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Abstract.  We report on a study that empirically tested a model that inte-
grates the relationships among important determinants and outcomes of 
residents’ satisfaction with community services.  Our model of satisfac-
tion with community services is highly complex.  In order to facilitate 
reader comprehension, we presented the model in five stages.  Stage 1  
shows the most proximal determinants and outcomes of satisfaction with 
community services--satisfaction with community conditions (predictor 
of satisfaction with community services) and community satisfaction (de-
termined by both satisfaction with community conditions and services).  
Stage 2 adds another outcome to the model, namely community com-
mitment.  The model shows that community satisfaction leads to com-
munity commitment.  Stage 3  adds two additional variables--confidence 
in local institutions and power in influencing local institutions--to further 
account for variation in satisfaction with community services, commu-
nity satisfaction, and community commitment.  Stage 4 focuses on factors 
added to the model to help explain the drivers underlying satisfaction 
with community conditions.  These drivers include satisfaction with 
neighborhood conditions, neighborhood satisfaction, and housing satis-
faction.  Finally, Stage 5 adds satisfaction with life domains such as fi-
nancial life, social life, family life, and work life to help account for addi-
tional variation in the model's key constructs.  We tested our model us-
ing a survey study in a community in the State of Michigan. The results 
were mostly supportive of the theoretical model. 
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1. Introduction 
 

One important area of research inquiry in planning and community de-
velopment is residents' satisfaction with community services (e.g., Sirgy, 
Rahtz, Cicic, & Underwood, 2000; Sirgy and Cornwell, 2001).  Community 
services involve government services (police, fire/rescue, library, etc.), busi-
ness services (banking/savings, insurance, department stores, etc.), and 
nonprofit services (alcohol/drug abuse services, crisis intervention, religious 
services, etc.).  Past research has shown that satisfaction with community 
services plays an important role in community satisfaction (referred to also 
as "global satisfaction with one's community," "perception of community 
quality of life," and "perceived community quality of life") (e.g., Bruin & 
Cook, 1997; Lansing, Marans, & Zehner, 1970; Salster & Hesser, 1981; Sirgy et 
al., 2000; Sirgy and Cornwell, 2001; Vrbka & Combs, 1993) and quality of life, 
specifically perceived quality of life (also referred to as "life satisfaction," 
"happiness," and "subjective well-being") (e.g., Andrews & Withey, 1976; 
Barresi, Ferraro, & Hobey, 1984; Campbell, Converse, & Rodgers, 1976; Mor-
ris & Winter, 1978; Sirgy, et al., 2000; Sirgy & Cornwell, 2001).  Research on 
the drivers of satisfaction with community services and overall community 
satisfaction is important for at least three reasons.  First, such research pro-
vides insight into the underlying mechanisms that lead to satisfaction with 
community services and helps identify specific predictors or determinants.  
Second, such research facilitates a deeper understanding of the interrelation-
ships between satisfaction with community services, overall community sat-
isfaction, and satisfaction in other domains related to residential satisfaction 
such as neighborhood and housing satisfaction.  And, third, such research 
offers guidance to developing policies and plans related to community de-
velopment.  The purpose of this paper is to report a study focusing on the 
determinants of community satisfaction and demonstrating the nature of the 
interrelationships among the determinants. 

 
Background 

Sirgy, Rahtz, Cicic, and Underwood (2000) developed a community-
based QOL (global life satisfaction) measure based on a theoretical model 
that makes the distinction between "community" and "other" life domains, 
both contributing to the perceived QOL (global life satisfaction).  The com-
munity life domain pertains to one's global perception of his or her commu-
nity.  In contrast, "other" life domains are those that pertain to non-
community domains, such as health, work, marriage and family, physical 
fitness, income, standard of living, neighborhood, among others (e.g., An-
drews & Withey 1976; Campbell, Converse, & Rodgers 1976).  Sirgy et al. 
hypothesized that satisfaction with community is mostly determined by sat-
isfaction with government, business, and nonprofit services.  In turn, satis-
faction with government services is mostly determined by satisfaction with 
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specific government services perceived to be important.  Similarly, satisfac-
tion with business and nonprofit services is mostly determined by satisfac-
tion with specific (business and nonprofit) services perceived to be impor-
tant.  Thus, Sirgy et al. argued that there is an indirect relationship between 
life satisfaction and satisfaction with a specific community service (e.g., po-
lice) mediated by satisfaction with the category of service (overall govern-
ment services, business services, nonprofit services) and overall community 
satisfaction.  These hypotheses were empirically tested in a study involving a 
sample from four communities.  The study results supported the hypotheses 
and thus lent support for the nomological validation of the community QOL 
measures.  By the same token, the results of the Sirgy et al.'s study suggested 
that the model might better fit the data given the following four modifica-
tions: 

 
1. There is high multicollinearity among other life domain satisfaction con-

structs (e.g., job, family, leisure, among others).  Hence, regressing life 
satisfaction against satisfaction with individual life domains produces 
results indicating that satisfaction with only certain life domains account 
for significant variability in life satisfaction scores.  A solution around 
the multicollinearity problem would be to compute a composite index of 
satisfaction with all other life domains by summing or averaging the sat-
isfaction scores across all other life domains (other than community).   

2. Community satisfaction is influenced not only by satisfaction with busi-
ness, government, and nonprofit services but also by satisfaction with 
other life domains.  A new and improved measure of community QOL 
should be based on the theoretical notion that satisfaction with the com-
munity-at-large (community satisfaction) is mostly determined by satis-
faction with government services (police, fire/rescue, library, etc.), busi-
ness services (banking/savings, insurance, department stores, etc.), non-
profit services (alcohol/drug abuse services, crisis intervention, religious 
services, etc.), as well as satisfaction with other aspects of the community 
such as quality of the environment, rate of change to the natural land-
scape, race relations, cost of living, crime, ties with people, neighbor-
hood, and housing.  In turn, community satisfaction together with satis-
faction with other overall life domains (work, family, leisure, etc.) affects 
global life satisfaction 

3. There is high multicollinearity among the three services satisfaction con-
structs (business services satisfaction, government services satisfaction, 
and nonprofit services satisfaction) suggesting the possibility of combin-
ing these three services satisfaction into one construct, which can be re-
ferred to as "services satisfaction."   

4. Community satisfaction influences services satisfaction.  That is, there is 
a reciprocal link between these two constructs.  
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Sirgy and Cornwell (2001) conducted a study addressing these issues and 
accordingly developed a modified measure of community quality of life.  
Survey data from a variety of communities located in southwest Virginia 
were collected to further test the nomological validity of the measure.  The 
results provided additional nomological validation support to the new and 
improved community QOL measure. 
 
Purpose of our Study 

The objective of this study is to build on the research of Sirgy and col-
leagues (e.g., Sirgy et al., 2000; Sirgy and Cornwell, 2001) focusing on the 
psychological determinants and outcomes of satisfaction with community 
services.  Doing so should assist community planners to two ways.  First, 
community planners would be in a better position to appreciate the impor-
tance of the behavioral phenomenon of satisfaction with community services 
if the research clearly shows that such a construct leads to important out-
comes such as overall community satisfaction (or the perceived community 
quality of life) and commitment to the community.  Traditionally, commu-
nity planners consider community satisfaction and commitment as end goals 
in their community development efforts.   

Second, understanding the drivers, determinants, or sources of satisfac-
tion with community services should assist community planners with devel-
oping strategies to establish new government, business, and nonprofit ser-
vices or modify them to maximize residents' overall satisfaction with the 
community and enhance their commitment to the community. 
 

2.  A Model of Satisfaction with Community Services 
 

Our model of satisfaction with community services is highly complex.  In 
order to facilitate reader comprehension, we decided to present the model in 
five stages.  Stage 1 shows the most proximal determinants and outcomes of 
satisfaction with community services--satisfaction with community condi-
tions (predictor of satisfaction with community services) and community 
satisfaction (determined by both satisfaction with community conditions and 
services).  Stage 2 adds another outcome to the model, namely community 
commitment.  The model shows that community satisfaction leads to com-
munity commitment.  Stage 3 adds two additional variables--confidence in 
local institutions and power in influencing local institutions--to further ac-
count for variation in satisfaction with community services, community satis-
faction, and community commitment.  Stage 4 focuses on factors added to 
the model to help explain the drivers underlying satisfaction with commu-
nity conditions.  These drivers include satisfaction with neighborhood condi-
tions, neighborhood satisfaction, and housing satisfaction.  Finally, Stage 5 
adds satisfaction with life domains such as financial life, social life, family 
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life, and work life to help account for additional variation in the model's key 
constructs. 

 
Stage 1: The Most Proximal Antecedent and Consequence Variables of  

Satisfaction with Community Services  
 

The most simplified model of satisfaction with community services in-
volves two most proximal factors, namely satisfaction with community con-
ditions and community satisfaction.  Satisfaction with community conditions 
is surmised to be a key determinant of satisfaction with community services, 
whereas community satisfaction is believed to be a key consequence (see 
Figure 1). 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Figure 1. Determinants and Consequences of Satisfaction with Community 

Services (STAGE 1) 
 

Satisfaction with community services is defined as residents' evaluations of 
the various government services (police, fire/rescue, library, etc.), business 
services (banking/savings, insurance, department stores, etc.), nonprofit ser-
vices (alcohol/drug abuse services, crisis intervention, religious services, 
etc.).  This construct is typically measured as a composite of residents' satis-
faction ratings of a variety of government, business, and nonprofit services 
available in one's community (e.g., Sirgy, et al., 2000; Sirgy & Cornwell, 
2001).  Community satisfaction refers to residents' overall satisfaction with the 
community-at-large.  It is typically measured by asking residents to rate the 
overall quality of life in their community (e.g., Andrews and Withey 1976; 
Campbell et al., 1976; Sirgy, et al., 2000; Sirgy & Cornwell, 2001).  With re-
spect to satisfaction with community conditions, this construct refers to resi-
dents' evaluations of the quality of various physical, social, and economic 
conditions and aspects of the community.  Examples of community condi-
tions and aspects include race relations, crime and safety, recreational and 
entertainment activities, religious activities, the appearance of the conspicu-
ous places within the community such as commercial and business areas and 
certain residential areas, the street conditions (e.g., potholes), traffic condi-
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tions (e.g., crowdedness, traffic jams, traffic signs and lights), the climate, 
parks, job opportunities available in the area, property taxes, and so on.   

