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‘Attributes of the Community Environment and the

Individual's Quality of Life

Brian F. Blake, Sing Lau, and Karl Weigl ' o é

Purdue University

Streams of articles in the popular press often ¥ilify or glorify the
¢ . _ ,

. ' quality of life individuals‘éxpérienee in modern society. GoVernmentally

funded programs, such as the Rural D@Gelopment Act of 1972,‘avawed1§ attempt

”- " . to monitor or to énhance-the quality‘of life enjoyed by the nation's citdzens.
' v ' N 4 .. N ""‘ - . N .
algl//boncurrent with this popular concern, psychologists have become increasingly

interested'in the individqé}fs perceived quélity of life in his daily envi-

®

ronment (cf. Campbell and Converse, 1972). ' oy
o Among others, Rossi '(1972) has noted that'a»hiéh propobtion of the

) Wﬁg;sqn's overall’perceived ‘quality of life depends ﬁﬁon the environment

-~

provided by his residential’ community. Hence, if we are to identify those

2

environmeﬁtal requiremenés for a saéisfaétory overall perceived quality of

" -

- subjective.quhlity of life depends upon particular attributes of their commun-

@

Cu o

J‘ity envirgnment (e.g., upon proximity tolfriends, job availability, recrea-
tioﬁaf 6éportunities). Such information, then, is important to the develop-

" ment of a model of the optimal soc¢ial environment. In ad§1tion, this infor-

:%mation would facilitate difect attempts to enhance the quality.pf life in a
community; i.e., it woﬁld provide a change agent with a useful fféme of ref.

. erence in assisting residents to alter the present community.environmgnf to

-

35-‘_: . suit their needs and goals.
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i life, we must have lnformatidn about individual's judgments of the degree their

& - igem v




a e - ‘ /

-

The judged contribution of various comunity attributes to perceived -

'qgality of life is also important to theories specifying the dimensiqnali%y
of people's perceptions of their social environmedts (cf. Insel.and ﬁoos,-
1974). Support for current concepts is based heavily‘upon studies of indi-
viduals' reactions t§ the actual social environments, typically an/iéstitu-
‘tional environment, in which they are regularly immerSed. Fu':her; thesé
investigationsabgye prinéipaliy analyzéd environments (e.g., corporations,

Ly

psychiatric institutions) in which a restricted range of personal character- -
} A . . .

istics may have been representéd Inveetigétion of the judged importance of
vanious community attributes to subjective quality of life not only would
help to assess the generalizability of such concepts from the actual social
~environment to a more hypothetical one, but also would permit the use of a moée
representative subject sample. ) |

Unfortunately, relatively little is known about the pattern underlying
people's judgments about the contribution of var us aspects of,éLé.community

to their perceitjg quality of life. Most past dttempts to identify the contri-

"bution of various community attributes to quality of life typically did not

-a sess the individual's own judgments. In queié::me of those studies‘simply
ssumed that certain comm;nity attribufés wére n >ssary to the individual's
P fceived quality of life. Others identified the contribution of a community
attribute‘by correlating a measure of the actual conditionxof that attributé
with an "objective" (e.g., divofce rate) or a subjective (typically, a seif

report index of happiness) measure of the 1n&1v1dua1's‘overall‘perceived

quality of life. The conceptual ambiguity of the term "perceived quality of

 life" and the probaBle lack of equivhlence between m&ny objective and self

. / % -

report indices suggests that sole reliance upon these approaches may inade- ’

quately reflecf the felt importancé of various community attributes ta the

/7
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person's perceived quality of life. Those studies that did measure the indi-

vidual's judgments did not assess‘theipaintg@relationShips in the light of
ﬁore general theories of socialﬂperception:ﬁ?ﬁ : K .

Do judgments of the‘importance of various community“attributes to one's
perceived quality of life reflect a small number ofmunderlying dimensions

(i.e., value orientations)? Which community attributes form a dimension?

~T1ngel and Mogﬁ (1974) hypothesized that three dimensions underlie perceptions &
of one's actual institutional environment:'Blake, Weigl, and ?erloff (in

press) have attempted to apply these dimensions to perceptions of the com-
ntnity environment. Perhaps comparable dimensions underlie individuals‘
Judgments of the contribution of community attributes to their perceived

quality of life. The first dimension, "system maintenance and change,”

pertains to attributes ensuring the environmentls long term survival. In

a community context maintenance attributes may include institutionalized
arrangements with the avowed goal of providing for the wel{;re of all

community residepts--e.g., the basic comminity services of ‘edical'care, law

enforcement, and education. Inc¢luded may also be those attributes, actually —
vital to the preservation of most communities, which are not institutionalized
and which may not typically be recbgnized as having as a formal goal the’Welfare'///’

of all community residents--the availability of gainful employmentfandpfhea

N ‘ . T \ 2t
existence of local stores and businesses. "Relatibnship;" the second di- -
~ :

meénsion ig-the extent to which persons provide warmth and support fbr/each . .M‘//'
___Juﬂf”’//;j::inent attributes may be proximity to friends and to one s,;& : :

immediate and extended family. The final dimension is ”personal develop-
mént," i.e., characteristics of the environment facilitating personal growth -
and the development of self esteem.’ Tn applying this d ension to the'>

k2

community cnvironmenti Blake ct al. (in press) limited. their attention to

. . . h 6 . N ' : » &
Y .
7 . : .




