :30\}.;31 200100 08 30 (03 35T 098
4. Sane people can get by with almost any- !
thing while others take the rap for any 2
little misdeed, St 26 23 39 3 16 Al IO D008 .08 02 2.6 L.02
5. Most people try to use you. SRS - N - ) G| RO ¢ IR N T b S [ R S N : D W 3
6. It is dangerous to walk down the streets v
in this commnity. , Y U Y SIS IR . B ‘.’03 1% 0.93

i L

[ =
-

& insist o being dtffgrenp 7 - SLLE N2 8 L -0 .2 1813 k00 103

A few people here make all the money, ! - B ., ;3; 2009 .21 .8 .2 331 0.9

W, You mist spend lots of money to be | o
accepted in this cammnity, i e 092 2 MO B M K N 086

11. Yo one seens to care bow this comnity - ] S
Tooks. . - .3 0.9 10 14 0 .9 358 0.8

e
-

" 12, 1an often afraid that crinipals will .
break ints iy homé. - 4B d2 06 .18 b6 10
13. Different churches here cooperate well ' ) o
with one another. ; - W6 3 42 31,38 0%
1. Our achools do a.good job in preparing
students for college. - 8B 5 349 0
15, Blacks and whites get along welt in : : o _ o
this comunity. S - .30 .2 381 0.66
16: The churches heré are a canstiuctive factor e
for better camunity life, ' - .47 3B 066 ‘
17 J feel veloome going to public activities
in this camunity. /
o

et !

- - 389 0.60




¢ | Table 3
{ )
ROTATED FACIOR PATTERY MAIRCK FOR CCMNTTY AYD LIFE SATTSFACTION VARTABIES®
. }
Vaidles | _ Fotated Factor Ioadings'
| s 5 ¥
1, Reil friends are hard to fird in this ccmmmty | . A48 -0 |
2, &lot of pecﬂpie here think they are too nice for you | 59 .05 37
3. The mam problen in this camunity is crire, A9 - .o 23
4. Scme people can get by with almost anythmg whlle others take the rap for any B o . .
Little nisdesd: , . RPN I T R N B 3
'S, ant people try to use you; | - 83 -1 .53
6. It is dangerous to walk dowm the streets in this commity. o 56 - 06 25
7. This comunity lacks real leaders, N - , \ A3 02 19 :
8, Peplé here give you a bed nane if you insist on being different. N R R ) A8
9, A few people here make all the money. - Sl 2l 37
10, You mst sperd lots of money to be acceptad-in this commity. 0l H ) 5
11: o ane seans to care how this camunity tooks: 13 30 3%
12, Tan often aftaid that crininals will break into my hone, | A5 d20 ]
1. BIffe:rent churches here cooperate vell vith cne another, | | .59 i
1, Our schools ‘do a qood ]d) in preparing students for college. | - .09 42 A5y
15, Blacks and vhites get along vell in this comndty, . | 12 A |
16, The chrches here are a constructive factor for better commnity Life, 0 o8| e
17, 1 feel Welcatie, going to public activitiss in this comnity. | @ .6 Al
4 — - ’ S
Variance Bxplained | 74;6{ 2,64

1. An oblique rotation was used to achieve smpie structure and there vas a 0 3 product-nunent cormlatlon between

0 éndf'
| | ‘ S F
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| R RACE, ROERY SRS N

Black 3.03 . 0:63
White -~ 3.46 0.48

Poor _ 3.10 0.62
Nanpoor 3.45 0.51

‘farm.étatus:
Farm 3.16 ' ~ 0.69
Nanfa: . 3.27 © 0.57

1. The grand mean and standard deviation for the sanple were, respectively,
3.27 and 0.60.
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" \ Table SA

. ANALYSISOF@VARIMEEEGRWADDIHEW@WRA@
POVERTY STATUS AND FARM STATUS CONTROLEING FOR AGE, ED[EATIQ‘I AND OCCUPATION

- 3 ,, S
Source of Sum of Degrees of _Mean , Significance
Variation Squares Freedom Square F_— level .
Total 67.58 189 0.36 5 3
Covariates 8.07 3 2.69 9.20 :000
f’ducata;on 7.71 1 7.7% 26.36 ; .000
Occxlpaticn 0.36 1 - 0.36 1.23 (3 . 269
, Age 0.25 1 0.25 0.84 .361
2 , - - 3
Main Effects 6.67 3 2.23 7.61 .000
Race, 2.02 1 2.02 6:91 .009
Poverty Status 2.46 1 2.46 8.41 .004
Farm Status . 0.22 1 / 0:22 0.74 .390
Two-Way Interactions  0.42 3 0.14 Q.48 .697
Three-Way interactlons 0.06 1 0.06 0.20 .654
Error  52.35 179 0.29
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'Table 5B °

AWALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR COMMUNITY AND LIFE SATISFACTION WITH RACE, POVERTY |
STATUS AND FARM STATUS CONTROLLING FOR AGE, EDUCATION AND OCCUPATION: CONDENSED MODEL

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean Significance
L Variation Squares Freedom Square r Level
Mode 14.75 6 2.46 8.51 .000
. Error  52.83 183 0.29
Total © 67.58 . 189

1. Since the interaction terms were not significant, they were pooled into the

error component. N

W
mf




fable 6

- )

o AN MONITY AND LIFE SATISFACTION BY
RACE, POVERTY STATUS AND FARM STATUS

L

D Unadjusted
Variable Deviatianl

ﬁace :

Black - .22

White - .20

Poverty Status:
Poor - 25
Nanpoor .18

Farm Status:
Fam, M 7 - .08
Nonfarm .03

mge -

_Eta_

.35

.08

Adjusted

11

.12

.02

.20

.24

.06

1. Deviaticn fram the grand mean (3.27).

2. Deviation adjusted for the factors and covariates.

Miltiple R: 0.47
R%  0.22