Sirgy et al. (2000) and Sirgy and Cornwell (2001) have argued and em-
pirically demonstrated that satisfaction with community services (govern-
ment, business, and nonprofit services) as well as community conditions 
(physical, social, and economic aspects of the community) predict a signifi-
cant portion of the variance in community satisfaction, which in turn is pre-
dictive of life satisfaction.  The authors explained this relationship using the 
bottom-up spillover theory (Andrews and Withey 1976; Campbell et al. 1976; 
Diener 1984; Sirgy 2001, 2002).  The basic premise of bottom-up theory is that 
life satisfaction is functionally related to satisfaction with all of life's domains 
and sub-domains.  Life satisfaction is thought to be on top of an attitude (or 
satisfaction) hierarchy.  Thus, life satisfaction is influenced by satisfaction 
with life domains (e.g., satisfaction with community, family, work, social life, 
health, and so on).  Satisfaction with a particular life domain (e.g., commu-
nity satisfaction), in turn, is influenced by lower levels of life concerns within 
that domain (e.g., satisfaction with community conditions and services).  
That is, life satisfaction is mostly determined by evaluations of individual life 
concerns.  Thus, the greater the satisfaction with individual community ser-
vices (e.g., police, fire and rescue services, shopping malls, health care, bank-
ing services, churches and synagogues), as well as community conditions 
(e.g., race relations, crime rate, cost of living, and environmental quality), the 
greater the satisfaction with community life (i.e., community satisfaction).  
Furthermore, the greater the satisfaction with community life, social life, 
family life, work life, spiritual life, etc., the greater the satisfaction with life 
overall (e.g., life satisfaction, perceived quality of life, happiness, and subjec-
tive well-being).  Specifically, bottom-up theory postulates that affect within 
a life domain spills over vertically to the most super-ordinate domain (life in 
general), thus influencing life satisfaction.  Similarly, this theory postulates 
that global satisfaction with a given life domain (community life) is mostly 
determined by satisfaction with the life conditions/concerns  (i.e., commu-
nity services and conditions) making up that domain.  From this discussion 
we can deduce two testable hypotheses: 

 
H1a: The greater the resident’s satisfaction with community conditions, 

the greater the resident’s satisfaction with the community. 
H1b: The greater the resident’s satisfaction with community services, the 

greater the resident’s satisfaction with the community. 
 

We also believe that satisfaction with community conditions plays a major 
role in determining satisfaction with community services.  One can argue 
that this relationship is quite evident.  Take the example of crime in the 
community.  This is a community condition.  Law enforcement efforts in the 
community combat crime in the community.  Law enforcement is a commu-
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nity service.  Residents are likely to make causal attributions about their 
evaluations of community services based on their evaluations of community 
conditions.  For example, the extent to which residents are happy or not 
happy with the police in their community is likely to depend on their evalua-
tions of the crime rate.  If they know that the crime rate is high in their com-
munity, they may infer that the police are not doing a satisfactory job.  There-
fore, a negative evaluation of a community condition such as crime rate may 
lead to a negative evaluation of the community service that assumes respon-
sibility for the community condition in question.  Similarly, positive evalua-
tions of community conditions should lead to positive evaluations of com-
munity services.  Based on this discussion, we hypothesize the following:  

 
H1c: The greater the resident’s satisfaction with community conditions, the 

greater the resident’s satisfaction with community services. 
 

Stage 2: Adding Community Commitment as an Outcome Variable 
 

Figure 2 shows the model's second-step expansion.  We added an out-
come variable, namely community commitment.  The model shows that com-
munity satisfaction leads to community commitment (see Figure 2). 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2.  Determinants and Consequences of Satisfaction with Community 
Services (STAGE 2). 

 
Community commitment refers to the extent to which residents internal-

ize the community as their own, feel loyal to it, and would not consider mov-
ing out of the community at will.  Therefore, commitment is construed as the 
sum of two key dimensions, namely affective and conative.  For example, 
one can measure the affective dimension of community commitment by ask-
ing residents if they enjoy living in the community.  The conative dimension 
can be captured by asking residents to indicate if they would move away 
from the area if they could.   

There is quite a bit of evidence in the marketing literature about the in-
terrelationships between customer satisfaction and commitment (or brand 
loyalty).  The more consumers are satisfied with products and services they 
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purchased, the more they become committed to these products and services 
(e.g., Crosby & Stephens, 1987; Dwyer, Schurr, & Oh, 1987; Fournier, 1998; 
Ganesan, 1994; Gundlach, Achrol, & Mentzer, 1995; Morgan & Hunt, 1994; 
Sheth & Sharma, 1997).  The same psychological dynamics should apply in 
relation to community commitment.  That is, community commitment is 
likely to be determined for the most part by community satisfaction (cf. 
Speare, 1974).  Based on this discussion, we advance the following hypothe-
ses: 

 
H2: The greater the resident’s overall satisfaction with community, the 

greater the resident’s community commitment. 
 

Stage 3: Adding Confidence, Power, and Social Ties to Further Explain the 
Outcome Variables 

 
Figure 3 shows the model's third-step expansion.  We added three con-

structs--confidence in local institutions, perceived power in influencing local 
institutions, and social ties--to help explain the outcome variables (see Figure 
3). 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 3. Determinants and Consequences of Satisfaction with Community 

Services (STAGE 3). 
 

With respect to confidence in local institutions, this construct refers to the 
extent to which residents feel that local institutions (i.e., government, busi-
ness, and nonprofit services within the community) can be trusted to provide 
the reliable service well into the future.  We believe that this construct plays 
an important role in influencing residents' satisfaction with community ser-
vices, community satisfaction, and community commitment.  Consider the 
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following study.  Widgery (1982) developed a predictive model of commu-
nity quality of life, looking both at community (Flint, Michigan) and 
neighborhood.  Significant predictors of community-wide satisfaction were 
trust in government and the political system and optimism about the com-
munity.  One can argue that trust, optimism, and confidence are highly inter-
related constructs (e.g., Ganeson, 1991; Moorman, Desphande, & Zaltman, 
1993; Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Sheth & Sharma, 1997).  That is, community 
residents who have a high degree of trust in their local government and are 
optimistic about their community are also likely to have a high degree of 
confidence in their local institutions.  This confidence contributes signifi-
cantly to residents' feelings about community services, their overall attitude 
toward the community, and their commitment to staying in the area.  Based 
on this discussion, we advance the following hypotheses: 

 
H3a: The greater the resident’s confidence in local institutions, the greater the resi-

dent’s satisfaction with community services. 
H3b: The greater the resident’s confidence in local institutions, the greater the resi-

dent’s community satisfaction. 
H3c: The greater the resident’s confidence in local institutions, the greater the resi-

dent’s community commitment. 
 

The concept of perceived power in influencing local institutions is highly 
akin to the general psychological concept of locus of control (Rotter, 1966).  
People who perceive that they have more control over things that affect their 
lives are more satisfied with their lives (see Diener 1984 for literature re-
view).  By extrapolation, one can argue that residents who perceive greater 
control (or "power") in influencing local institutions (those institutions that 
affect their lives at the community level) are likely to be more satisfied with 
community services, the community at large, and feel commitment to stay in 
the area.  Hence, we offer the following testable hypotheses: 
 
H3d: The greater the resident’s perceived power in influencing local institutions, 

the greater the resident’s satisfaction with community services. 
H3e: The greater the resident’s perceived power in influencing local institutions, 

the greater the resident’s satisfaction with the community overall. 
H3f: The greater the resident’s perceived power in influencing local institutions, 

the greater the resident’s commitment to the community. 
 

Social ties is another important factor in explaining community satisfac-
tion and commitment.  When residents have close friends and relatives resid-
ing in the same community, they feel committed to stay in the area.  Moving 
out of the area amounts to abandoning one's friends and relatives.  The an-
ticipated loss of friendships and possible social disapproval resulting from 
moving out may play an important role in feeling committed to the area.  
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There is much evidence in the residential mobility literature supporting the 
contention that social ties plays a key role in residential mobility decisions 
(e.g., Cadwallader, 1992; Kasarda & Janowitz, 1974; Morris, 1978; Rossi, 1955, 
1980; Shumaker & Taylor, 1983; Varady, 1982, 1983).  The literature also 
shows that social ties contribute positively to residents' overall feelings about 
the community.  For example, Widgery (1982) found that satisfaction with 
family and friends in the community is a significant and an important pre-
dictor of community-wide satisfaction.  Based on this discussion, we offer the 
following testable hypotheses: 
 
H3g: The greater the resident’s social ties in the community, the greater the resi-

dent’s satisfaction with the community overall. 
H3h: The greater the resident’s social ties in the community, the greater the resi-

dent’s commitment to the community. 
 
Stage 4: Adding Satisfaction with Housing, Neighborhood, and Neighbor-

hood   Conditions to Explain the Key Determinant (Satisfaction with 
Community Services) 

 
Figure 4 shows the model's fourth-step expansion.  We added three addi-

tional constructs--housing satisfaction, neighborhood satisfaction, and satis-
faction with neighborhood conditions--to help explain the key determinant, 
namely satisfaction with community conditions (see Figure 4). 

Neighborhood satisfaction refers to residents' overall evaluation of their 
neighborhoods.  We believe that neighborhood satisfaction is an important pre-
dictor of satisfaction with community conditions and services and overall 
satisfaction toward the community.  This is because the neighborhood is es-
sentially the resident's most proximal, psychological representation of the 
community.  Therefore, any feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with 
one's neighborhood is likely to influence one's perceptions of community 
conditions and services, which in turn determine their evaluations toward 
community conditions and services, as well as toward the community-at-
large.  There is also much evidence to demonstrate the effect of neighbor-
hood satisfaction on satisfaction with community conditions and services 
and overall community satisfaction (e.g., Sirgy & Cornwell, 2001).  Based on 
this discussion, we offer the following testable hypotheses: 
 
H4a: The greater the resident's satisfaction with the neighborhood, the greater the 

resident’s satisfaction with community conditions. 
H4b: The greater the resident's satisfaction with the neighborhood, the greater the 

resident’s satisfaction with community services. 
H4c: The greater the resident's satisfaction with the neighborhood, the greater the 

resident’s satisfaction with the community overall. 
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Figure 4. Determinants and Consequences of Satisfaction with Community 
Services.  (STAGE 4) 

 
When residents think of community conditions, one of those conditions 

may be their own neighborhood.  Satisfaction with neighborhood is bound to 
affect satisfaction with community conditions.  Similarly, it would be diffi-
cult not to account for feelings residents experience in relation to neighbor-
hood conditions (e.g., neighbors, children in the neighborhood and their be-
havior, crime and safety, landscape, and traffic and congestion).  These 
neighborhood conditions are also part of the community conditions we al-
luded to.  Therefore, it would be very difficult to prevent residents' feelings 
about their neighborhood conditions spill over and influence their feelings about 
community conditions.  Therefore we put forth the following hypothesis: 

 
H4d:  The greater the resident’s satisfaction with neighborhood conditions, the 

greater the resident’s satisfaction with community conditions. 
 