1972y has-noted.that, relative to metropolitan‘aréas, smaller communitiesl

e

the recreational-entértainment facilities of a community and did not assess

other community attributes potentially providing residents with personal

growth opportunities, such as cultdral activities, hobby . clubngEtc. Al-

though recreational facilities may indeed be used for personal developmeptﬁ

o
however; ‘they also can be used for many other reasons, e.g., tempordry
escape from the stresses of one's daily life (cf, Peterson, 1972)., Perhaps,
then, recreational facilities, particularly of‘the outdoor type, may form a
dimension separate from other attributes potentially providing self-devel-

0pment opportunities

if any, between the strength of a person's valu- or1entation (i.e., his

position on a perceptual dimension) and his satisx-ction with life ' in his

present community. The_extent.tovwhich value orientitions are predictive of

1

one's overall satisfaction with c0mmunity life shol/d depend upon whether or
not the relevant aftributfes at present are func/;Oning adequately to meet
residents '"needs. If~#n attrizute is not fy ionifg adequately, individuals

uith a stronger value orientation should 53 satisfi@d with present

—

community life than are those with a weaker drientation. By definition,

. leveISand, hence, the'strength_of'the maintenance orientation should not be

i .
strongly related to community satisfaction. The relationship orienEation,

also, should.not be predictive; com ty satiSfaction‘should be more a func-

tion of ‘the character of. the interpersonail relationships rather than of prox-, .

-

RS
imity to potentially supportive others per\se On the}other hand, Poplin

.
). o -

(comwunities-analogous to those investigated°here) ‘have minimal recreational-

i
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entertainment facilities. It was anticipated, ttien, that the strength of -
AN .
the recreation orientation would be inversely reléted tao satiafaction with

. community life. No directional hypothesis was made for “the personal devel-
. { .
opment dimension. ' ; . f,- ‘ C . '

1 -

In sum, it was egpected that the judged importance of community'attri-'
sbutes would. reflect a maintenance, relationship, personal deve10pment and
_ recreation dimension, Further, it was anticipated that the recreational
dimension, but not the maintenance and relationship dimensions, would be

related to overall satisfaction with life in one's presgent community.

Y

A random sample of 324 adult residents of various communities in an

Indiana county was drawn‘from telephone directories2 and asked in'a telephone'

contact to pérticipate in,the survey during October, 1974. One hundred and

.

forty ~three returned the quEstionnaire. To enhance the homogeneity of the

D respondents' actual- community environments, the 114 who lived in communities"

4

of 10,000 to 35, 000/rnhabitants were selected for study

L . » 5

e 4
Measures — o . ,

- .
Y . ' ' 4
+

: ' %, . 3 . .
Subjects rated the extent each of 12 attributes” was important to have in

a community in which they "could be happyqand content"uiyEach attribute Was

’

rated on an 11-point scale anchored at"don t want™ (1), "don't care" (6) and
"want very much" (11). The attributés were: a) extensive entertainment‘
- facilities, b) cultural opportunities,ﬁc) opportunities. for self improvement

(like hobby c1ubs, adu1t education) d) civic and charitable organizations to

join, e) high quality medical care, £) good schogls, g) capable 1aw enforcement:

apgeotn fon, h\ wearnens (o v l('\hl! l Y oproxnmit v lo volat{ves + _g’.oml stores

-
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—. faction with living in their present community.a.

for 67.7% of the total variance. Rotation to the varimax criterion5 yielded

. 1s identidal to Insel and Moos' (1974) personal d

. and shopping facilities, k) much outdoor recreation and 1) availability of

SDimengions

. the factor pattern shownrin Table 1. ¢ )

~_-.._’_ ----- -/- -------- /-6 ------ - - - - - - ---- - f el csrcccscr s ee- T CccseeTecce e e- -
Insert Table 1 abéut here o

S S

S

WPy

A

good jobs - Further, subjects completed an 8 item scale about ‘their gatis-

!