We argue that neighborhood satisfaction is mostly determined by satis-
faction with neighborhood conditions and housing satisfaction.  Satisfaction 
with neighborhood conditions refers to satisfaction with physical, social, and 
economic aspects related to the neighborhood such as neighbors, children in 
the neighborhood, personal safety, racial mix, home break-ins, landscape, 
aesthetic appearance of homes, and amount of traffic through neighborhood.  
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There is much evidence in the literature that demonstrates that satisfaction 
with neighborhood conditions plays a major role in predicting overall feel-
ings toward the neighborhood (i.e., neighborhood satisfaction). Here are the 
exact neighborhood conditions and the supporting evidence.  

 
Physical Neighborhood Conditions 
• Satisfaction with upkeep of homes and yards (e.g., Dahmann, 1983; Gal-

ster and Hesser, 1981; Lansing, Marans, and Zehner, 1970; Miller et al., 
1980; Vrbka and Combs, 1993; Yockey 1976), 

• Satisfaction with landscape in the neighborhood (e.g., Miller et al., 1980; 
Russ-Eft, 1979), 

• Satisfaction with the street lighting in the neighborhood (e.g., Dahmann, 
1983), 

• Satisfaction with crowding and noise level (e.g., Bonnes, Bonaiuto and 
Ercolani, 1991; Cook, 1988; Lansing, Marans, and Zehner, 1970; Miller et 
al., 1980; Russ-Eft, 1979); 

• Satisfaction with nearness of neighborhood to facilities needed (e.g., An-
drews and Philips, 1970; Lansing et al., 1970; Russ-Eft, 1979; Vrbka and 
Combs, 1993; Yockey, 1976), and 
Satisfaction with quality of the environment in the community (e.g., Lee 
and Guest, 1983; Russ-Eft, 1979). 
 

Social Neighborhood Conditions 
• Satisfaction with social interactions with neighbors (e.g., Ahlbrandt and 

Cunningham, 1979; Bruin and Cook, 1997; Cooper and Sakissian, 1986; 
Francescato, Weidemann, Anderson, and Chenoweth, 1980; Fried and 
Gleicher, 1961; Galster, 1987; Galster and Hesser, 1981; Lansing, Marans, 
and Zehner, 1970; Miller et al., 1980; Russ-Eft, 1979; Sopher, 1979; Speare, 
1974; Weidemann and Anderson, 1982; Western et al., 1974; Yockey, 
1976),  

• Satisfaction with the outdoor play space (e.g., Lansing, Marans, and 
Zehner, 1970; Yockey 1976); 

• Satisfaction with people living in the neighborhood (e.g., Campbell, 
Converse, and Rodgers, 1976; Glaster and Hesser, 1981; Galster, 1987; 
Lansing et al., 1970; Miller et al., 1980; Russ-Eft, 1979; Vrbka and Combs, 
1993; Yockey, 1976), 

• Satisfaction with ties with people in the community (e.g., Glaster and 
Hesser, 1981; Galster, 1987; Kanter, 1972; Miller et al., 1980; Russ-Eft, 
1979),  

• Satisfaction with crime in the community (e.g., Bruin and Cook, 1997; 
Burby and Weiss, 1976; Cook, 1988; Dahmann, 1983; Droettboom, 
McAllister, Kaiser, and Butler, 1971; Galster and Hesser, 1981; Hartnagel, 
1979; Kasl and Harberg, 1972; Lansing et al., 1970; Lee and Guest, 1983; 
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Nathanson, 1974; Russ-Eft, 1979; Weidemann and Anderson, 1982; 
Yockey 1976), 

• Satisfaction with race relations in the community (e.g., Glaster and 
Hesser, 1981; Galster, 1987), and  

• Satisfaction with sense of privacy at home (e.g., Lansing, Marans, and 
Zehner, 1970). 

 
Economic Neighborhood Conditions 
• Satisfaction with home value in the neighborhood (e.g., Ahlbrandt and 

Cunningham, 1979; Galster, 1987; Lansing, Marans, and Zehner, 1970; 
Lu, 1999; Russ-Eft, 1979), 

• Satisfaction with cost of living in the community (e.g., Galster, 1987; 
Lansing et al., 1970; Lu, 1999; Russ-Eft, 1979), 

• Satisfaction with socio-economic status of neighborhood (e.g., Dro-
ettboom, McAllister, Kaiser, and Butler, 1971; Galster, 1987; Kasl and 
Harberg, 1972; Lansing et al., 1970; Lee and Guest, 1983; Lu, 1999; Na-
thanson, 1974); and  

• Satisfaction with neighborhood improvement (e.g., Miller et al., 1980). 
 

Based on the supporting evidence and the compelling logic we propose 
the following hypothesis: 
 

H4e: The greater the resident’s satisfaction with neighborhood conditions, the 
greater the resident’s satisfaction with the neighborhood. 

 
Now let us focus on the role of housing satisfaction in neighborhood satis-

faction.  Housing satisfaction refers to residents' evaluation of the extent to 
which the house meets their personal and family needs.  Since the home is 
part of the neighborhood, it is very likely that feelings toward the home 
would spill over to feelings toward the neighborhood, and vice versa.  There 
is much evidence in the literature that also supports this relationship (e.g., 
Canter & Rees, 1982; Carp, 1986; Fried & Gleicher, 1961; Galster, 1987; Gal-
ster & Hesser, 1981; Gruber & Shelton, 1987; Ha & Weber, 1991; Hafstrom & 
Chung, 1990; Handal, Barling, & Morrissy, 1981; Johnson, Lovingood, & 
Goss, 1993; Lee & Guest, 1983; Lee & Weber, 1984; Lu, 1999; Miller, et al., 
1980; Morris & Winter, 1975, 1978; Morris, Crull, & Winter, 1976; Rogers & 
Nikkel, 1979; Sirgy and Cornwell, 2001).  Based on this evidence, we posit the 
following: 

 
H4f: The greater the resident’s satisfaction with housing, the greater the resi-

dent’s satisfaction with the neighborhood. 
 

What about satisfaction with neighborhood conditions?  There are certain 
neighborhood conditions that may play an important role in housing satis-



14                                                                                                                    Grezeskowiak, Sirgy, Widgery  

faction.  For example, the extent to which the neighbors maintain the exterior 
of their homes may affect the market value of one's home, and therefore the 
degree of satisfaction that one has toward one's home.  Sirgy and Cornwell 
(2001) have empirically demonstrated that satisfaction with the economic 
features of one's neighborhood (e.g., home value in the neighborhood, socio-
economic status of neighborhood, neighborhood improvements) does play 
an important role in predicting housing satisfaction (cf. Ahlbrandt & Cun-
ningham, 1979; Droettboom, McAllister, Kaiser, & Butler, 1971; Galster, 1987; 
Kasl and Harberg, 1972; Lansing, Marans, & Zehner, 1970; Lee and Guest, 
1983; Lu, 1999; Miller et al., 1980; Nathanson, 1974; Russ-Eft, 1979).  There-
fore, we advance the following hypothesis: 
 

H4g: The greater the resident’s satisfaction with his/ her neighborhood condi-
tions, the greater the resident’s satisfaction with housing. 

 
Stage 5: Adding Satisfaction with Major Life Domains  
 

Figure 5 shows the model's fifth and final-step expansion.  We added 
additional constructs related to satisfaction with major life domains such as 
financial life, family life, marital life, work life, and social life.  These serve to 
account for additional variation in the model's key constructs--housing satis-
faction, satisfaction with community services, and community satisfaction 
(see Figure 5). 

Widgery (1982) found that satisfaction with family and friends in the 
community is a significant and an important predictor of community-wide 
satisfaction.  Satisfaction with family and friends in the community is an im-
portant facet of residents' social life.  Therefore, one can easily argue that 
residents' satisfaction with their social life plays a significant role in community 
satisfaction.  Therefore, we offer the following hypothesis: 
 

H5a: The greater the resident’s satisfaction with social life, the greater the resi-
dent’s satisfaction with the community. 

 
Satisfaction with social life is likely to play a significant role in the per-

ception of social ties.  If residents are not happy with their social life, they 
may not feel that they have strong social ties within the community.  Con-
versely, if they are happy with their social life, they may feel that they do 
have strong social ties.  Similarly, one can argue that satisfaction with family 
life may result in similar perceptions related to social ties.  That is, dissatis-
faction with family life may result in the perception that one's social ties 
within the community are not strong.  This may be due to the fact that one 
important element of one's social life is the social interactions with family  
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members and relatives.  By the same token, we can argue that satisfaction 
with social life is influenced by satisfaction with family life.  Therefore, we 
offer the following hypotheses: 

 
H5b: The greater the resident’s satisfaction with social life, the greater the resi-

dent’s perception of having social ties within the community. 
H5c: The greater the resident’s satisfaction with family life, the greater the resi-

dent’s satisfaction with social life. 
 

Now let us focus on satisfaction with family life.  One can argue that issues 
related to financial and work life are experiences segmented as part of family 
life.  Financial and work problems are most likely to cause dissatisfaction 
with family life.  Therefore, we can test the following hypotheses: 

 
H5d: The greater the resident’s satisfaction with his/ her financial life, the 

greater the resident’s satisfaction with family life. 
H5e: The greater the resident’s satisfaction with his/ her work life, the greater 

the resident’s satisfaction with family life. 
 

We argue that housing satisfaction is mostly determined by satisfaction 
with financial life.  Although much evidence suggests that housing satisfac-
tion is mostly determined by the perceived quality of the interior and exte-
rior conditions of the house (e.g., Galster, 1987; Galster & Hesser, 1981; Lee & 
Weber, 1984; Speare, 1974), we need to realize that the quality of the interior 
and exterior is directly affected by the financial situation of the homeowner.  
The more satisfactory the financial situation of the homeowner the more that 
he or she is likely to buy a house that has quality features (both interior and 
exterior).  Therefore, one can argue that the financial situation of the com-
munity resident has a lot to do with housing satisfaction.  Based on this dis-
cussion, we offer the following hypothesis: 

 
H5f: The greater the resident’s satisfaction with his/ her financial life, the 

greater the resident’s satisfaction with housing. 
 