& o Resgults and ﬁiscussiOn e '

Importance ratings were intercorrelated and factor'analyzed by principal
i . . ’ N . ® 4 )
cOmponent-varimax rotation procedures (cf. " Harman, 1960). Five orthogonal

components were extraced with eigenvalues greater than 1.0, These accounted -

T AL s SRR o "k T R R R R R

Factor 1 appeared to be the hypothesized'personal development dimension,
in that it was composed offcivic-charitable‘organizations to join, opportun-

’

ities for- self improvement, cultural act1vities and indoor entertainment. )

facilities.' These attributes permit the 1nd1vxdual to explore and deve10p
Q e ¢

his unique skills and interests. Outdoor recreation and, secondarily, indoor .

entertainmen; formed a geparate perceptual dimension, factor 5. The emergence

-

e

of ‘a separate recreation factor is congistent wijh the results of Blake, et. al.
(fn press) but does not support their assumptionLthat the recreation dimension .

velopment dimension. Morefv

generally, the independence of factors l ~and 5 suggest that, although outdoor .

recrea;ional activities and facilities ‘can potent1ally serve a self devel

-
. »

.t . . ~
r
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Pperceptions of the importance of attributes relevant to the survival of the.@

community and its residents. Factor 2 included medical care law enforcement

¥
B

) a maintenance rather

L

‘agencies and education. That education was a component
than part of’the pexsonal development dimension is congistent with reports
(e.g., Campbell and Eckerman, 1964) that education 8 popularly seen as a

mechanism for training children\in skills necessary for future survival and

professional success rather than as an opportunity forgself fuifillment_asla
person. While job availability was unloaded.on.any factor, good.stores and
businesses formed a separate dimension In viewing the conttibution of
various cOmmunity attributes to their perceived quality of life, indiv1dua1s

apparently differentiated between formally organized service inst1tutions w1th )

-the avowed. aim of providing for the we1fare of all citizens (factor 2) and those

N
“
o0

attributes, vita1 for the preservation of c0mmunity residents which are not
formaliy organizéd for the avowed purpose of furthering the pub11c welfare .
(factor 4) Perhaps factor 2 may be labeled an "institutional ma1ntenance

and factor 4 a "commercial maintenance” dimension. S : - -

Finaliy, factor .3 was the hypothesized re}ationship dimension. P%Oximity ;
Qto friends:an‘ re1atives§are(attributes of the community environment which';a
' directly offer a person the oﬁportuni%é;for "emotional" support and ceatinuing
personal interest.‘* | . | ” '
- ;-geiationship to Community Satisfaction' | ' s ,

,(//(i Responses to the 8 items of the satisfaction scale were converted to

) Standard scores and entered into a principal component analysis. The ind1v-
.. 1dual's score on the first p;incipal component, which had accounted for 54.6%
vof the total item variance, formed his community satisfactlon score. 6 The
person’'s satisfaction score was then corre1ated with 'his score on each of the

\\

five factors. described above. ‘ N

)
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As hypothesized the*stronger the ndividuals recreation‘or;::::lions,

p <.03). / Scores on the personal developm‘nt dimension however, were unrelat- %

ed to community satisfaction (r=.1083 In; 1ine with,expectat&QnSf scores on ) R

the institutional (r=. 10) and commercial (r= 01) maintenance and on the rela-

-

tionship dimension (xr=. 11) were not predictive ofjcommunity satigfaction. . ;<(*

_ Summary and Implications . “ﬁ? ) t//yz// S 3
Individuals' judgements ofothe degree ¢o which their quality of 1ife R
depends upon partxcular attributes of their community envirorment reflected S

five dimensions or value orientations; these were 1abe]ed—inst1tutiona1
m .
maintenance, commerc1a1 ma1ntenance personal developmen:, recreatTong:nd

re1ationship. This patter mp1ies that ‘the - frame of reference an ind,yid#al C 3

- uses to determ1ne the envirommental rghuxrements/for an acceptable quality of Q.fji
life (at 1east in his resxdentxal community) may be substantially comparqble, L

-
PR . s

'though not identical, to thé dimensions he uses to view hisopreferredvresidential"
. ” r‘ * N : .

community (Blake, et.lal., in press) and his actual institutional environ-
ment (Insel and Moos, 1974).° _ - . {ggn

The individual's value orientations were also found to be meaninéful in

understanding the person's perceived overall quality of 1life in his present

\\fommunity-enVironment. The precise role of the individual's value orienta- ,

o
e

tions, however, may well depend upon the relevant commdnity attributes. The

recreation orientation was somewhat predictive of community saFiSf%CtiO“f;7 ‘ ?

whereas the other orientations -were not. As previously noted, the strength"