Housing satisfaction plays a significant role in satisfaction with family 
life, in addition to satisfaction with financial life, marital life, and work life.  
If a person is not happy with the house, there may be strong reason that the 
house is deficient in the way it serves family needs.  Hence, one can easily 
argue that housing satisfaction affect satisfaction with family life.  Therefore, 
the hypothesis deduced from this discussion is as follows: 

 
H5g: The greater the resident’s satisfaction with housing, the greater the resi-

dent’s satisfaction with family life. 



16                                                                                                                    Grezeskowiak, Sirgy, Widgery  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Fi
gu

re
 5

.  
D

et
er

m
in

an
ts

 a
nd

 C
on

se
qu

en
ce

s 
of

 S
at

is
fa

ct
io

n 
w

ith
 C

om
m

un
ity

 S
er

vi
ce

s.
  (

ST
A

G
E 

5)
 

 



Satisfaction with Community Services                                                                                                      17 

  

We also have to recognize that satisfaction with social life may be influenced 
by a variety of factors dealing with the community (as in satisfaction with 
community conditions and services), the neighborhood (as in satisfaction 
with neighborhood), and housing (as in housing satisfaction).  Therefore we 
offer the following hypotheses: 

 
H5h: The greater the resident’s satisfaction with community services, the 

greater the resident’s satisfaction with social life. 
H5i: The greater the resident’s satisfaction with neighborhood, the greater the 

resident’s satisfaction with social life. 
H5j: The greater the resident’s satisfaction with housing, the greater the resi-

dent’s satisfaction with social life. 
H5k: The greater the resident’s satisfaction with community conditions, the 

greater the resident’s satisfaction with social life. 
 

3. Research Method 
 

As part of a longitudinal study covering nearly a quarter century, this 
survey examines the quality-of-life, as perceived by adults, in 8,412 ran-
domly selected households within Genesee County, Michigan. Three surveys 
in 1978, 1990, and 2001 examined the same variables, using the same data 
collection method. General Motors Corporation employed better than 70,000 
people at the time of the first survey. Throughout the 80s and 90s GM stead-
ily reduced its head count until today, when only about 10,000 employees 
remain. The surveys were conducted to track how GM’s disinvestment in the 
community had affected the quality of community-life for the 450,000 citi-
zens of Flint and Genesee County. 
 
Data Collection 

Data were collected by telephone, using experienced and carefully su-
pervised interviewers. Calls were made seven days a week from 9 AM thru 9 
PM. Telephone numbers were selected using the seed number technique, 
assuring an equal probability of selection for all households, even those not 
listed in the phone book. Calls were screened to include only those 18 years 
old or older. In order to insure a sufficient sample in the City of Flint, to a l-
low for various tests, an over-sample was drawn, - raising the proportion for 
the City to 33 percent. 

 
Measurement of Study Constructs 

At the core of the survey instrument were 57 items measuring satisfaction 
with various aspects of community life. Three of these are considered impor-
tant dependent variables: satisfaction with (1) QOL in neighborhood, (2) QOL 
in the community-at-large, and (3) commitment to the community. Other vari-



18                                                                                                                    Grezeskowiak, Sirgy, Widgery  

ables included: optimism/pessimism, empowerment, religious commitment, and 
demographic items.  

Satisfaction was measured, using a six-point scale with no mid-point. Be-
cause interviews were by phone, the protocol included the following expla-
nation to respondents: “I am going to ask you the degree of your satisfaction 
or dissatisfaction with various features of life in the Flint area.  After I men-
tion each feature, would you please tell me if you are satisfied or dissatis-
fied? (After the interviewee responds to each feature, then ask: slightly, 
moderately, or strongly.)” The reason for this approach is to assist the re-
spondent in visualizing the scale, thus improving the reliability of the re-
sponses. 
 
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample 

In examining the external validity of the three QOL surveys, the demo-
graphic data were compared to the most current published Census reports. 
Overall, the average difference of the sample from the population of Genesee 
County was 3.3 percent in 2000.  (See the table below.) The in differences in 
1990 averaged 3.6 percent, and 5.5 percent in 1980. This places the survey 
data within an acceptable range of external validity as being representative 
of the target population.  
 
Variables of the Model 

The complete model (as shown in Figure 5) contains the following con-
structs: 

• Satisfaction with community overall (community satisfaction), 
• Satisfaction with community services, 
• Satisfaction with community conditions, 
• Satisfaction with neighborhood overall (neighborhood satisfaction), 
• Satisfaction with neighborhood conditions,  
• Satisfaction with housing (housing satisfaction), 
• Satisfaction with social life, 
• Satisfaction with work life, 
• Satisfaction with financial life, 
• Resident commitment to the community (community commitment), 
• Confidence in local institutions, 
• Power in influencing local institutions, and 
• Social ties within the community (social ties). 

 
The measures of these constructs were developed by adhering as close as 

possible to the construct definitions as described in the conceptual develop-
ment part of the paper.  The exact measures and their scaling properties are 
further described in Appendix A. 
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Table 1.   Demographic Percentage Differences Between Three Census Re-
ports and Three QOL Surveys 

 
Demographic 
Category 

 
2000 
Census 

2001 
QOL 
Survey 

 
Differ-
ences 

 
1990 

Census 

1990 
QOL 

Survey 

 
Differ- 

ences 

 
1980 

Census* 

1979 
QOL 

Survey 

 
Differ- 

ences 
18-34 years 27.2 33.1 +5.9 37.7 44.3 +606 40.1 31.9 -8.2 
35-54 years 40.9 43.9 +3.0 36.0 39.2 +3.2 34.6 35.2 +.6 
55 or older 31.7 23.0 -8.7 26.2 16.5 -9.7 25. 32.9 +7.7 

 
Married 53.2 57.5 +4.3 51.8 48.0 -3.8 60.1 68.4 +8.3 
Single 28.2 24.4 -3.8 27.0 36.0 +9.0 23.9 9.5 -14.4 
Divorced/Separated 14.0 10.8 -3.2 12.9 10.0 -2.9 9.3 836 -.7 
Widowed 6.5 7.3 +0.8 6.9 5.9 -1.0 6.5 13.5 +7.0 

 
Own Home 73.0 69.3 -3.7 70.5 71.0 +05 75.1 81.1 +6.0 
Rent 27.0 30.6 +3.6 29.4 28.7 -.7 24.8 18.9 -5.9 

 
Less than High 
School 

 
16.8 

 
14.5 

 
-2.3 

  
NA 

   
NA 

 

4-year degree 10.5 8.3 -2.2  NA   NA  
Higher education 5.7 3.5 -2.2  NA   NA 

 
 

White 75.3 73.9 -1.4 78.2 87.7 +9.6 80.5 78.0 -2.5 
African-American 20.4 24.0 +3.6 19.5 10.0 -9.5 17.4 20.9 +35 
Other 2.2 2.1 -.1 2.3 2.3 0.0 2.0 1.2 -.8 

 
Sample Size  1,100   397   6,915  
Average Difference 
between categories 

 33%                    3.6%   5.5%  

 

NOTE:  * The data reported for the three Census reports were collected in the previous or succeeding year. Some of the differ-
ences between the Census and the QOL surveys may be attributed to the natural changes that occur within the various catego-
ries between the times of the two research methods. 

 

4. Results  
 
Reliability Results 

Appendix A shows reliability statistics related to the model's constructs 
and measures using data from all three surveys.  Not all the model’s con-
structs had multiple indicators because some of them involved formative 
measures (i.e., the variables involved composite indices), whereas others in-
volved single indicators.  However, with respect to those reflective measures, 
the reliability results are considered adequate for the purpose of this study.   

An examination of the items in the questionnaire, all dependent vari-
ables and several randomly selected independent variables, found that “be-
tween measures,” differences were highly significant (F = 1954; p = .000). 
However, differences “between people” were not significant. The reliability 
coefficient for all tested items was high (Alpha = .801; Standard item Alpha = 
.804). 

 
Testing the Model 

Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics and the correlation matrix for all 
the variables included in the model.  The standard deviations for the vari-
ables range from .58 to 1.29 (M= .84), indicating a substantial amount of vari-
ance in the responses.  The correlation matrix provides an initial test of the 
proposed relationships. All correlations are significant due to the large sam-
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ple size, and the proposed relationships show correlation coefficients ranging 
from .20 to .73 (M= .37). 

 
Table 2.  Correlation Matrix, Means and Standard Deviations 
Variable SCS CS CLI PO SCC ANC SF SS SH SW SFI SN CC ST 
SCS 1.00              
CS 0.48 1.00             
CLI 0.50 0.43 1.00            
PO 0.21 0.26 0.27 1.00           
SCC 0.73 0.52 0.45 0.19 1.00          
SNC 0.53 0.35 0.33 0.15 0.51 1.00         
SF 0.33 0.24 0.23 0.10 0.27 0.33 1.00        
SS 0.39 .032 0.27 0.11 0.30 0.35 0.54 1.00       
SH 0.37 0.23 0.25 0.11 0.31 0.44 0.33 0.33 1.00      
SW 0.35 0.28 0.26 0.13 0.29 0.28 0.28 0.29 0.31 1.00     
SFI 0.28 0.22 0.23 0.13 0.26 0.28 0.29 0.21 0.30 0.44 1.00    
SN 0.47 0.44 0.35 0.18 0.40 0.60 0.28 0.33 0.39 0.27 0.26 1.00   
CC 0.35 0.43 0.31 0.18 0.36 0.31 0.18 0.23 0.24 0.24 0.18 0.41 1.00  
ST 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.12 0.11 0.17 0.12 0.23 0.16 0.16 0.11 0.21 0.26 1.00 
Mean 4.17 2.92 3.02 2.11 4.13 4.71 5.35 5.41 5.06 5.05 4.53 4.96 2.65 3.28 
SD 0.59 0.66 0.58 0.71 0.69 0.75 0.85 0.74 0.94 0.75 1.29 1.07 0.74 0.73 
NOTE:  All correlations are significant at the .001 level.  
SCS = Satisfication with community services 
CS   = Community satisfaction 
CLI = Confidence in local institutions 
PO  = Power in influencing local institutions 
SCC= Satisfaction with community conditions 
SNC= Satisfaction with neighborhood conditions 
SF    = Satisfaction with family life 
SS    = Satisfaction with social life 
SH   = Housing satisfaction 
SW  = Satisfaction with work life 
SFI  = Satisfaction with financial life 
SN  = Neighborhood satisfaction 
CC  = Community commitment 
ST   = Social ties 

 
Our model contains a large number of constructs and hypothesized rela-

tionships to be evaluated. The most appropriate analytic approach to test this 
kind of model is path analysis. Path analysis, using structural equation mod-
eling methodology, enabled us to simultaneously test all the hypothesized 
relationships. Further, we were able to examine the potential mediating ef-
fects in the model. 

We combined the items measuring each construct into a single indicator 
measure to avoid identification problems. The construct level correlation ma-
trix used for the path analysis model is presented in Table 3. Figures one 
through five provide an overview of the relationships between the variables 
we examined in each stage of the analysis. We tested the model by stages, 
starting with the simple model shown in Figure 1 and leading up to the most 
comprehensive model shown in Figure 5. The results are organized accord-
ingly. 
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Table 3.   Proposed Structural Model Estimation Results 
 

Hypothesis 
 

Relationship 
 

Stage 1 
 

Stage 2 
 

Stage 3 
 

Stage 4 
 

Stage 4a 
 

Stage 5 
 

Stage 5a 
 

Stage 5b 
 

H1a SCC → CS .35 .35 .31 .29 .29 .29 .29 .29 
H1b SCS → CS .23 .23 .13 .06 .06 .03 .03 .03 
H1c SCC → SCS .63 .63 .54 .50 .50 .50 .50 .50 
H2 CS → CC  .49 .39 .39 .39 .39 .39 .39 
H3a CLI → SCS   .21 .17 .17 .17 .17 .17 
H3b CLI → SCS   .20 .17 .17 .17 .17 .17 
H3c CLI → CC   .16 .16 .16 .16 .16 .16 
H3d PO → SCS   .03 .02 .02 .02 .02 .02 
H3e PO → CS   .11 .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 
H3f PO → CC   0.4 .04 .04 .04 .04 .04 
H3g ST → CS   .06 .03 .03 .02 .02 .02 
H3h ST → CC   .18 .18 .19 .18 .18 .18 
H4a SN → SCC    .10 .06 .10 .06 .06 
H4b SN → SCS    .09 .09 .09 .09 .09 
H4c SN → CS    .13 .13 .12 .12 .12 
H4d SNC → SCC    .38 .33 .38 .33 .33 
H4e SNC → SN    .76 .76 .76 .76 .76 
H4f SH → SN    .18 .18 .18 .18 .18 
H4g SNC → SH    .55 .55 .48 .48 .48 

- CLI → SCC     .35 -- .35 .35 
H5a SS → CS      .08 .08 .08 
H5b SS → ST      .22 .22 .22 
H5c SF → SS      .37 .37 .37 
H5d SFI → SF      .10 .10 .10 
H5e SW → SF      .15 .15 .15 
H5f SFI → SH      .15 .15 .15 
H5g SH → SF      .22 .22 .22 
H5h SCS → SS      .24 .24 .21 
H5i SN → SS      .07 .07 .07 
H5j SH → SS      .07 .07 .07 
H5k SCC → SS      -.03 -.03 -- 

Fit Indices Chi2  343 245 2848 1553 3673 2742 2746 
 d.f.  0 2 3 20 19 51 50 51 
 RMR  .03 .01 .05 .04 .05 .05 .05 
 GFI  .98 .99 .95 .97 .95 .96 .96 
 AGFI  .90 .92 .86 .90 .89 .91 .91 
 CFI  .97 .99 .91 .94 .90 .93 .93 
 RMSEA  .14 .10 .12 .10 .09 .08 .08 

SMCs* SCS .54 .54 .57 .56 .58 .56 .58 .58 
 CS .29 .29 .34 .34 .36 .34 .36 .36 
 CC  .19 .24 .22 .23 .21 .22 .22 
 SCC    .27 .34 .27 .34 .34 
 SN    .38 .38 .38 .38 .38 
 SH    .19 .19 .23 .23 .23 
 SS      .32 .32 .32 
 SF      .16 .16 .16 
 ST      .05 .05 .05 

 

NOTE:  bold coefficients are significant at the p < .01 level; all other coefficients are significant at the p < .05 level. 
* SMC = Squared multiple correlation (variance explained) for construct in the model.  

 
Stage 1 Results. The path model in Figure 1 is a just-identified path 

model. We cannot use fit indices to assess the goodness of fit for this model. 
However, the hypothesized relationships, as shown in Table 3, are significant 
and in the predicted direction. The model accounts for 54% of the variance of 
resident’s satisfaction with community services and 29% of the variance in 
resident’s community satisfaction.  As predicted, resident’s satisfaction with 
the community is positively influenced by the resident’s satisfaction with 
community conditions (γ =.35) and by the resident’s satisfaction with com-
munity services (γ =.23) [H1a,b].  Further, the results suggest that resident’s 
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satisfaction with community services is positively influenced by their satis-
faction with community conditions (γ =.63) [H1c].   

Stage 2 Results. The path model shown Figure 2 demonstrated an ac-
ceptable fit (χ2(2) =343, root mean square residual [RMR] =.03, goodness-of-fit in-
dex [GFI] = .98, adjusted goodness-of-fit index [AGFI] =.90, comparative fit index 
[CFI] = .97, root mean square error of approximation [RMSEA] =. 14). In com-
parison to Stage 1, we added community commitment as hypothesized in H2. 
As predicted, a resident’s community commitment is positively influenced 
by his/her overall satisfaction with the community (γ =.49). The model 
shown in Figure 2 explains 19% of the variance in a resident’s community 
commitment.  All other results in Stage 2 were identical with Stage 1. 

Stage 3 Results. In Stage 3 we added three constructs to the Stage 2 
model – confidence in local institutions, perceived power in influencing local 
institutions, and social ties. The path model in Figure 3 fits the data well as 
demonstrated by the fit indices (χ2(3) = 245, RMR =.01, GFI = .99, AGFI =.92, 
CFI = .99, RMSEA =.10). As predicted [H3a-c], resident’s confidence in local 
institutions influences resident’s satisfaction with community services (γ 
=.21), resident’s community satisfaction (γ =.20), and resident’s community 
commitment (γ =.16). With respect to H3d-f, our findings suggest that resi-
dent’s perceived power affects resident’s satisfaction with community ser-
vices (γ =.03), resident’s community satisfaction (γ =.11), and resident’s com-
munity commitment (γ =.04) positively. In regards to H3g,h, social ties was 
found to have a positive influence on community satisfaction (γ =.06) and 
community commitment (γ =.18). The path coefficients of Stage 2 are still in 
the predicted direction and significant in Stage 3. In addition, by adding the 
three variables, the model in Figure 3 explains more variance in resident’s 
satisfaction with community services (57%), community satisfaction (34%), 
and community commitment (24%) than the model in Figure 2.  

Stage 4 Results. In Stage 4, we introduced three additional variables to 
help explain resident’s satisfaction with community conditions -- housing 
satisfaction, neighborhood satisfaction, and satisfaction with neighborhood 
conditions. The path model demonstrated acceptable fit (χ2(20) =2484, RMR 
=.05, GFI = .95, AGFI =.86, CFI = .91, RMSEA =. 12), especially for a model 
with such a large number of constructs. With respect to H4a-c, as predicted, 
resident’s satisfaction with the neighborhood influences resident’s satisfac-
tion with community conditions (γ =.10), resident’s satisfaction with com-
munity services (γ =.09), and resident’s satisfaction with the community 
overall (γ =.13). As predicted [H4d,e], resident’s satisfaction with neighbor-
hood conditions was found to strongly influence their satisfaction with 
community conditions (γ =.38) and neighborhood (γ =.76). As hypothesized 
[H4f,g], a resident’s satisfaction with housing on one hand spills over to satis-
faction with neighborhood conditions (γ =.18), and on the other hand it is 
affected by satisfaction with neighborhood conditions (γ =.55).  
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Our goal in Stage 4 of the model was to further explain resident’s satis-
faction with community conditions. To this end, the analysis of our data 
shows that we can add significantly to the fit of the model by anticipating the 
effect of resident’s confidence in local institutions on satisfaction with com-
munity conditions (see stage 4a). By adding this link (γ =.35), we were able to 
increase the explained variance in resident’s satisfaction with community 
commitment by seven percent (34% total). The fit-indices show that the new 
model fits the data quite well (χ2(19) =1553, RMR =.04, GFI = .97, AGFI =.90, 
CFI = .94, RMSEA =. 10). The modified model explains similar amounts of 
variance in satisfaction with community services (58%), overall satisfaction 
with the community (36%), and community commitment (23%) as in the 
previous stage model. It also explains 38% of the variance in neighborhood 
satisfaction and 19% in housing satisfaction. 

Stage 5 Results. In Stage 5 we added constructs related to satisfaction 
with major life domains such as financial life, family life, marital life, work 
life, and social life resulting in the most comprehensive model in this study. 
The path model in Figure 5 fits the data well (χ2(59) =3696, RMR =.06, GFI = 
.95, AGFI =.89, CFI = .91, RMSEA =.09). As predicted [H5a,b], resident’s satis-
faction with their social life affects their satisfaction with the community (γ 
=.08) and their perception of having social ties within the community (γ 
=.22). With respect to H5c, we find that resident’s satisfaction with social life 
is positively influenced by their satisfaction with family life (γ =.37). Consis-
tent with H5d,e, satisfaction with family life was found to be influenced by 
satisfaction with financial life (γ =.10) and work life (γ =.15). 

Furthermore, as hypothesized [H f,g], resident’s satisfaction with f inancial 
life was found to influence satisfaction with housing (γ =.15) and satisfaction 
with housing influenced satisfaction with family life (γ =.22). Finally, our 
findings support our hypotheses [H5h-j] that resident’s satisfaction with social 
life is influenced by satisfaction with community services (γ =.24), satisfac-
tion with neighborhood (γ =.07), and satisfaction with housing (γ =.07). Con-
trary to our prediction [H5k], satisfaction with community conditions was 
found to be inversely related to satisfaction with social life (γ = -.03).  

In order to anticipate this finding and the relationship between confi-
dence in local institutions and satisfaction with community conditions we 
tested two more models in Stage 5—Stage 5a and Stage 5b.  With respect to 
Stage 5a, we added the link between confidence in local institutions and sat-
isfaction with community conditions as we did in Stage 4a.  Adding this link 
significantly improved the fit of the model (χ2(58) =2765, RMR =.05, GFI = .96, 
AGFI =.92, CFI = .93, RMSEA =.07). The amount of variance explained in 
resident’s satisfaction with community conditions increased by seven per-
cent due to this change. 