-

of the individual's maintenance orientations should not have been predictive

a

of community'satisfaction, in that by definition the maintenance attributes_

o

ction in a viable community to at least a minimally adequate-degree.
L A 4

-
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éat;gffftiggi in that the quality of the individual s rel onship)witﬁtzzszfs

and relativé§ may be morq}critical to;perceivea %uality of life than 1s prox- i

\
\

imity per se. Finally, the st;ength”of the personal~ﬂeVe10pment orientation

was not aSsqgiated with comﬁhnityusatitfaetion. Although not tested here,
<7 =

it mé§~ba;§ugg\\ted»thatsperhaps even among those with a relativelx stropg
\

\v

o




Footpotes \
1Pl"oximity to friends and relatiyes is treated here rathe than the .
quality of one's relationships with these others The former can be seen
l ’ &’
/. 'ag an’ attribute of the cOmmunity in tHat ie- characterizes one regidential" .

) community more than another, the latter may logically transcend(gi:\h\éocation N

in a particularoresidential community X ; ‘ -

] . e ’ - o N S
s .

2Although the telephone company estimated that over 90% of county‘residents
Were listed in the dfrectories,othe survey results may not apply'to individuals

without listed phones, e.g., those in abject ‘poverty.

o

3A myriad of»community attributes could potentially be delineated TWelve

-

_ were inveStigateﬂ because they~were aufficient tq test the study s hypotheses.

ln addition, their level of generality permitted each to include a larger "_' .

, .

‘humber of specific components, e.g., "good schools" was' a. composite of A
elementary, high schools, colleges adult educationand special education
*iattributes. Finélly, these 12 included the major functional components of- a

.community's social -system (Brooks, et. al., 1971).

/
.

"Illustratively, one item asked the respondent to"indicate ‘on & 7 point

+
~
-®

scale ranging. frOm "none" to'Very, very much", the time and energy that must

w . 3

be’ spent before residents of thq.community would have ‘a good' place in which

to live. . ‘ : e v
&

» -

5The varimax procedure was used becapse, first the theoretical approach

) specified independent rather than highly correlated dimensions Second the

) tendency of this procedure to "break-up" general factors was desired, for in
the present case, a general factor could well reflect the presence. of an .

nrtifact ‘such as positivity bins (e.g., Blake, et. al. » 1973). , (/
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Validat;{ng the acale as a measure of aatisfaction wit:h one's present . L
community, the individual‘s satisfac*:ion scére‘ was correlated, ,r = '56'wiﬁh e
. ’ 4
a separate 6 item measure of his willingen&s to migrat.’e from his presant ‘
' o . . . C e
community. LT : LA : -
. . ) ' ) ’ . . hAd *
4 ' :
S 'u “:{. !
' »
. Ll . R ‘ : “ ::
, :
. . .
. . : %
N ° . . i
o ;] ’ i"
. » i
. : . -
Fd
v \ . v
. . ® v, . f »
. ! '.. * )
~ L 3
P . 4
- ' z’
4 I S ¢
- S . )
1] . ., N i v
? B 4 .
RS ' v Y
3 e ‘.
- ds, ey
- . : v
. . X .
. v * . *
» -»
. R !O v L3 .~
: - N " o . -
. « : = N 7
LR ! [ N
’ . Al R
) ' . ’ ’ ) v ‘o v B "
M R . ' T T ; '
o - -_ﬂ' ' . - ‘v A} @ . ' ' '
- . - . .- - ! S o t,
N 4 . . -

N A . . -
a0 r' e ., R

R R R K . . . . '/ . . ’

. . * ‘ Cy T ] yel . . . o

8 ¢ \‘1 " ' . ~" ..' v - AR K : [ . * * 4 .

CERIC T et T e VRN
L e | . N : « ' / o /

L 'S .




.Tab}dé" '}/Qa :
s :

L

Factor Lyadings of Community Attribute Ratings,

-

- .ii “ . ]
Community: Factor 1  Factor 2 .Factor 3 . Factor 4 Facfor 5 1
Attribute : = T : . T S

-
e
RS

s s e

indoor ent'ertainment . . ' .
facilities L coeld7z o -21 +299

"cultural" acti\\}ities . ¢ ,252 ' 174 -.046
. S S o

o ortunities for self~
pli)-mpro‘vement:. ' © 5632 . 111 - .059. :+119

“

civic’'- charitable
organizations to join

“high q{\ality m;adical care
gducationalb 'syst‘e":m |
law enforcement agencies '”.
nearness to friends

close to relatives

* variety of storesg and
businegses s

wutdoor recreation . ..293 " -.035 +205

availability of gaad jobs =.023 ° . © 055 ~.050

-

Total Variance - 23.2% 15.3% 11.07 9.5%

.

. Eigenvalue W 2,788 - 1.834 1.318 1.141

.
*»

_ Common Vaxf‘iarn.ce o 4219, 26.9% . 14.4% 11.17.
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