In regards to Stage 5b, we further deleted the unsupported relationship 
we hypothesized in H5k.  This change did not affect the fit of the model or the 
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variance explained in any of the constructs. This final model explains sub-
stantial amount of variance in the key constructs of this study: resident’s sat-
isfaction with community services – 58%; community satisfaction – 36%; 
community commitment – 22%; and satisfaction with community conditions 
– 34%. We further account for large amounts of variance in the closely re-
lated domains of neighborhood satisfaction (38%) and housing satisfaction 
(23%).  The final model also captures variance for the other life domains we 
included in the fifth stage: satisfaction with social life – 32%; satisfaction with 
family life – 16%; and resident’s perceived social ties – 5%. The results of all 
stages are summarized in Table 3. 
 

5.  Discussion 
 
We discuss the theoretical and managerial implications of the study find-

ings.  Furthermore, we conclude by addressing the study limitations and 
provide ideas for future research. 

 
Theoretical Implications 

The main objective of this study was to examine the psychological de-
terminants and outcomes of satisfaction with community services. Through 
the development of a comprehensive model of satisfaction with community 
services we identified specific predictors and determinants. Based on previ-
ous research, we provided theoretical support for the mechanisms that drive 
the relationships among these variables. And, by testing the model on a 
large-scale survey we provided strong empirical support for our model. 

Consistent with previous research on residential well-being, our results 
show that satisfaction with community services is directly influenced by 
residents’ satisfaction with community conditions and residents’ satisfaction 
with their neighborhood. Further, consistent with bottom-up-spill-over the-
ory, we show that satisfaction in other, lower order residential life domains, 
such as housing satisfaction, indirectly influence satisfaction with commu-
nity services. 

Our model also links satisfaction in other life domains, such as social life, 
family life, work life, and financial life to satisfaction with community ser-
vices. Our results show that social life, as the most proximate antecedent to 
community satisfaction, is most directly affected by satisfaction with com-
munity services and other areas of residential well-being. Other life domains 
are shown to affect community satisfaction through their influence on satis-
faction with social life and social ties in the community. 

Furthermore, our model includes two important antecedents to satisfac-
tion with community services that are deduced from the relationship market-
ing and psychology literature. Consistent with theory on locus of control, our 
results show that residents’ perceived power in influencing local institutions 
increases residents’ satisfaction with community services, community satis-
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faction, and community commitment with the strongest effect for commu-
nity satisfaction. 

In analogy with the literature in relationship marketing, we find that 
confidence in local institutions has strong influence on residents’ satisfaction 
with community services, community satisfaction, and community commit-
ment. In addition to our hypotheses, our data suggests that confidence in 
local institutions has a positive influence on satisfaction with community 
conditions.  

 
Managerial Implications 

Despite a general acknowledgment of important variables that influence 
residents’ satisfaction with community services there is a lack of research on 
how these antecedents jointly influence residents’ perception of community 
services. To this end our study provides important insights into the struc-
tural relationships among these antecedents and outcomes of satisfaction 
with community services. Based on our study there are at least three avenues 
through which community planners can effectively improve residents’ satis-
faction with community services. 

First, community planners may direct their efforts on improvements re-
lated to residents’ satisfaction with neighborhood conditions.  Such efforts 
would enhance the residents’ satisfaction with physical, social, and economic 
aspects related to the neighborhood. Typical interventions would involve 
residents’ perceptions of personal safety, the racial or social mix in the 
neighborhood, the landscape surrounding the neighborhood, and the 
amount of traffic in the neighborhood. 

Secondly, community planners may improve satisfaction at the commu-
nity level by, for example, improving the appearance and condition of public 
places, availability of recreational and entertainment activities, community 
leadership, and the economic environment of the community. 

Thirdly, community planners may also improve intangible aspects of the 
community. Such intangible aspects of the community are perceptions of 
citizen power and confidence in local institutions. Empowering residents in 
community and local government decision-making may influence these per-
ceptions. Also, efforts to increase township or local government reliability, 
competence, and trustworthiness will enhance citizen confidence in local 
institutions. 

In addition to these actual changes in the community, community plan-
ners may also choose to enter into communicative efforts to increase satisfac-
tion with community services. Such communication may target the strength 
of residents’ belief in aspects that constitute their power in influencing local 
institutions or confidence in local institutions. Further, communication ef-
forts may highlight particular aspects of residents’ power in influencing local 
institutions or confidence in local institutions that are particularly well im-
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plemented in the community. Both, awareness and importance of these as-
pects will impact residents’ satisfaction with community services, commu-
nity satisfaction, and community commitment.  

Finally, our study provides guidance for measuring efforts to improve 
residents’ satisfaction with community services. We show that efforts to im-
prove residents’ satisfaction with community services may not be directly 
linked to residents’ satisfaction with community services, but rather operate 
through other, mediating variables. Community planners have to anticipate 
these mediating effects in their selection of performance measures. Further, a 
closer look at these mediation effects may reveal that the mediator is respon-
sible for unexpected or adverse changes in residents’ satisfaction with com-
munity services. 
 
Limitations and Future Research 

Some limitations of the current study should be noted. First, for theory 
testing purposes we use a pooled longitudinal sample. Such a pooled sample 
strengthens the analysis, because the hypothesized relationships are tested 
across various conditions. Thus, the results are more robust against change 
than a single, cross-sectional sample. However, pooling data from different 
samples may also lead to spurious results if there exists heterogeneity be-
tween the sub-samples. In order to test for such misspecification, we ana-
lyzed our sub-samples individually and compared the results to the pooled 
sample. Table 4 provides a summary of these tests.  

This analysis suggests that heterogeneity is not a major problem in our 
sample. However, a few exceptions warrant further attention. First, the 1990 
sub-sample represents only one fifth of the full sample and may not have 
sufficient power to detect small effect-sizes in the sampling population relia-
bly. Due to this lack of sensitivity in the 1990 sample, we find some insignifi-
cant relationships. The relationships that reach our desired significance lev-
els are all in the hypothesized direction and of similar magnitude as in the 
other, larger sub-samples. 

Secondly, due to the longitudinal nature of our sample and the previ-
ously described external changes in the community environment we expect 
trends in the data. Such trends may either change the magnitude of a rela-
tionship or, in extreme cases change the direction of the relationship. We do 
not observe the later, however we find two relationships that become insig-
nificant over time.  

These are the relationship between satisfaction with community services 
and  community satisfaction [H1b], and the relationship between power in 
influencing local institutions and satisfaction with community services [H3d]. 
In addition, the inter-temporal analysis reveals that the effect of social ties on 
overall satisfaction with the community becomes significant in the later sam-
ples [H3g]. It is important to note for the analysis of these changes that the 
effect size of these relationships is relatively small (mean = .04). 
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Table 4.   Sub-Sample Structural Model Estimation Results for Stage 5 
Hypothesis Relationships Pooled 

Sample 
2001 

Subsample 
1990 

Subsample 
1978 

Subsample 
H1a SCC → CS .29 .30 .41 .18 
H1b SCS → CS .03 -.02 -.02 .09 
H1c SCC → SCS .50 .45 .47 .52 
H2 CS → CC .39 .35 .52 .38 
H3a CLI → SCS .17 .21 .34 .17 
H3b CLI → CS .17 .20 .24 .11 
H3c CLI → CC .16 .17 .09 .16 
H3d PO → SCS .02 -.02 -.00 .03 
H3e PO → CS .10 .08 .09 .10 
H3f PO → CC .04 .19 -.00 .03 
H3g ST → CS .02 .10 .07 .01 
H3h ST → CC .18 .18 .10 .18 
H4a SN → SCC .10 .07 .09 .06 
H4b SN → SCS .09 .13 .09 .09 
H4c SN →  SN .12 .08 .07 .12 
H4d SNC → SN .38 .25 .31 .40 
H4e SNC → SH .76 .97 .82 .70 
H4f SH → CS .18 .14 .17 .15 
H4g SNC → ST .48 .69 .46 .43 
H5a SS → CS .08 .05 .01 .03 
H5b SS → ST .22 .28 .19 .21 
H5c SF → SS .37 .43 .16 .37 
H5d SFI → SF .10 .12 .09 .10 
H5e SW → SF .15 .10 .17 .14 
H5f SFI → SH .15 .13 .17 .14 
H5g SH → SF .22 .29 .40 .19 
H5h SCS → SS .24 .51 .14 .22 
H5i SN → SS .07 .09 .08 .04 
H5j SH → SS .07 .07 .05 .06 
H5k SCC → SS -.03 -.17 .09 -.07 

Fit Indices Chi2 3673 628 271 2494 
 d.f.  51 51 51 51 
 RMR .05 .04 .07 .05 
 GFI .95 .93 .92 .95 
 AGFI .89 .85 .83 .90 
 CFI .90 .90 .88 .90 
 RMSEA .09 .10 .10 .08 

SMCs* SCS .56 .52 .54 .54 
 CS .34 .26 .38 .25 
 CC .21 .20 .26 .17 
 SCC .27 .22 .26 .25 
 SN .38 .52 .48 .32 
 SH .23 .35 .24 .19 
 SS .32 .38 .12 .32 
 SF .16 .26 .25 .13 
 ST .05 .11 .05 .04 

Sample size  8412 1100 397 6915 
NOTE: italicized coefficients are non-significant at the p < .01 level; all other coefficients are significant at the p < .05 level. 
*SMC – Squared multiple correlation (variance explained) for construct in the model. 

 
These trends in the effect size of the relationships open opportunities for 

research on potential moderators. A promising direction for further research 
may be the extension of the current framework by including such socially or 
environmentally driven sources of moderation. For example, a changing role 
of the citizen in community decision-making may increase the importance of 
perceived power in influencing local institution. As such, an interesting re-
search question is whether, and under what circumstances, such increased 
citizen involvement will lead to increased satisfaction with community ser-
vices, community satisfaction, and community commitment. 
 



28                                                                                                                    Grezeskowiak, Sirgy, Widgery  

References 
 
Adams, J. S.  1984. The Meaning of Housing in America.  Annals of the Asso-

ciation of American Geographers 74(4), 515-526. 
Ahlbrandt, Roger & James Cunningham. 1979. A New Public Policy for 

Neighborhood Preservation. New York: Praeger. 
Amerigo, M. & J. I. Aragones. 1990.  Residential satisfaction in council hous-

ing.  Journal of Environmental Psychology 10, 313-325. 
Baillie, S. 1990. Dwelling features as intervening variables in housing satis-

faction and propensity to move. Housing and Society 17(3), 1-15. 
Baillie, S. & V. Peart. 1992.  Determinants of housing satisfaction for older 

married and unmarried women in Florida.  Housing and Society 19(2), 
101-116. 

Bonnes, M., M. Bonaiuto, & A. P. Ercolani. 1991.  Crowding and residential 
satisfaction in the urban environment: A contextual approach. Envi-
ronment and Behavior 23(5), 531-552. 

Brown, L. A. & E. G Moore. 1970. The intro-urban migration process: A per-
spective. Geografiska Annaler Series B(53), 1-13. 

Bruin, M. J. & C. C. Cook. 1997. Understanding constraints and residential 
satisfaction among low-income single-parent families.  Environment 
and Behavior 29(4), 532-553. 

Burgess, E. 1925.  The growth of the city: An introduction to a research pro-
ject.  In R.E. Park, E.W. Burgess, & R.D. McKenzie (Eds.), The City 
(pp. 47-62). Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. 

Cadwallader, M. 1992.  Migration and residential mobility: Macro and micro ap-
proaches. Madison, WI: The University of Wisconsin Press. 

Campbell, A., P. E. Converse, & W. J. Rogers. 1976. The quality of American life: 
Perceptions, evaluations, and satisfaction. New York, NY: Russell Sage 
Foundation. 

Canter, D. & K. Rees. 1982. A multivariate model of housing satisfaction. In-
ternational Review of Applied Psychology 31, 185-208. 

Carp, F. M. 1986. Neighborhood quality perception and measurement. In R. 
J. Newcomer, M. P. Lawton, & T.O Byerts (Eds.), Housing in an aging 
society: Issues, alternatives, and policy (pp. 141-150).  New York: Van 
Nostrand Reinhold. 

Carvalho, M., R. V. George, & K. H. Anthony. 1997.  Residential satisfaction 
in condominios exclusivos (gate-guarded neighborhoods) in Brazil. 
Environment and Behavior 29(6), 734-768. 

Cho, J., E. W. Morris, & M. Winter. 1990.  Removing housing deficits in the 
transition from rental to ownership.  Housing and Society 17(2), 45-59. 

Clark, W. A. V. 1986. Human migration. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 
Cook, C. C. 1988.  Components of neighborhood satisfaction: Responses from 

urban and suburban single-parent women.  Environment and Behavior 
20(2), 115-149. 



Satisfaction with Community Services                                                                                                      29 

  

Cook, C. C., M. J. Bruin & S. Laux. 1994.  Housing assistance and residential 
satisfaction among single-parent women. Housing and Society 21(2), 
62-75. 

Crosby, Lawrence A. & Nancy Stephens. 1987.  Effects of Relationship Mar-
keting on Satisfaction, Retention, and Prices in the Life Insurance 
Industry. Journal of Marketing Research  24(November), 404-411. 

Crull, S. R. 1994.  Housing satisfaction of households at risk of serious hous-
ing problems. Housing and Society 21(2), 41-51. 

Crull, S. R., M. E. Bode, & E. W. Morris. 1991.  Two tests of the housing ad-
justment model of residential mobility.  Housing and Society 18(3), 53-
64. 

Cutter, S. 1982.  Residential satisfaction and the suburban homeowner. Urban 
Geograph 3(4), 315-327. 

Dahmann, D.C. 1985.  Assessments of neighborhood quality in metropolitan 
America.  Urban Affairs Quarterly 20(4), 511-535. 

Davies, R. B. & A. R. Pickles. 1991.  An analysis of housing careers in Cardiff.  
Environment and Planning A(23), 629-650. 

Davies, R. B. & R. Crouchley.  1984. Calibrating longitudinal models of resi-
dential mobility and migration. Regional Science and Urban Economics 
4, 231-247. 

Dwyer, Robert F., Paul H. Schurr, & Sejo Oh. 1987.  Developing buyer-seller 
relationships.  Journal of Marketing 51(April), 11-27. 

Elder, G. H. Jr.  1985. Life Course Dynamics. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University 
Press. 

Fishbein, M. & I. Ajzen. 1975. Belief, attitude, intention, and behavior. Reading, 
MA: Addison-Wesley. 

Fournier, Susan. 1998.  Consumers and their brands: Developing relationship 
theory in consumer research. Journal of Consumer Research 24(March), 343-
373. 

Fried, M. & P. Gleicher. 1961.  Some sources of residential satisfaction in an 
urban slum. Journal of American Institute of Planners 27, 305-315. 

Galster, G. 1987.  Identifying the correlates of dwelling satisfaction: An em-
pirical critique.  Environment and Behavior 19(5), 539-568. 

Galster, G. 1987. Homeowners and Neighborhood Reinvestment. Durham, NC: 
Duke University Press. 

Galster, G. & G. W. Hesser.  1981.  Residential satisfaction: Compositional 
and contextual correlates. Environment and Behavior 13(6), 735-758. 

Ganeson, Shankar. 1994.  Determinants of long-term orientation in buyer-
seller relationships. Journal of Marketing 58(April), 1-19. 

Gober, P. 1992.  Urban housing demography. Progress in Human Geography 
16(2), 171-189. 

Golant, S. M. 1982.  Individual differences underlying the dwelling satisfac-
tion of the elderly. Journal of Social Issues 38, 121-133. 



30                                                                                                                    Grezeskowiak, Sirgy, Widgery  

Greene, W. H. 1997. Econometric analysis, 3d ed. Upper Saddle River, NJ: 
Prentice Hall. 

Gruber, K. and G. Shelton. 1987.  Assessment of neighborhood satisfaction by 
residents of three housing types. Social Indicators Research 
19(August), 303-316. 

Gundlach, Gregory T., Ravi S. Achrol, and John T. Mentzer. 1995.  The struc-
ture of commitment in exchange. Journal of Marketing 59(January), 
78-92. 

Ha, M. & M. J. Weber. 1991.  The determinants of residential environmental 
qualities and satisfaction: Effects of financing, housing programs and 
housing regulations. Housing and Society 18(3), 65-76. 

Hadden, L. & M. Lager. 1990. Codebook for the American Housing Survey. Cam-
bridge, MA: Abt Associates Inc. 

Hafstrom, Jeanne L. & Young Sook Chung. 1990.  Housing domain of quality 
of life: Housing tenure, aesthetic aspects, and environmental attrib-
utes.  In H. Lee Meadow & M. Joseph Sirgy (Eds.), Quality-of-Life 
Studies in Marketing and Management (pp. 386-396).  Blacksburg, VA: 
Center for Strategy and Marketing Studies, Virginia Tech. 

Handal, P. J., P. W. Barling, & E. Morrissy. 1981.  Development of perceived 
and preferred measures of physical and social characteristics of the 
residential environment and their relation to satisfaction. Journal of 
Community Psychology 9, 118-124. 

Hanushek, E. A. & J. E. Jackson. 1977. Statistical methods for social scientists. 
New York: Academic Press. 

Jagun, A., D. R. Brown, N. G. Milburn, & L. E. Gary. 1990. Residential satis-
faction and socioeconomic and housing characteristics of urban black 
adults. Journal of Black Studies 21(1), 40-51. 

Johnson, M. K., R. P. Lovingood, & R. C. Goss. 1993.  Satisfaction of elderly 
residents in subsidized housing: The effect of the manager's leader-
ship style. Housing and Society 20(2), 51-60. 

Kasarda, J. D. & M. Janowitz. 1974.  Community attachment in mass society. 
American Sociological Review 39, 328-339. 

Kendig, H. L. 1984.  Housing careers, life cycle and residential mobility: Im-
plications for the housing market. Urban Studies 21, 271-283. 

Lansing, John, Robert Marans, & Robert Zehner. 1970. Planned Residential 
Environments. Ann Arbor, MI: Institute for Survey Research, Univer-
sity of Michigan. 

Lee, B. & A. Guest. 1983.  Determinants of neighborhood satisfaction: A met-
ropolitan-level analysis. Sociological Quarterly 24(Spring), 287-303. 

Lee, Y. & M. Weber. 1984.  Development of an instrument to measure the 
esthetic quality of housing environment. Social Indicators Research 
15(October), 255-280. 

Levy-Leboyer, C.  1993.  The need for space and residential satisfaction. Ar-
chitecture & Comportement / Architecture & Behaviour  9(4), 475-490. 



Satisfaction with Community Services                                                                                                      31 

  

Lu, M. 1998.  Analyzing migration decision-making: Relationship between 
residential satisfaction, mobility intentions, and moving behavior. 
Environment and Planning A(30), 1473-1495. 

Lu, M. 1999.  Determinants of residential satisfaction: ordered logit vs. re-
gression model. Growth and Change  30(Spring), 264-266. 

Marans, R. & W. Rodgers. 1975.  Toward an understanding of community 
satisfaction.  In Amos H. Hawley & Vincent P. Rock (Eds.), Metropoli-
tan America in Contemporary Perspective (pp. 299-352).  New York: 
Wiley. 

McCullagh, P. 1980.  Regression models for ordinal data. Journal of Royal Sta-
tistical Society B42(2), 109-142. 

McHugh, K. E., T. D. Hogan, & S. K. Happel. 1995.  Multiple residence and 
cyclical migration: A life course perspective. The Professional Geogra-
pher 47(3), 251-267. 

Mckelvey, R. D. & W. Zavoina. 1975.  A statistical model for the analysis of 
ordinal level dependent variables. Journal of Mathematical Sociology 4, 
103-120. 

Miller, F. D., S. Tsemberis, G. P. Malia, & D. Grega. 1980. Neighborhood sat-
isfaction among urban dwellers. Journal of Social Issues 36(3), 101-117. 

Moore, E. 1986.  Mobility intention and subsequent relocation. Urban Geogra-
phy 7, 497-514. 

Moorman, Christine, Rohit Desphande, & Gerald Zeltman. 1993.  Factors 
affecting trust in market research relationships.  Journal of Marketing  
57(January), 81-101. 

Morgan, R. M. & Shelby D. Hunt. 1994. The commitment-trust theory of rela-
tionship marketing. Journal of Marketing 58(7), 20-38. 

Morris, E. W. 1978. Housing, family, and society. New York: John Wiley & 
Sons. 

Morris, E. W. & M. Jakubczak. 1988.  Tenure-structure deficit, housing satis-
faction and the propensity to move: A replication of the housing-
adjustment model. Housing and Society 15(1), 41-55. 

Morris, E. W. & M. Winter. 1975.  A theory of family housing adjustment. 
Journal of Marriage and the Family 37(February), 79-88. 

Morris, E. W., Sue Crull, & Mary Winter. 1976.  Housing norms, housing sat-
isfaction and the propensity to move. Journal of Marriage and the Fam-
ily 38(May), 309-320. 

Morris, E. W. & Mary Winter. 1978.  Housing, Family, and Society. New York, 
NY: Wiley. 

Nathan, V. 1995.  Residents' satisfaction with the sites and services approach 
in affordable housing. Housing and Society 22(3), 53-78. 

Onibokun, A. G. 1976.  Social system correlates of residential satisfaction. 
Environment and Behavior 8(3), 323-344. 



32                                                                                                                    Grezeskowiak, Sirgy, Widgery  

Pickles, A. R. & R. B. Davies. 1991.  The empirical analysis of housing careers: 
A review and a general statistical modeling framework. Environment 
and Planning A(23), 465-484. 

Ringel, Norman B. & Jonathan C. Finkelstein. 1991.  Differentiating 
neighborhood satisfaction and neighborhood attachment among ur-
ban residents. Basic and Applied Social Psychology 12(2), 177-193. 

Rogers, E. C. & S. R. Nikkel. 1979.  The housing satisfaction of large urban 
families. Housing and Society 6, 73-87. 

Rohe, W. M. & M. A. Stegman. 1994. The effects of homeownership on the 
self-esteem, perceived control and life satisfaction of low-income 
people. Journal of the American Planning Association 60(2), 173-184. 

Rohe, W. M. & V. Basolo. 1997.  Long-term effects of homeownership on the 
self-perceptions and social interaction of low-income persons. Envi-
ronment and Behavior 29(6), 793-819. 

Rossi, P. H. 1955.  Why families move.  Glenco IL: The Free Press. 
Rossi, P. H.  1980.  Introduction to the second edition. Why families move, 2d 

ed. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage, 15-50. 
Rotter, J. B. 1966.  Generalized expectancies for internal versus external locus 

of control of reinforcement. Psychological Monographs  80, 1-28. 
Sheth, Jagdish N. & Arun Sharma. 1997.  Supplier relationships: Emerging 

issues and challenges.  Industrial Marketing Management 26, 91-100. 
Shumaker, S. A. & R. B. Taylor. 1983. Toward a clarification of people-place 

relationships: a model of attachment to place. In N. R. Fiemer & E. S. 
Geller (Eds.), Environmental psychology: Directions and perspectives (pp. 
219-251). New York: Praeger. 

Sirgy, M. Joseph. 2001. Handbook of Quality-of-Life Research. Dordrecht, The 
Netherlands: Kluwer Academic Publishers. 

Sirgy, M. Joseph. 2002. The Psychology of Quality of Life. Dordrecht, The Neth-
erlands: Kluwer Academic Publishers. 

Speare, Alden. 1974.  Residential satisfaction as an intervening variable in 
residential mobility. Demography 11(May), 1973-1988. 

Stapleton, C. M. 1980.  Reformulation of the family life-cycle concept: Impli-
cations for residential mobility. Environment and Planning A(12), 
1103-1118. 

Stoeckler, Hazel S. 1977.  Aesthetic quality of home interior—A useful 
indicator of housing satisfaction and other quality of life measures. 
Journal of Interior Design Education and Research 3(Spring), 53-73. 

Stoeckler, Hazel S. & Kinley Larntz. 1986.  Cross-cultural differences in 
relationships among satisfaction with aesthetic quality of dwelling 
interior, overall housing, and quality of life.  In Jeanne L. Hafstrom 
(Ed.), Compendium of Quality of Life Research (pp. 122-135). Urbana, IL: 
Illinois Agricultural Experiment Station. 



Satisfaction with Community Services                                                                                                      33 

  

Varady, David. 1982.  Housing satisfaction as an intervening variable 
in explaining residential mobility decisions.  Paper presented at 
Regional Science Association Meetings, Pittsburgh (November). 

Varady, David. 1983.  Determinants of residential mobility decisions. Journal 
of the American Planning Association 49(Spring), 184-199. 

Vrbka, S. J. and E. R. Combs. 1993.  Predictors of neighborhood and commu-
nity satisfactions in rural communities.  Housing and Society, 20(1), 
41-49. 

Warnes, T. 1992.  Migration and the life course.  In T. Champion & T. Field-
ing (Eds.), Migration processes and patterns: research progress and pros-
pects (pp. 175-187). London: Belhaven, 175-187. 

Weidemann, S. & J. R. Anderson. 1985.  A conceptual framework for residen-
tial satisfaction.  In I. Altman & C. H. Werner (Eds.), Home environ-
ment. New York: Plenum Press. 

Western, J. S., P. D. Weldon, & T T. Haung. 1974.  Housing and satisfaction 
with environment in Singapore.  Journal of the American Institute of 
Planners 40(1), 201-208. 

Whiteford, Patricia C. & Earl W. Morris. 1986. Age, tenure, and housing 
satisfaction.  Housing and Society 13(2), 160-171. 

Widgery, Robin. 1982. Satisfaction with the quality of urban life: A 
 predictive model.  American Journal of Community Psychology 10(1),
 37-48. 
Wirth, L. 1938.  Urbanism as a way of life.  American Journal of Sociology 

44(July), 1-24. 
Wolpert, J. 1965.  Behavioral aspects of the  decision to migrate. Papers of the 

Regional Science Association 15, 159-169. 
Wolpert, J.  1966.  Migration as an adjustment to environmental stress. Jour-

nal of Social Issues 22, 91-102. 



34                                                                                                                    Grezeskowiak, Sirgy, Widgery  

Appendix A 
 
The Measures of the Model's Constructs and Reliabilities Statistics  
(If Applicable) 
 
Satisfaction with the Community (α = .67) 

1. Overall, how satisfied are you with the quality of life in Genesee 
County? (6-point scale from ‘strongly dissatisfied’ to ‘strongly 
satisfied’) 

2. When thinking about conditions in Genesee County, are condi-
tions: (3-point scale from ‘getting worse’ to ‘getting better’) 

3. In years to come do you believe that conditions in Genesee 
County will be: (3-point scale from ‘worse than today’ to ‘better 
than today’) 

4. How would you rate Genesee County as a desirable place to 
live? (5-point scale from ‘not very desirable’ to ‘one of the best 
communities in America’) 

 
Satisfaction with Community Conditions* 

How satisfied are your with each of the following: race relations in the 
Genesee County, your personal safety in public places, community 
leaders, entertainment activities, recreational activities, church-
related activities (if applicable), the appearance of commercial and 
business areas, the appearance of public places generally, the ap-
pearance of residential areas, the appearance of the community area 
generally, the condition of streets in the community generally, traffic 
conditions generally in the community, the climate in the commu-
nity, parks available in and near your community, job opportunities 
available in the area, property taxes in the area (6-point scale from 
‘strongly dissatisfied’ to ‘strongly satisfied’)? 

 
Confidence in Local Institutions* 
 How much confidence or trust do you have in the following institutions: local 

schools, General Motors, your local city or township government, local 
banks, county government, and county hospitals? (4-point scale from 
‘not any’ to ‘a great amount’) 

 
Community Commitment (α=.58) 

1. Generally speaking, to what extent do you enjoy living in Gene-
see County? (4-point scale from ‘not at all’ to ‘to a great extent’) 

2. If you could, would you move away from Genesee County? 
(‘yes’/ ‘no’) 
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Social Ties 
To what extent have you made good friends with other community 
residents? (4-point scale from ‘not at all’ to ‘to a great extent’) 

 
Satisfaction with Housing* 

1. How satisfied are you with the interior of your home? (6-point 
scale from ‘strongly dissatisfied’ to ‘strongly satisfied’)? 

2. How satisfied are you with the exterior of your home? (6-point 
scale from ‘strongly dissatisfied’ to ‘strongly satisfied’)? 

 
Satisfaction with the Neighborhood 

Overall, how satisfied are you with the quality of life in your 
neighborhood? (6-point scale from ‘strongly dissatisfied’ to ‘strongly 
satisfied’ 
 

Satisfaction with Neighborhood Conditions* 
How satisfied are your with each of the following: your neighbors, the 
number of children in your neighborhood, behavior of children in 
your neighborhood, you personal safety in your neighborhood, the 
racial mix of your neighborhood, security against break-ins to our 
home, the number of trees in your neighborhood, the appearance of 
homes in your own neighborhood, the amount of traffic on your 
own street (6-point scale from ‘strongly dissatisfied’ to ‘strongly sat-
isfied’)? 

 
Satisfaction with Social Life 

How satisfied are you with your friends and acquaintances in Gene-
see County? (6-point scale from ‘strongly dissatisfied’ to ‘strongly 
satisfied’) 

 
Satisfaction with Family Life 
 How satisfied are you with your own family life? (6-point scale from 

‘strongly dissatisfied’ to ‘strongly satisfied’)  
 
Satisfaction with Community Services*  

How satisfied are you with each of the following: entertainment facilities, 
recreational facilities, local colleges and universities, public schools 
serving your community, medical doctor services available in the 
community, your local township or city government, local govern-
ment services generally, fire protection for your neighborhood, po-
lice protection for your neighborhood, crime prevention efforts in 
the community, garbage collection for your neighborhood, public 
transportation in the community, small animal control, hospitals in 
the community, shopping facilities in the area, grocery stores near 
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your neighborhood, local newspapers, local radio stations, local tele-
vision stations (6-point scale from ‘strongly dissatisfied’ to ‘strongly 
satisfied’)? 

 
Power in influencing local institutions*  

1. How much power do you feel that you have to influence the de-
cisions made by your community school system? (4-point scale 
from ‘no influence at all’ to ‘great influence’) 

2. How much power do you feel that you have to influence the de-
cisions made by your local government? (4-point scale from ‘no 
influence at all’ to ‘great influence’) 

 
Satisfaction with work life* 

1. How satisfied are you with your own job? (6-point scale from 
‘strongly dissatisfied’ to ‘strongly satisfied’) 

2. How satisfied are you with your husbands (wife’s) job? (6-point 
scale from ‘strongly dissatisfied’ to ‘strongly satisfied’) 

 
Satisfaction with financial life 

How satisfied are you with your family’s income (husband and 
wife)? (6-point scale from ‘strongly dissatisfied’ to ‘strongly satis-
fied’) 

 

NOTES: * formative measure; α: Cronbach’s alpha scale reliability. 
 


